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(includes projected requirements for plans, studies, analyses)

THIS SUMMARY IS AN INTERNAL NAVY STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT, PREPARED FOR NAVSEA-PEO STAFF USE ONLY, NOT FOR RELEASE.

( Reports contained within a specific bill section (e.g., in S1050, HR1588) are subject to amendment as the bill moves through each chamber and the resulting conference, while reports levied within the Committee reports only will remain intact (unless modified by the conference report) .  
( Please refer to the referenced report (and associated bill as needed) for full description of the report requirement:
AUTH-- CONF: HRept108-354 of 7 Nov to HR1588ENR;  SASC: SRept108-46 of 13 May 03 to S1050;  HASC: HRept108-106 of 16 May 03 to HR1588; 
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( Quick jumps to report projection by Committee: AUTH-- Conference; SASC, HASC; DOD APPN-- Conference, SAC, HAC
DOD AUTHORIZATION CONFERENCE REPORT PROJECTION

	Subject
	Report Requirement
	Due  date
	Cmte Rept
	Cog

	Sec. 123. Multiyear Procurement Authority For Virginia Class Submarine

Program

	(a) AUTHORITY- The Secretary of the Navy may, in accordance with

     section 2306b of title 10, United States Code, enter into a multiyear

     contract, beginning with the fiscal year 2004 program year, for

     procurement of Virginia-class submarines.
 (b) LIMITATION- The Secretary of the Navy may not enter into a

     contract authorized by subsection (a) until--

          (1) the Secretary submits to the congressional defense committees

          a certification that the Secretary has made each of the findings
          with respect to such contract specified in subsection (a) of

          section 2306b of title 10, United States Code; and

          (2) a period of 30 days has elapsed after the date of the

          transmission of such certification.
	Authority Contingent on certification to Congress plus 30 days
	HRept108-354, p.19
	SECNAV

	Sec. 126. Pilot Program For Flexible Funding Of Cruiser Conversions And

Overhauls.
	(a) ESTABLISHMENT- The Secretary of the Navy may carry out a pilot

     program of flexible funding of conversions and overhauls of cruisers

     of the Navy in accordance with this section…

… (2) A transfer may not be made under this section before the date that

     is 30 days after the date on which the Secretary of the Navy transmits

     to the congressional defense committees a written notification of the

     intended transfer. The notification shall include the following

     matters:

          (A) The purpose of the transfer.

          (B) The amounts to be transferred.

          (C) Each account from which the funds are to be transferred.

          (D) Each program, project, or activity from which the funds are

          to be transferred.

          (E) Each account to which the funds are to be transferred.

          (F) A discussion of the implications of the transfer for the

          total cost of the cruiser conversion or overhaul program for

          which the transfer is to be made…

      (g) FINAL REPORT- Not later than October 1, 2011, the Secretary of the

     Navy shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report

     containing the Secretary's evaluation of the efficacy of the authority

     provided under this section…
	-Fund transfer contingent on notification plus 30 days

- 1 OCT 2011
	HRept108-354, p.20

(Supersedes Sec 122 of SASC 108-46)
	SECNAV


DOD AUTHORIZATION CONFERENCE REPORT PROJECTION

	Subject
	Report Requirement
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	Sec. 211. Collaborative Program For Development Of Electromagnetic Gun

Technology

	     (a) PROGRAM REQUIRED- The Secretary of Defense shall establish and

     carry out a collaborative program for evaluation and demonstration of

     advanced technologies and concepts for advanced gun systems that use

     electromagnetic propulsion for direct and indirect fire applications.

     (b) DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM- The program under subsection (a) shall be

     carried out collaboratively pursuant to a memorandum of agreement to

     be entered into among the Director of Defense Research and

     Engineering, the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, the

     Director of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, and other

     appropriate officials of the Department of Defense, as determined by

     the Secretary. The program shall include the following activities…

  …     (e) REPORT- Not later than March 31, 2004, the Director of Defense

Research and Engineering, in collaboration with the other officials

who entered into the memorandum of agreement under subsection (b),

shall submit a report to the congressional defense committees on the

implementation of the program under subsection (a). The report shall

include the following:

          (1) A description of the memorandum of agreement entered into

          under subsection (b).

          (2) The plan and schedule required by subsection (b)(2).

          (3) A description of the goals and objectives of the program.

          (4) Identification of funding required for fiscal years 2004 and

          2005 and for the future-years defense program to carry out the

          program.

          (5) A description of a plan for industry participation in the

          program.
	31 MAR 2004
	HRept108-354, p.25-26
	DDRE and MOA signatories
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	Report Requirement
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	Sec. 216. Studies Of Fleet Platform Architectures For The Navy
	(a) INDEPENDENT STUDIES- (1) The Secretary of Defense shall provide

     for the performance of two independent studies of alternative future

     fleet platform architectures for the Navy.

     (2) The Secretary shall forward the results of each study to the  congressional defense committees not later than January 15, 2005.

     (3) Each such study shall be submitted both in unclassified, and to the extent necessary, in classified versions.

     (b) ENTITIES TO PERFORM STUDIES- The Secretary of Defense shall

     provide for the studies under subsection (a) to be performed as follows:

          (1) One study shall be performed by a federally funded research and development center.

          (2) The other study shall be performed by the Office of Force Transformation within the Office of the Secretary of Defense and shall include participants from (A) the Office of Net Assessment within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, (B) the Department of the Navy, and (C) the Joint Staff.

     (c) PERFORMANCE OF STUDIES- (1) The Secretary of Defense shall require

     the two studies under this section to be conducted independently of each other.

     (2) In performing a study under this section, the organization performing the study, while being aware of the current and projected fleet platform architectures, shall not be limited by the current or projected fleet platform architecture and shall consider the     following:

          (A) The National Security Strategy of the United States.

          (B) Potential future threats to the United States and to United States naval forces.

          (C) The traditional roles and missions of United States naval forces.

          (D) Alternative roles and missions for United States naval forces.

          (E) Other government and non-government analyses that would contribute to the study through variations in study assumptions or potential scenarios.

          (F) The role of evolving technology on future naval forces.

          (G) Opportunities for reduced manning and unmanned ships and vehicles in future naval forces.

     (d) STUDY RESULTS- The results of each study under this section shall--

          (1) present the alternative fleet platform architectures considered, with assumptions and possible scenarios identified  for each;

          (2) provide for presentation of minority views of study participants; and

          (3) for the recommended architecture, provide--

               (A) the numbers, kinds, and sizes of vessels, the numbers and types of associated manned and unmanned vehicles, and  the basic capabilities of each of those platforms; and

               (B) other information needed to understand that architecture in basic form and the supporting analysis.
	15 Jan 2005 (Two studies)
	HRept108-354, p.28-29 

(Supersedes Sec 217 of HASC108-106)
	(1) FFRDC

(2) OSD TransformationOfc, OSD ONA, Joint Staff, Dept. of the Navy (N81 has Navy lead)
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	Sec. 234. Department Of Defense Program To Expand High-Speed,

High-Bandwidth Capabilities For Network-Centric Operations
	     (a) IN GENERAL- The Secretary of Defense shall carry out a program of     research and development to promote the development of high-speed, high-bandwidth communications capabilities for support of  network-centric operations by the Armed Forces.

     (b) PURPOSES- The purposes of the program required by subsection (a) are as follows:

          (1) To accelerate the development and fielding by the Armed Forces of network-centric operational capabilities (including expanded use of unmanned vehicles, satellite communications, and sensors) through the promotion of research and development, and  the focused coordination of programs, to achieve high-speed,          high-bandwidth connectivity to military assets.

          (2) To provide for the development of equipment and technologies for military high-speed, high-bandwidth communications  capabilities for support of network-centric operations.

     (c) DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM- In carrying out the program of research  and development required by subsection (a), the Secretary shall--

          (1) identify areas of advanced wireless communications in which research and development, or the use of emerging technologies,  has significant potential to improve the performance, efficiency, cost, and flexibility of advanced communications systems for support of network-centric operations;

          (2) develop a coordinated plan for research and development on--

               (A) improved spectrum access through spectrum-efficient communications for support of network-centric operations;

               (B) high-speed, high-bandwidth communications;

               (C) networks, including complex ad hoc adaptive network  structures;

               (D) communications devices, including efficient receivers and transmitters;

               (E) computer software and wireless communication applications, including robust security and encryption; and

               (F) any other matters that the Secretary considers appropriate for the purposes described in subsection (b);

          (3) ensure joint research and development, and promote joint  systems acquisition and deployment, among the military departments and defense agencies, including the development of  common cross-service technology requirements and doctrine, so as to enhance interoperability among the military services and      defense agencies;

          (4) conduct joint experimentation among the Armed Forces, and coordinate with the Joint Forces Command, on experimentation to support the development of network-centric warfare capabilities from the operational to the small unit level in the Armed Forces;

          (5) consult with other Federal entities and with private industry  to develop cooperative research and development efforts, to the extent that such efforts are practicable.

     (d) REPORT- (1) The Secretary shall submit to the congressional defense committees, together with the budget justification materials submitted to Congress in 
	With FY2006 Budget Justification Materials
	HRept108-354, p.34
	SECDEF
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	Sec. 234. Department Of Defense Program To Expand High-Speed,

High-Bandwidth Capabilities For Network-Centric Operations
	(continued from previous page)
support of the Department of Defense budget for fiscal year 2006 (as submitted with the budget of the President under section 1105(a) of title 31, United States Code), a report on the activities carried out under this section through the date on which the report is submitted.

     (2) The report under paragraph (1) shall include the following:

          (A) A description of the research and development activities carried out under subsection (a), including the particular activities carried out under the plan required by subsection (c)(2).

          (B) Current and proposed funding for the particular activities carried out under that plan, as set forth in each of subparagraphs (A) through (F) of subsection (c)(2).

          (C) A description of the joint research and development

          (D) A description of the joint experimentation activities required by subsection (c)(4).

          (E) An analysis of the effects on recent military operations of  limitations on communications bandwidth and access to radio frequency spectrum.

          (F) An assessment of the effect of additional resources on the ability to achieve the purposes described in subsection (b).

            (G) Such recommendations for additional activities under this section as the Secretary considers appropriate to meet the purposes described in subsection (b).
	
	
	

	Sec. 320. Report Regarding Impact Of Civilian Community Encroachment And

Certain Legal Requirements On Military Installations And Ranges And Plan To Address Encroachment
	     (a) STUDY REQUIRED- The Secretary of Defense shall conduct a study on

     the impact, if any, of the following types of encroachment issues

     affecting military installations and operational ranges:

          (1) Civilian community encroachment on those military  installations and ranges whose operational training activities, research, development, test, and evaluation activities, or other operational, test and evaluation, maintenance, storage, disposal,or other support functions require, or in the future reasonably may require, safety or operational buffer areas. The requirement for such a buffer area may be due to a variety of factors, including air operations, ordnance operations and storage, or other activities that generate or might generate noise,  electro-magnetic interference, ordnance arcs, or environmental impacts that require or may require safety or operational buffer areas.

          (2) Compliance by the Department of Defense with State Implementation Plans for Air Quality under section 110 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7410).

          (3) Compliance by the Department of Defense with the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.).

     (b) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED WITH RESPECT TO CIVILIAN COMMUNITY     ENCROACHMENTS- With respect to paragraph (1) of subsection (a), the  study shall include the following:

          (1) A list of all military installations described in subsection (a)(1) at which civilian community encroachment is occurring.

          (2) A description and analysis of the types and degree of such civilian community encroachment at each military installation  included on the list.

          (3) An analysis, including views and estimates of the Secretary of Defense, of the current and potential future impact of such civilian community encroachment on 
	-31 JAN 2004

-31 JAN 2006

-31 JAN 2007
	HRept108-354, p.46-48
	SECDEF
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	Sec. 320. Report Regarding Impact Of Civilian Community Encroachment And

Certain Legal Requirements On Military Installations And Ranges And Plan To Address Encroachment
	 (continued from previous page) 

         operational training activities, research, development, test, and evaluation activities, and other significant operational, test and evaluation, maintenance, storage, disposal, or other support functions performed by military installations included on the list. The analysis shall include the following:

               (A) A review of training and test ranges at military installations, including laboratories and technical centers of the military departments, included on the list.

               (B) A description and explanation of the trends of such encroachment, as well as consideration of potential future readiness problems resulting from unabated encroachment.

          (4) An estimate of the costs associated with current and anticipated partnerships between the Department of Defense and non-Federal entities to create buffer zones to preclude further development around military installations included on the list, and the costs associated with the conveyance of surplus property around such military installations for purposes of creating buffer zones. (5) Options and recommendations for possible legislative or  budgetary changes necessary to mitigate current and anticipated  future civilian community encroachment problems.

     (c) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED WITH RESPECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH SPECIFIED LAWS- With respect to paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (a), the study shall include the following:

          (1) A list of all military installations and other locations at which the Armed Forces are encountering problems related to compliance with the laws specified in such paragraphs.

          (2) A description and analysis of the types and degree of compliance problems encountered.

          (3) An analysis, including views and estimates of the Secretary of Defense, of the current and potential future impact of such compliance problems on the following functions performed at military installations:

               (A) Operational training activities.

               (B) Research, development, test, and evaluation activities.

               (C) Other significant operational, test and evaluation, maintenance, storage, disposal, or other support functions.

          (4) A description and explanation of the trends of such compliance problems, as well as consideration of potential future readiness problems resulting from such compliance problems.

     (d) PLAN TO RESPOND TO ENCROACHMENT ISSUES- On the basis of the study conducted under subsection (a), including the specific matters required to be addressed by subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary of Defense shall prepare a plan to respond to the encroachment issues described in subsection (a) affecting military installations and operational ranges.
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	Sec. 320. Report Regarding Impact Of Civilian Community Encroachment And

Certain Legal Requirements On Military Installations And Ranges And Plan To Address Encroachment
	(continued from previous page)    

 (e) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS- The Secretary of Defense shall submit to    the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate and the Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives the following reports regarding the study conducted under subsection (a), including the specific matters required to be addressed by subsections (b) and (c):

          (1) Not later than January 31, 2004, an interim report describing  the progress made in conducting the study and containing the  information collected under the study as of that date.

(2) Not later than January 31, 2006, a report containing the  results of the study

and the encroachment response plan required by subsection (d).

          (3) Not later than January 31, 2007, and each January 31 thereafter through January 31, 2010, a report describing the progress made in implementing the encroachment response plan.  
	
	
	

	Sec. 335. Delayed Implementation Of Revised Office Of Management And Budget

Circular A-76 By Department Of Defense Pending Report.


	(a) LIMITATION PENDING REPORT- No studies or competitions may be

     conducted under the policies and procedures contained in the revised

     Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76 dated May 29, 2003 (68

     Fed. Reg. 32134), relating to the possible contracting out of

     commercial activities being performed, as of such date, by employees

     of  the Department of Defense, until the end of the 45-day period

     beginning on the date on which the Secretary of Defense submits to

     Congress a report on the effects of the revisions.

     (b) CONTENT OF REPORT- The report required by subsection (a) shall

     contain, at a minimum, specific information regarding the following:

          (1) The extent to which the revised circular will ensure that employees of the Department of Defense have the opportunity to compete to retain their jobs.

          (2) The extent to which the revised circular will provide appeal and protest rights to employees of the Department of Defense.

          (3) Identify safeguards in the revised circular to ensure that all public-private competitions are fair, appropriate, and comply with requirements of full and open competition.

          (4) The plans of the Department to ensure an appropriate phase-in period for the revised circular, as recommended by the Commercial Activities Panel of the Government Accounting Office in its April 2002 report to Congress, including recommendations for any legislative changes that may be required to ensure a smooth and efficient phase-in period.

          (5) The plans of the Department to provide training to employees of the Department of Defense regarding the revised circular, including how the training will be funded, how employees will be selected to receive the training, and the number of employees likely to receive the training.

          (6) The plans of the Department to collect and analyze data on  the costs and quality of work contracted out or retained in-house as a result of a sourcing process conducted under the revised circular.
	CONTINGENT (studies/ competitions may not be conducted until 45 days after SECDEF transmits report
	HRept108-354, p.54-55

(Supersedes Sec 323 HASC 108-106)
	SECDEF
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	Sec. 336. Pilot Program For Best-Value Source Selection For Performance Of

Information Technology Services.


	     (a) AUTHORITY TO USE BEST-VALUE CRITERION- The Secretary of Defense

     may carry out a pilot program for the procurement of information technology services for the Department of Defense that uses a best-value criterion in the selection of the source for the performance of the information technology services.

     (b) REQUIRED EXAMINATION UNDER PILOT PROJECT- Under the pilot program, the Secretary of Defense shall modify the examination otherwise

     required by section 2461(b)(3)(A) of title 10, United States Code, to be an examination of the performance of an information technology services function by Department of Defense civilian employees and by one or more private contractors to demonstrate whether--

(1) a change to performance by the private sector will result in the best value to the Government over the life of the contract, as determined in accordance with the competition requirements of Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76; and          (2) certain benefits exist, in addition to price, that warrant performance of the function by a private sector source at a cost higher than that of performance by Department of Defense civilian employees.

     (c) EXEMPTION FOR PILOT PROGRAM- Section 2462(a) of title 10, United     States Code, does not apply to the procurement of information technology services under the pilot program.

(d) DURATION OF PILOT PROGRAM- (1) The authority to carry out the pilot program begins on the date on which the Secretary of Defense submits to Congress the report on the effect of the recent revisions to Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76, as required by section 335 of this Act, and expires on September 30, 2008.

     (2) The expiration of the pilot program shall not affect the selection of the source for the performance of an information technology services function for the Department of Defense for which the analysis required by section 2461(b)(3) of title 10, United States Code, has been commenced before the expiration date or for which a solicitation has been issued before the expiration date. 

(e) GAO REVIEW- Not later than February 1, 2008, the Comptroller General shall submit to Congress a report containing--

          (1) a review of the pilot program to assess the extent to which   the pilot program is effective and is equitable for the potential public sources and the potential private sources of information technology services for the Department of Defense; and

        (2) any other conclusions of the Comptroller General resulting from the review.

(f) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SERVICE DEFINED- In this section, the term

     `information technology service' means any service performed in the

     operation or maintenance of information technology (as defined in

     section 11101 of title 40, United States Code) that is necessary for

     or beneficial to the accomplishment of the authorized functions of the

     Department of Defense (other than functions which the Secretary of

     Defense determines must be performed by military or Government

     personnel).
	NLT 

1 FEB 2008
	HRept108-354, p.55-56
	GAO
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	Sec. 337. High-Performing Organization Business Process Reengineering Pilot

Program
	     (a) PILOT PROGRAM- The Secretary of Defense shall establish a pilot

     program under which the Secretary concerned shall create, or continue

     the implementation of, high-performing organizations through the

     conduct of a Business Process Reengineering initiative at selected

     military installations and facilities under the jurisdiction of the

     Secretary concerned.

     (b) EFFECT OF PARTICIPATION IN PILOT PROGRAM- (1) During the period of

     an organization's participation in the pilot program, including the

     periods referred to in paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection (f), the

     Secretary concerned may not require the organization to undergo any

     Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76 competition or other

     public-private competition involving any function of the organization

     covered by the Business Process Reengineering initiative. The

     organization may elect to undergo such a competition as part of the

     initiative.

     (2) Civilian employee or military personnel positions of the

     participating organization that are part of the Business Process

     Reengineering initiative shall be counted toward any numerical goals,

     target, or quota that the Secretary concerned is required or requested

     to meet during the term of the pilot program regarding the number of

     positions to be covered by public-private competitions.

     (c) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONS- Subject to subsection (d), the Secretary

     concerned may select two types of organizations to participate in the

     pilot program:

          (1) Organizations that underwent a Business Process Reengineering

          initiative within the preceding five years, achieved major

          performance enhancements under the initiative, and will be able

          to sustain previous or achieve new performance goals through the

          continuation of its existing or completed Business Process

          Reengineering plan.

          (2) Organizations that have not undergone or have not

          successfully completed a Business Process Reengineering

          initiative, but which propose to achieve, and reasonably could

          reach, enhanced performance goals through implementation of a

          Business Process Reengineering initiative.

     (d) ADDITIONAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS- (1) To be eligible for

     selection to participate in the pilot program under subsection (c)(1),

     an organization described in such subsection shall demonstrate, to the

     satisfaction of the Secretary concerned, the completion of a total

     organizational assessment that resulted in enhanced performance

     measures at least comparable to those performance measures that might

     be achieved through competitive sourcing.

     (2) To be eligible for selection to participate in the pilot program

     under subsection (c)(2), an organization described in such subsection

     shall identify, to the satisfaction of the Secretary concerned--
	Annually
	HRept108-354, p.56-58
	Service Secty
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	Sec. 337. High-Performing Organization Business Process Reengineering Pilot

Program
	(continued from previous page)    

          (A) functions, processes, and measures to be studied under the

          Business Process Reengineering initiative;

          (B) adequate resources to carry out the Business Process

          Reengineering initiative; and

          (C) labor-management agreements in place to ensure effective

          implementation of the Business Process Reengineering initiative.

     (e) LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS- Total participants in the

     pilot program is limited to eight military installations and

     facilities, with some participants to be drawn from organizations

     described in subsection (c)(1) and some participants to be drawn from

     organizations described in subsection (c)(2).

     (f) IMPLEMENTATION AND DURATION- (1) The implementation and 

     management

     of a Business Process Reengineering initiative under the pilot program

     shall be the responsibility of the commander of the military

     installation or facility at which the Business Process Reengineering

     initiative is carried out.

     (2) An organization selected to participate in the pilot program shall

     be given a reasonable initial period, to be determined by the

     Secretary concerned, in which the organization must implement the

     Business Process Reengineering initiative. At the end of this period,

     the Secretary concerned shall determine whether the organization has

     achieved initial progress toward designation as a high-performing

     organization. In the absence of such progress, the Secretary concerned

     shall terminate the organization's participation in the pilot program.

     (3) If an organization successfully completes implementation of the

     Business Process Reengineering initiative under paragraph (2), the

     Secretary concerned shall designate the organization as a

     high-performing organization and grant the organization an additional

     five-year period in which to achieve projected or planned efficiencies

     and savings under the pilot program.

     (g) REVIEWS AND REPORTS- The Secretary concerned shall conduct annual     performance reviews of the participating organizations or functions under the jurisdiction of the Secretary concerned. Reviews and reports shall evaluate organizational performance measures or functional performance measures and determine whether organizations are performing satisfactorily for purposes of continuing participation in the pilot program.
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	Sec. 337. High-Performing Organization Business Process Reengineering Pilot

Program
	(continued from previous page)    

(h) PERFORMANCE MEASURES- Performance measures utilized in the pilot     program should include the following, which shall be measured against

     organizational baselines determined before participation in the pilot

     program:

          (1) Costs, savings, and overall financial performance of the

          organization.

          (2) Organic knowledge, skills or expertise.

          (3) Efficiency and effectiveness of key functions or processes.

          (4) Efficiency and effectiveness of the overall organization.

          (5) General customer satisfaction. (i) DEFINITIONS- In this section

          (1) The term `Business Process Reengineering' refers to an

          organization's complete and thorough analysis and reengineering

          of mission and support functions and processes to achieve

          improvements in performance, including a fundamental reshaping of

          the way work is done to better support an organization's mission

          and reduce costs.

          (2) The term `high-performing organization' means an organization

          whose performance exceeds that of comparable providers, whether

          public or private.

          (3) The term `Secretary concerned' means the Secretary of a

          military department and the Secretary of Defense, with respect to

          matters concerning the Defense Agencies
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	Sec. 338. Naval Aviation Depots Multi-Trades Demonstration Project.
	     (a) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT REQUIRED- In accordance with section 4703 of title 5, United States Code, the Secretary of the Navy shall carry out  a demonstration project under which three Naval Aviation Depots are given the flexibility to promote by one grade level workers who are certified at the journey level as able to perform multiple trades.

     (b) SELECTION REQUIREMENTS- As a condition on eligibility for selection to participate in the demonstration project, the head of a Naval Aviation Depot shall submit to the Secretary a business case analysis and concept plan--

          (1) that, on the basis of the results of analysis of work  processes, demonstrate that process improvements would result  from the trade combinations proposed to be implemented under the demonstration project; and

          (2) that describes the improvements in cost, quality, or schedule of work that are anticipated to result from the participation in the demonstration project.

     (c) PARTICIPATING WORKERS- (1) Actual worker participation in the     demonstration project shall be determined through competitive selection. Not more than 15 percent of the wage grade journeyman at a demonstration project location may be selected to participate.

     (2) Job descriptions and competency-based training plans must be developed for each worker while in training under the demonstration project and once certified as a multi-trade worker. A certified multi-trade worker who receives a pay grade promotion under the demonstration project must use each new skill during at least 25 percent of the worker's work year.

     (d) FUNDING SOURCE- Appropriations for operation and maintenance of the Naval Aviation Depots selected to participate in the demonstration project shall be used as the source of funds to carry out the demonstration project, including the source of funds for pay increases made under the project.

     (e) DURATION- The demonstration project shall be conducted during FY04-06.

     (f) REPORT- Not later than January 15, 2007, the Secretary shall submit a report to Congress describing the results of the demonstration project.

     (g) GAO EVALUATION- The Secretary shall transmit a copy of the report to the Comptroller General. Within 90 days after receiving the report, the Comptroller General shall submit to Congress an evaluation of the report.
	-15 Jan 2007

-Receipt of Navy report plus 90 dyas
	HRept108-354, p.58
	-SECNAV
-GAO
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	Sec. 812. Assessment Of United States Defense Industrial Base Capabilities
	(a) ASSESSMENT PROGRAM- (1) The Secretary of Defense shall establish a

     program to assess--

          (A) the degree to which the United States is dependent on foreign sources of supply; and

          (B) the capabilities of the United States defense industrial base  to produce military systems necessary to support the national security objectives set forth in section 2501 of title 10, United States Code.

     (2) For purposes of the assessment program, the Secretary shall use existing data, as required under subsection (b), and submit an annual report, as required under subsection (c).

     (b) USE OF EXISTING DATA- (1) At a minimum, with respect to each prime contract with a value greater than $25,000 for the procurement of defense items and components, the following information from existing sources shall be used for purposes of the assessment program:

          (A) Whether the contractor is a United States or foreign contractor.

          (B) The principal place of business of the contractor and the  principal place of performance of the contract.

          (C) Whether the contract was awarded on a sole source basis or after receipt of competitive offers.

          (D) The dollar value of the contract.

     (2) The Federal Procurement Data System described in section 6(d)(4)(A) of the Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 405(d)(4)(A)), or any successor system, shall collect from contracts described in paragraph (1) the information specified in that paragraph.

     (3) Information obtained in the implementation of this section is subject to the same limitations on disclosure, and penalties for violation of such limitations, as is provided under section 2507 of title 10, United States Code. Such information also shall be exempt from release under section 552 of title 5, United States Code.

     (4) For purposes of meeting the requirements set forth in this section, the Secretary of Defense may not require the provision of information beyond the information that is currently provided to the Department of Defense through existing data collection systems by non-Federal entities with respect to contracts and subcontracts with the Department of Defense or any military department.

     (c) ANNUAL REPORT- (1) Not later than February 1 of each year, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a report on the assessment program covering the preceding fiscal year. The first report under this subsection shall cover fiscal year 2004 and shall be submitted to the Committees no later than February 1, 2005.

     (2)(A) The report shall include the following with respect to

     contracts described in subsection (b):

          (i) The total number and value of such contracts awarded by the Department of Defense.          
	1 FEB 2005, and annually thereafter
	HRept108-354, p.153-154

(Supersedes Sec 811 HASC 108-106)
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	Sec. 812. Assessment Of United States Defense Industrial Base Capabilities
	(continued from previous page)

          (ii) The total number and value of such contracts awarded on a sole source basis.

          (iii) The total number and value of contracts described in clause

          (ii) awarded to foreign contractors, summarized by country.

          (iv) The total number and value of contracts awarded to foreign contractors through competitive procedures, summarized by

          country.

     (B) The report also shall include--

          (i) the status of the matters described in subparagraphs (A) and

          (B) of subsection (a)(1);

          (ii) the status of implementation of successor procurement data  management systems; and

          (iii) such other matters as the Secretary considers appropriate.
	
	
	

	Sec. 813. Identification Of Essential Items: Military System Breakout List
	(a) IDENTIFICATION PROCESS- (1) The Secretary of Defense shall establish a process, using the Defense Logistics Information System existing database, to identify, with respect to each military system--

          (A) the essential items, assemblies, and components of the system that are active items, assemblies, and components;

          (B) foreign and domestic sources of supply for active items, assemblies, and components of the system;

          (C) the active items, assemblies, and components of the system  that are commercial; and

    (D) Federal Supply Class and North American IndustryClassification System Codes for active items, assemblies, and components of the system.

     (2) Any modification to the logistics management system or any successor system of the Department of Defense shall maintain the capability to identify--

          (A) essential items, assemblies, and components described in paragraph (1)(A);

          (B) foreign and domestic sources of supply for active items, assemblies, and components;

          (C) the active items, assemblies, and components of the system  that are commercial; and

          (D) Federal Supply Class and North American Industry Classification System Codes for active items, assemblies, and components.

     (3) For purposes of meeting the requirements set forth in this section, the Secretary of Defense may not require the provision of information beyond the information that is currently provided to the Department of Defense through existing data collection systems by non-Federal entities with respect to contracts and subcontracts with the Department of Defense or any military department.

     (b) MILITARY SYSTEM ESSENTIAL ITEM BREAKOUT LIST- The Secretary of

     Defense shall produce a list, to be known as the `military system essential item breakout list', consisting of the items, assemblies, and components identified under subsection (a)(1)(A). In producing the list, the Secretary of Defense shall consider the results of the report under subsection (c).     
	-Enactment plus 18 months;

-1 NOV 2005, and annually thereafter;

-Interim  report by 1 FEB 2005
	HRept108-354, p.153-154

(Supersedes Sec 812 HASC 108-106)
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	Sec. 813. Identification Of Essential Items: Military System Breakout List
	(continued from previous page)

(c) ASSESSMENT- Not later than 18 months after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense, acting through a federally funded research and development center, shall prepare a  report that--

          (1) assesses the criteria that should be used for identifying  whether an item, assembly, or component is essential to a military system; and

          (2) recommends which items, assemblies, and components should be included on the military system essential item breakout list under subsection (b).

     (d) REPORT- (1) Not later than November 1 of each year, beginning with November 1, 2005, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a report on the implementation of this section. The report may be submitted in classified and unclassified form.      

    (2) The report shall include the following:

          (A) A list of each military system covered by the process established under subsection (a). (B) A list of the items, assemblies, and components on the military system essential item breakout list that are  manufactured or produced outside the United States, setting forth military and commercial separately.

          (C) The portion of the entire military system essential item  breakout list that consists of the items, assemblies, and components listed under subparagraph (B) (stated as a  percentage).

          (D) A list of each Federal Supply Class and North American Industry Classification System Code represented on the military system essential item breakout list, and the portion of the entire military system essential item breakout list that consists of items, assemblies, or components in such classes or codes

          (stated as a percentage).

          (E) A list of each country outside the United States where the items, assemblies, and components listed under subparagraph (B)  are manufactured or produced, and the portion of the entire military system essential item breakout list that consists of--

               (i) the items, assemblies, or components manufactured or produced in that country, setting forth military and commercial separately (stated as a percentage); and

               (ii) the Federal Supply Classes and North American Industry Classification System Codes represented by those items, assemblies, or components (stated as a percentage).

     (3) The Secretary shall submit an interim version of the report  required by this subsection not later than February 1, 2005, containing as much information as is practicable to be included by such date.
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	Sec. 814. Production Capabilities Improvement For Certain Essential Items Using Defense Industrial Base Capabilities Fund
	     (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FUND- There is established in the Treasury of the

     United States a separate fund to be known as the Defense Industrial

     Base Capabilities Fund (hereafter in this section referred to as the

     `Fund').

     (b) MONEYS IN FUND- There shall be credited to the Fund amounts

     appropriated to it.

     (c) USE OF FUND- The Secretary of Defense is authorized to use all

     amounts in the Fund, subject to appropriation, for the purposes of

     enhancing or reconstituting United States industrial capability to

     produce items on the military system essential item breakout list (as

     described in section 812(b)) or items subject to section 2534 of title

     10, United States Code, in the quantity and of the quality necessary

     to achieve national security objectives.

     (d) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUND- Before the obligation of any amounts in     the Fund, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report describing the Secretary's plans for implementing the Fund established in subsection (a), including the priorities for the obligation of amounts in the Fund, the criteria for determining the recipients of such amounts, and the mechanisms through which such amounts may be provided to the recipients.

     (e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS- Amounts in the Fund shall remain available

     until expended.

     (f) FUND MANAGER- The Secretary of Defense shall designate a Fund

     manager. The duties of the Fund manager shall include--

          (1) ensuring the visibility and accountability of transactions

          engaged in through the Fund; and

          (2) reporting to Congress each year regarding activities of the

          Fund during the previous fiscal year.
	Before Obligation of Funds
	HRept108-354, p.155-156
	SECDEF

	Sec. 824. Study Of Beryllium Industrial Base
	     (a) REQUIREMENT FOR STUDY- The Secretary of Defense shall conduct a   study of the adequacy of the industrial base of the United States to meet defense requirements of the United States for beryllium.

     (b) REPORT- Not later than March 31, 2005, the Secretary shall submit a report on the results of the study to Congress. The report shall contain, at a minimum, the following information:

          (1) A discussion of the issues identified with respect to the long-term supply of beryllium.

          (2) An assessment of the need, if any, for modernization of the primary sources of production of beryllium.

          (3) A discussion of the advisability of, and concepts for, meeting the future defense requirements of the United States for beryllium and maintaining a stable domestic industrial base of

          sources of beryllium through--

               (A) cooperative arrangements commonly referred to as public-private partnerships;

               (B) the administration of the National Defense Stockpile under the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act; and

               (C) any other means that the Secretary identifies as feasible.
	31 MAR 2005
	HRept108-354, p.158
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	Sec. 846. Applicability Of Requirement For Reports On Maturity Of

Technology At Initiation Of Major Defense Acquisition Programs
	Section 804(a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal

     Year 2002 (Public Law 107-107; 115 Stat. 1180) is amended by striking

     `, as in effect on the date of enactment of this Act,' and inserting

     `(as in effect on the date of the enactment of this Act), and the

     corresponding provision of any successor to such Instruction,'.

	1 MAR annually, 2003 through 2006
	HRept108-354, p.164

(Supersedes Sec 823 SASC 108-46)
	

	Sec. 851. Report On Contract Payments To Small Businesses.


	     (a) REPORT- The Comptroller General shall prepare and submit to the

     congressional defense committees a report on the timeliness ofcontract payments made to small businesses during fiscal years 2001 and 2002 by the Department of Defense. The report shall include an estimate of the following:

          (1) The total amount of contract payments made by the Department to small businesses.

          (2) The percentage of total contract payments to small businesses that were not made in a timely manner.

          (3) The reasons that contract payments to small businesses were not made in a timely manner.

          (4) The amount of interest owed and paid by the Department to small businesses due to contract payments not made in a timely manner.

          (5) Such recommendations as the Comptroller General considers appropriate to improve the process for making contract payments to small businesses in a timely manner.

     (b) DEFINITIONS- For purposes of subsection (a)--

          (1) a payment is considered not made in a timely manner if it caused interest to accrue under chapter 39 of title 31, United States Code (relating to prompt payment); and

          (2) the term `small business' means an entity that qualifies as a  small business concern under the Small Business Act.
	NOT DEFINED
	HRept108-354, p.166
	GAO

	Sec. 903. Biennial Review Of National Military Strategy By Chairman Of The

Joint Chiefs Of Staff
	     (a) BIENNIAL REVIEW- Section 153 of title 10, United States Code, by

     adding at the end the following new subsection:

     `(d) BIENNIAL REVIEW OF NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY- (1) Not later then

     February 15 of each even-numbered year, the Chairman shall submit to the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate and the Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives a report containing the results of a comprehensive examination of the national military strategy. Each such examination shall be conducted by the Chairman in conjunction with the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the commanders of the unified and specified commands.

     `(2) Each report on the examination of the national military strategy

     under paragraph (1) shall include the following:

          `(A) Delineation of a national military strategy consistent  with--

               `(i) the most recent National Security Strategy prescribed  by the President pursuant to section 108 of the National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 404a);               `(ii) the most recent annual report of the Secretary of Defense submitted to the 
	15 FEB each even-numbered year
	HRept108-354, p.169-170
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	Sec. 903. Biennial Review Of National Military Strategy By Chairman Of The

Joint Chiefs Of Staff
	(continued from previous page)

President and Congress pursuant to  section 113 of this title; and

               `(iii) the most recent Quadrennial Defense Review conducted by the Secretary of Defense pursuant to section 118 of this title.

          `(B) A description of the strategic environment and the opportunities and challenges that affect United States national interests and United States national security.

          `(C) A description of the regional threats to United States national interests and United States national security.

          `(D) A description of the international threats posed by terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, and asymmetric challenges to United States national security.

          `(E) Identification of United States national military objectives and the relationship of those objectives to the strategic environment, regional, and international threats.

          `(F) Identification of the strategy, underlying concepts, and component elements that contribute to the achievement of United States national military objectives.

          `(G) Assessment of the capabilities and adequacy of United States forces (including both active and reserve components) to successfully execute the national military strategy.

          `(H) Assessment of the capabilities, adequacy, and interoperability of regional allies of the United States and or other friendly nations to support United States forces in combat operations and other operations for extended periods of time.

     `(3)(A) As part of the assessment under this subsection, the Chairman, in conjunction with the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the commanders of the unified and specified commands, shall undertake an assessment of the nature and magnitude of the strategic and military risks associated with successfully executing the missions called for under the current National Military Strategy.

     `(B) In preparing the assessment of risk, the Chairman should make  assumptions pertaining to the readiness of United States forces (in both the active and reserve components), the length of conflict and the level of intensity of combat operations, and the levels of support from allies and other friendly nations.

     `(4) Before submitting a report under this subsection to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives, the Chairman shall provide the report to the  Secretary of Defense. The Secretary's assessment and comments thereon (if any) shall be included with the report. If the Chairman's assessment in such report in any year is that the risk associated with executing the missions called for under the National Military Strategy is significant, the Secretary shall include with the report as submitted to those committees the Secretary's plan for mitigating the     risk.'.

     (b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT- Subsection (b)(1) of such section is amended

     by striking `each year' and inserting `of each odd-numbered year'.
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	Sec. 1014. Priority For Title XI Assistance
	(a) IN GENERAL- Section 1103 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 App.

     U.S.C. 1273) is amended--

          (1) in subsection (i) (as added by section 3544 of this Act) by striking `PRIORITY' and inserting `PRIORITY FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE TANK VESSELS'; and

          (2) by adding at the end the following:

     `(j) PRIORITY FOR OTHER VESSELS SUITABLE FOR SERVICE AS A NAVAL

     AUXILIARY- In guaranteeing and entering commitments to guarantee under     this section, the Secretary shall, after applying subsection (i), give  priority to a guarantee or commitment for a vessel that is otherwise eligible for a guarantee under this section and that the Secretary of Defense determines--

          `(1) is suitable for service as a naval auxiliary in time of war or national emergency; and

          `(2) meets a shortfall in sealift capacity or capability.'.

     (b) REPORT- Within 180 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Transportation and the Secretary of Defense shall transmit a report to the Senate Committee on Armed Services, the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, and the House of Representatives Committee on Armed Services that--

          (1) sets forth the criteria to be used by the Secretary of  Defense in making, for purposes of section 1103(j) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936 (46 U.S.C. App. 1273(j)), as amended by  this section, the determinations described in paragraphs (1) and (2) of that section; and

          (2) describes the procedure that the Secretary of Defense will follow--

               (A) in reviewing applications for which priority treatment  is sought under section 1103(j) of that Act; and

               (B) in reporting to the Secretary of Transportation with respect to such applications.
	Enactment plus 180 days
	HRept108-354, p.201-202
	SECTRANS & SECDEF

	Sec. 1017. Report On Navy Plans For Basing Aircraft Carriers

	(a) FINDINGS- Congress finds that--

          (1) the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate, in its report

          to accompany the bill S. 2514 of the 107th Congress (Senate

          Report 107-151, filed May 15, 2002), at page 442 of that report

          directed that the Chief of Naval Operations submit to the

          congressional defense committees, not later than 180 days after

          enactment of the defense authorization Act for fiscal year 2003,

          a report on plans of the Navy for basing aircraft carriers

          through 2015;

          (2) the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal

          Year 2003 (Public Law 107-314) was enacted on December 2, 2002;

          and

          (3) as of October 24, 2003, the Chief of Naval Operations has not

          submitted the report referred to in paragraph (1).

     (b) REPORT ON AIRCRAFT CARRIER BASING PLANS- Not later than 120 days

     after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report on plans of the Navy for basing aircraft carriers through 2020.
	ENACTMENT plus 120 days
	HRept108-354, p.203
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	Sec. 1032. Plan For Prompt Global Strike Capability


	     (a) INTEGRATED PLAN FOR PROMPT GLOBAL STRIKE CAPABILITY- The Secretary of Defense shall establish an integrated plan for developing,

     deploying, and sustaining a prompt global strike capability in the

     Armed Forces. The Secretary shall update the plan annually.

 (b) ANNUAL REPORTS- (1) Not later than April 1 of each of 2004, 2005,

     and 2006, the Secretary shall submit to the congressional defense committees a report on the plan established under subsection (a).

     (2) Each report under paragraph (1) shall include the following:

          (A) A description and assessment of the targets against which long-range strike assets might be directed and the conditions under which those assets might be used.

          (B) The role of, and plans  for ensuring, sustainment an  modernization of current long-range strike assets, including  bombers, intercontinental ballistic missiles, and submarine-launched ballistic missiles.

          (C) A description of the capabilities desired for advanced long-range strike assets and plans to achieve those capabilities.

          (D) A description of the capabilities desired for advanced conventional munitions and the plans to achieve those capabilities.

          (E) An assessment of advanced nuclear concepts that could contribute to the prompt global strike mission.

          (F) An assessment of the command, control, and communications capabilities necessary to support prompt global strike capabilities.

          (G) An assessment of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities necessary to support prompt global strike capabilities.

          (H) A description of how prompt global strike capabilities are to  be integrated with theater strike capabilities.

          (I) An estimated schedule for achieving the desired prompt global strike capabilities.

          (J) The estimated cost of achieving the desired prompt global strike capabilities.

          (K) A description of ongoing and future studies necessary for updating the plan appropriately.
	1 APR 2004, 2005
	HRept108-354, p.216
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	Sec. 1413. Acquisition Workforce Recruitment Program
	(a) DETERMINATION OF SHORTAGE CATEGORY POSITIONS- For purposes of

     sections 3304, 5333, and 5753 of title 5, United States Code, the head

     of a department or agency of the United States (other than the

     Secretary of Defense) may determine, under regulations prescribed by

     the Office of Personnel Management, that certain Federal acquisition

     positions (as described in section 37(g)(1)(A) of the Office of

     Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 433(g)(1)(A)) are shortage

     category positions in order to use the authorities in those sections

     to recruit and appoint highly qualified persons directly to such

     positions in the department or agency.

     (b) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY- The head of a department or agency may

     not appoint a person to a position of employment under this section

     after September 30, 2007.

     (c) REPORT- Not later than March 31, 2007, the Director of the Office of Personnel Management, in consultation with the Administrator for Federal Procurement Policy, shall submit to Congress a report on the implementation of this section. The report shall include--

          (1) a list of the departments and agencies that exercised the

          authority provided in this section, and whether the exercise of

          the authority was carried out in accordance with the regulations

          prescribed by the Office of Personnel Management;

          (2) the Director's assessment of the efficacy of the exercise of

          the authority provided in this section in attracting employees

          with unusually high qualifications to the acquisition workforce;

          and

          (3) any recommendations considered appropriate by the Director on

          whether the authority to carry out the program should be

          extended.
	31 MAR 2007
	HRept108-354, p.277 

(Supersedes Sec 1413 of HASC108-106)
	OPM/OFPP

	Sec. 1423. Statutory And Regulatory Review.
	     (a) ESTABLISHMENT- Not later than 90 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Administrator for Federal Procurement Policy shall establish an advisory panel to review laws and regulations regarding the use of commercial practices,   performance-based contracting, the performance of acquisition functions across agency lines of responsibility, and the use of Governmentwide contracts.

     (b) MEMBERSHIP- The panel shall be composed of at least nine individuals who are recognized experts in acquisition law and Government acquisition policy. In making appointments to the panel, the Administrator shall--

          (1) consult with the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator of General Services, the Committees on Armed Services and Government Reform of the House of Representatives, and the Committees on  Armed Services and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; and

          (2) ensure that the members of the panel reflect the diverse experiences in both the public and private sectors, including academia.

     (c) DUTIES- The panel shall--

          (1) review all Federal acquisition laws and regulations, and, to  the extent practicable, government-wide acquisition policies, with a view toward ensuring effective and appropriate use of commercial practices and performance-based 
	NLT one year after panel is established
	HRept108-354, p.281
	OFPP Panel
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	(continued from previous page) 

contracting; and

          (2) make any recommendations for the modification of such laws, regulations, or policies that are considered necessary as a result of such review--

               (A) to protect the best interests of the Federal Government;

               (B) to ensure the continuing financial and ethical integrity of acquisitions by the Federal Government; and

               (C) to amend or eliminate any provisions in such laws, regulations, or policies that are unnecessary for the effective, efficient, and fair award and administration of contracts for the acquisition by the Federal Government of             goods and services.

     (d) REPORT- Not later than one year after the establishment of the panel, the panel shall submit to the Administrator and to the Committees on Armed Services and Government Reform of the House of Representatives and the Committees on Armed Services and Governmental Affairs of the Senate a report containing a detailed statement of the findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the panel.
	
	
	

	Sec. 2809. Report On Military Construction Requirements To Support New

Homeland Defense Missions Of The Armed Forces
	     Not later than February 15, 2004, the Secretary of Defense shall

     submit to Congress a report describing all military construction

     projects carried out to support new homeland defense missions of the

     Armed Forces undertaken since September 11, 2001, and containing an

     assessment of the military construction requirements anticipated to be

     necessary during fiscal years 2005, 2006, and 2007 to support such

     missions.
	15 FEB 2004
	HRept108-354, p.336
	SECDEF

	Sec. 3134. Progress Reports On Energy Employees Occupational Illness

Compensation Program.
	(a) REPORT ON ACCESS TO INFORMATION FOR PERFORMANCE OF RADIATION DOSE RECONSTRUCTIONS- (1) Not later than 90 days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health shall submit to Congress a report on the ability of the Institute to obtain, in a timely, accurate, and complete manner, information necessary for the purpose of carrying out radiation dose reconstructions under the Energy Employees Occupational Illness

     Compensation Program Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 7384 et seq.), including information requested from any element of the Department of Energy.

     (2) The report shall include the following:

          (A) An identification of each matter adversely affecting the ability of the Institute to obtain information described in paragraph (1) in a timely, accurate, and complete manner.

          (B) For each facility with respect to which the Institute is carrying out one or more dose reconstructions described in paragraph (1)--

               (i) a specification of the total number of claims requiring dose reconstruction;

               (ii) a specification of the number of claims for which dose reconstruction has been adversely affected by any matter identified under paragraph (1); and

               (iii) a specification of the number of claims requiring dose reconstruction for which, because of any matter identified under paragraph (1), dose reconstruction has not been completed within 150 days after the date on which the Secretary of Labor submitted the claim to the Secretary of Health and Human Services.
	90 days after enactment
	HRept108-354, p.363
	NIOSH
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	Sec. 3134. Progress Reports On Energy Employees Occupational Illness

Compensation Program.
	    (continued from previous page) 

(b) REPORT ON DENIAL OF CLAIMS- (1) Not later than 90 days after the

     date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Labor shall submit

     to Congress a report on the denial of claims under the Energy

     Employees Occupational Illness Compensation Program Act of 2000 as of

     the date of such report.

     (2) The report shall include for each facility with respect to which the Secretary has received one or more claims under that Act the following:

          (A) The number of claims received with respect to such facility that have been denied, including the percentage of total number of claims received with respect to such facility that have been denied.

          (B) The reasons for the denial of such claims, including the number of claims denied for each such reason.
	
	
	

	Sec. 3517. Maintenance And Repair Reimbursement Pilot Program.


	     (a) AUTHORITY TO ENTER AGREEMENTS-

          (1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary of Transportation may carry out a pilot program under which the Secretary may enter into an agreement with a contractor under chapter 531 of title 46, United States Code, as amended by this Act, regarding maintenance and repair of a vessel that is subject to an operating agreement          under that chapter.

          (2) LIMITATION- The Secretary may not require a person to enter into an agreement under this section, including as a condition of awarding an operating agreement to the person under chapter 531 of title 46, United States Code, as amended by this Act.

     (b) TERMS OF AGREEMENT- An agreement under this section--

          (1) shall require that except as provided in subsection (c), all qualified maintenance or repair on the vessel shall be performed in the United States;

          (2) shall require that the Secretary shall reimburse the contractor in accordance with subsection (d) for the costs of qualified maintenance or repair performed in the United States; and

          (3) shall apply to maintenance and repair performed during the  5-year period beginning on the date the vessel begins operating  under the operating agreement under chapter 531 of title 46, United States Code.

     (c) EXCEPTION TO REQUIREMENT TO PERFORM WORK IN THE UNITED STATES- A contractor shall not be required to have qualified maintenance or     repair work performed in the United States under this section, if the Secretary determines that--

          (1) there is no facility in the United States available to perform the work; or

          (2) there is not available to the Secretary sufficient funds to  pay reimbursement under subsection (d) with respect to the work.

     (d) REIMBURSEMENT-

          (1) IN GENERAL- The Secretary shall, subject to the availability of appropriations, reimburse a contractor for costs incurred by  the contractor for qualified maintenance or repair performed in  the United States under this section.
	1 OCT 2004
	HRept108-354, p.409-410
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	Sec. 3517. Maintenance And Repair Reimbursement Pilot Program.


	    (continued from previous page)
         (2) AMOUNT- The amount of reimbursement shall be equal to 80  percent of the difference between--

               (A) the fair and reasonable cost of obtaining the qualified maintenance or repair in the United States; and

               (B) the fair and reasonable cost of obtaining the qualified  maintenance or repair outside the United States, in the  geographic region in which the vessel generally operates.

          (3) DETERMINATION OF FAIR AND REASONABLE COSTS- The Secretary

          shall determine fair and reasonable costs for purposes of paragraph (2).

     (e) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS-

          (1) NOTIFICATION BY CONTRACTOR- The Secretary is not required to pay reimbursement to a contractor under this section for qualified maintenance or repair, unless the contractor--

               (A) notifies the Secretary of the intent of the contractor to obtain the qualified maintenance or repair, by not later  than 180 days before the date of the performance of the qualified maintenance or repair; and

               (B) includes in such notification--

                    (i) a description of all qualified maintenance or repair that the contractor should reasonably expect may be performed;

                    (ii) an estimate of the cost of obtaining such qualified maintenance or repair in the United States; and

                    (iii) an estimate of the cost of obtaining such qualified maintenance or repair outside the United States, in the geographic region in which the vessel                    generally operates.

          (2) CERTIFICATION BY SECRETARY- Not later than 60 days after the          date of receipt of notification under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall certify to the contractor--

               (A) whether there is a facility in the United States available to perform the qualified maintenance or repair described in the notification by the contractor under               paragraph (1); and

               (B) whether there is available to the Secretary sufficient funds to pay reimbursement under subsection (d) with respect to such work.

     (f) QUALIFIED MAINTENANCE OR REPAIR DEFINED- In this section the term

     `qualified maintenance or repair'--

          (1) except as provided in paragraph (2), means--

               (A) any inspection of a vessel that is--

                    (i) required under chapter 33 of title 46, United States Code; and

                    (ii) performed in the period in which the vessel is subject to an agreement under this section; and

               (B) any maintenance or repair of a vessel that is  determined, in the course of an inspection referred to in subparagraph (A), to be necessary to comply with the laws of the United States; and

          (2) does not include--

               (A) routine maintenance or repair; or

               (B) any emergency work that is necessary to enable a vessel to return to a 
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	    (continued from previous page)

port in the United States.

     (g) ANALYSIS-

          (1) IN GENERAL- Not later than October 1, 2004, the Secretary of   Transportation shall submit to the Committee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Armed Services and the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the  Senate, an analysis of the need for agreements authorized by this section.

          (2) CONDUCT AND CONSIDERATIONS- In conducting the analysis, the   Secretary shall consider the overall costs and benefits of the pilot program, including the following:

               (A) The impact on operations of vessels in the program.

               (B) The availability of repair shipyards and drydocks in the various regions of the United States (as that term is defined in such chapter) that are capable of handling such  vessels that are ocean-going vessels.

               (C) The experience of such shipyards in repairing the types of such vessels.

               (D) A comparison of drydock and repair costs between available United States and foreign shipyards located within

               the geographic range of the trading area of such vessels.

               (E) A comparison of the time period required for the drydocking and repair of such vessels between available United States shipyards and foreign shipyards.

               (F) The impact of the voyage deviation of such vessels to United States shipyards.

               (G) The benefits to the Department of Defense of having a  vessel repair base in the United States to accelerate the activation of the Ready Reserve Fleet.

               (H) The benefits of extending the program to all vessels that are subject to operating agreements under chapter 531 of title 46 United States Code, as amended by this Act.

          (3) RECOMMENDATIONS- The Secretary shall include in the analysis       recommendations of any additional incentives that are necessary to encourage participation in the program.

     (h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS- In addition to the other amounts

     authorized by this subtitle, for reimbursement of costs of qualified maintenance or repair under this section there is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of Transportation $19,500,000 for each of fiscal years 2006 through 2011.
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	Advanced SEAL Delivery System advance procurement
	The House bill would authorize $23.6 million, as proposed in the budget

request, for the advance procurement of long lead time items associated

with the Advanced SEAL Delivery System (ASDS), a flagship acquisition

program of the U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM).

   The Senate amendment recommended against funding advance procurement for

ASDS because of continuing developmental problems plaguing the ASDS

program.

The conferees agree to authorize $23.6 million in procurement, Defense-wide, for ASDS advance procurement, but direct that none of the authorized funds may be obligated or expended until 15 days after the Secretary of Defense notifies the congressional defense committees, in writing, of a favorable Milestone C decision with regard to continuing the ASDS program. This report shall include a detailed summary on the program's revised cost estimate and future cost estimates, as validated by the Cost Analysis and Improvement Group. Additionally, the report shall include: an evaluation of contractor performance, to date; a detailed acquisition

strategy; and, a plan to demonstrate realistic solutions to key technical and performance problems identified during operational test and evaluation.

The conferees remain committed to meeting SOCOM's requirement for this

capability, but are concerned that technical and financial problems that

have plagued this program since its inception are still not yet fully

resolved. The program is six years behind schedule and hundreds of millions

of dollars over original cost estimates. It is possible that potential

solutions to technical and performance problems, as yet not demonstrated,

may require additional design changes. The conferees expect that advance

procurement of long lead time items for additional ASDS boats will be

delayed until key technical problems are demonstrably resolved and

fundamental design of future boats is stable.
	Funds may not be obligated until 15 days after SECDEF notification of Milestone C decision
	HRept108-354, p.536
	SECDEF
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	DDG–51 ‘‘Arleigh Burke’’-class destroyer modernization program
	…The budget request included $3.198 billion for the procurement of three DDG–51 Arleigh Burke-class destroyers, including $77.6 million in cost for planning. The DDG–51 destroyers are a mainstay of the fleet, and are able to operate offensively and defensively, independently or as units of carrier or expeditionary strike groups. Several initiatives are nearing fruition in the Navy that would improve the effectiveness of the DDG–51 while reducing manpower requirements for destroyers.

… Additionally, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to submit a DDG–51 modernization plan by March 1, 2004. The plan should outline the key hull, mechanical, and electrical system upgrades, selective combat system upgrades, and potential manning reductions that could be achievable even with the additional missile defense role that may be assigned to this ship class.
	1 March 2004
	SASC108-46, p. 78-79
	SECNAV

	Surface combatant shipbuilding industrial base

	…The committee remains concerned about the surface combatant industrial base, particularly during the transition from Arleigh Burke-class destroyers to the DD(X) in fiscal years 2006 through 2008. The committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to deliver an updated surface combatant industrial base study to the congressional

defense committees by March 1, 2004, which will include: (1) projection of the workload for those shipyards engaged in the construction of surface combatants from fiscal year 2005 through fiscal year 2010; (2) an assessment of the risk for the financial viability of those shipyards during the same period; and, (3) a plan on how

the Navy intends to sustain the unique technical and production skills within that industrial base….
	1 MAR 2004
	SASC108-46, p. 125-126
	SECNAV

	Littoral Combat Ship

	…The committee is concerned that the analysis underpinning the LCS requirement is not sufficient. Section 218 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 107–314) required the Secretary of the Navy to submit a report on LCS which addressed in detail the analytical process to examine alternatives,

and establish relative priorities to meet valid requirements. The committee believes that the report, which was delivered pursuant to last year’s requirement, did not provide the necessary analysis...
…The committee directs the Comptroller General to submit a report to the committee by March 1, 2005, that: (1) details the Navy’s progress in further defining the concept of operations for the LCS; (2) assesses the analytical basis for the establishment of LCS requirements; (3) assesses the technical maturity of the focused mission

modules for flight zero ships, and, to the extent possible, for flight one ships; and, (4) estimates the recurring LCS weapons system cost, to include seaframe and focused mission modules, at a production rate similar to that in the Navy plan…
	1 MAR 2005
	SASC108-46, p. 179-180
	GAO
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	Family of radars

	… The committee notes that sea-basing of forward based sensors is particularly significant in light of the President’s decision in December 2002, to field an initial set of missile defense capabilities. That decision includes deployment of up to 20 Standard Missile III interceptors on Aegis cruisers by 2005.

… The committee understands that the marinized THAAD radar variant could be deployed on a variety of sea-borne platforms. In part because MDA has not selected a basing mode, the current contract does not include any activities to integrate this radar on a ship. The committee understands that early design activities to achieve such an integration could begin in fiscal year 2004, and integration and deployment on a ship could be achieved by 2006. Selection of a sea-based platform and the start of this design work in fiscal year 2004 would be important to achieving this schedule

and supporting early sea-based missile defense capabilities.

…Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $5.0 million in PE 63884C to initiate design efforts to integrate the marinized THAAD radar with a sea-based platform by 2006. The committee urges MDA and the Navy to commit to such a platform in a timely manner. The committee directs the Director of MDA, in consultation with the Commander of U.S. Strategic Command, to develop

an appropriate deployment plan and concept of operations to ensure that sea-based forward based radars can achieve maximum capability to support both theater and long-range missile defense missions, and to report to the congressional defense committees on the plan and concept of operations no later than February 15, 2004.
	15 FEB 2004
	SASC108-46, p. 234-235
	Dir. MDA & CDR STRATCOM

	Cruise missile defense

	The committee is aware of increasing concern about threats from cruise missiles to U.S. land and sea forces and the U.S. coast line. The committee directs the Secretary of Defense to submit a report to the congressional defense committees, no later than February 15, 2004, on the U.S. military’s ability to address current cruise

missile threats and plans to address future cruise missile threats.
	15 FEB 2004
	SASC108-46, p. 240
	SECDEF

	Infrared search and track
	… The Navy has been developing infrared search and track (IRST) technology for shipboard application for more than a decade. Horizon search, for which an IRST system would be optimized, is an area of relative weakness for active radar.

Shipboard tests of such an IRST system have demonstrated high potential for improving a ship’s ability to detect anti-ship cruise missiles in the presence of environmental and geographical conditions that degrade radar system performance.

… The committee believes that the Navy should focus its efforts on technologies and systems engineering efforts that are more likely to yield near-term results for the fleet.

The Navy should fully evaluate hardware solutions that rely on technologies that could have wider applications within the military services or commercially before launching another hardware development effort.

… The committee expects the Navy to keep the congressional defense committees fully informed of its plans for maturing and fielding IRST technologies.
	ONGOING
	SASC108-46, p. 241-2
	NAVY
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	Working Capital Funds


	…While the Navy’s fiscal year 2004 budget request will not result in excess cash balances in fiscal year 2004, the Navy does plan to use working capital fund balances to buy out the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNSY) from operating under a working capital fund. However, when the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard pilot program was initiated, direct appropriations were used to remove those facilities from operating under a working capital fund. The committee is troubled both by the planned transition of the PSNSY out of the Navy’s working capital fund and by the funding mechanism that is proposed for this purpose.

…The transfer of the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard out of the Working Capital Fund, to direct, or mission, funding has not been adequately studied. The Navy has not updated its report of the Pearl Harbor experiment in two years. The committee is concerned that removing the PSNSY will put an undue burden on the remaining

shipyards funded through the working capital fund. Before changing the funding source for the PSNSY, the committee directs that the Navy conduct a study on the lessons learned and the costs and benefits of mission funding the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard.

The report should also discuss the possible effects on the remaining public shipyards if these shipyards remain inside the working capital fund or are taken out of the Working Capital Fund. The committee recommends a decrease of $92.5 million in the Navy Working Capital Fund, the amount of the working capital fund buy-out costs for the PSNSY contained in the budget request.
	BEFORE CHANGING THE FUNDING SOURCE FROM  WCF TO MISSION FUNDING
	SASC108-46, p. 298-299
	NAVY

ASN RDA signed report  3 Oct

	Sea Swap
	… According to the testimony of the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), the Navy intends ‘… to continue to examine pilot programs in optimal manning and rotational crewing,’’ such as Sea Swap. The return of the United States Ship Fletcher to homeport in December 2003 will allow the Navy the opportunity to fully analyze

all data from the deployment and develop lessons learned from the experience.

The committee is interested in the lessons learned from the United States Ship Fletcher deployment and the CNO’s continuing examination of the Sea Swap deployment concept. The committee directs the CNO to provide periodic updates to the congressional defense committees on the status of Sea Swap, including the lessons learned from the deployment of the United States Ship Fletcher.
	PERIODIC UPDATES
	SASC108-46, p. 308-309
	CNO

	Applicability of the Trade Agreements Act to commercially

available off-the-shelf items
	… The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act (FASA) of 1994 (Public Law 103–155) and the Clinger-Cohen Act of 1996 (divisions D and E of Public Law 104–106) included significant reforms to make it easier for the government to acquire commercial items.

… In the interest of further streamlining the procurement process, the committee requests that the DOD and the Office of Federal Procurement Policy review whether the Trade Agreements Act should be waived under the authority provided in the Clinger- Cohen Act, and report to Congress by February 1, 2004, on the results

of this review.
	1 FEB 2004
	SASC108-46, p. 344
	DOD-OFPP


SASC REPORT PROJECTION
	Subject
	Report Requirement
	Due  date
	Cmte Rept
	Cog

	Naval Reactors
	…The committee recommends $788.4 million for Naval Reactors, an increase of $20.0 million above the budget request. The $20.0 million increase is for the Naval Reactors Facilities and Operations budget to be used to decommission older facilities.

   As the committee looks across the atomic energy activities at the Department of Energy, the one program that consistently performs to a level of excellence is the Naval Reactors program. Naval Reactors has not created a legacy that needs to be cleaned up by Environmental Management. Naval Reactors has not deferred maintenance for decades at a time thereby avoiding enormous maintenance

backlogs and emergency recapitalization projects. The Naval Reactors program has always made it a priority to include in their original design and budget planning for a facility plans as to how they will eventually decommission that facility when it is beyond its useful life.

   However, the committee is concerned that Naval Reactors has not received adequate consideration in the budget process. When Naval Reactors program sought to accelerate the decommissioning of some facilities, which would have created substantial cost savings, the project did not receive FIRP funding from DOE.

   The committee would urge NNSA, including the Office of Operations and Facilities, to study the management and maintenance performance at Naval Reactors. The committee would urge NNSA to raise the bar for maintenance and recapitalization expectations across NNSA to the standard set by Naval Reactors.
	NOT SPECIFIED
	SASC108-46, p.444
	NNSA
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	DD(X) multi-mission surface combatant
	  The budget request contained $1 billion in PE 64300N to continue the program for development of the DD(X) class of U.S. Navy surface combatants, advanced development of component technologies and systems that are integral to DD(X), and preliminary and system design for the first DD(X) class ship. DD(X) is a multi-mission surface combatant tailored for land attack in support of the ground campaign and maritime dominance. The program is in the pre-systems acquisition phase of development, leading to design reviews in fiscal year 2004 and a Milestone B acquisition decision in fiscal year 2005. Delivery of the first ship of the class to the fleet is planned for fiscal year 2011.

  The committee notes that the DD(X) program will provide the baseline for spiral development of technology and engineering required to meet future maritime requirements and for development of a range of future ships such as the future cruiser CG(X) and the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS). Just as its predecessor the DD-21, DD(X) will be the advanced technology platform for transformational technologies including an integrated power system and electric drive; the Advanced Gun System; the new Multi-Function Radar/Volume Search Radar suite; optimal manning through advanced system automation; stealth through reduced acoustic, magnetic, infrared, and radar cross-section signature; and enhanced survivability through automated damage control and fire protection systems. 

  The original concept for DD-21 that carried over into the DD(X) program included an Advanced Gun System and an Advanced Land Attack Missile System (ALAM) to provide naval surface fires for support of ground forces ashore and precision strike capabilities. These requirements have been major factors in driving a ship design for a DD(X) of approximately 17,000 tons, significantly larger than the current DDG-51 Arleigh Burke Class destroyer. However, an interim land attack missile system based on the Navy's Standard Missile was terminated in the fall of 2001 and there is no funding for development of ALAM in FY2003 or in the FY2004 budget request. 

  The committee notes that the Navy is currently engaged in a reassessment of the DD-21 operational requirements document and key performance parameters as a part of the DD(X) Spiral Development review, and that the results of the review may lead to decisions with regard to the design and size of the ship. The committee requests that the Secretary of the Navy inform the congressional defense committees on the results of the review and impact on the design and capabilities of DD(X). 

  The committee recommends $1 billion in PE 64300N as requested in the budget to continue the development of DD(X). 
	NOT SPECIFIED
	HASC108-106, p.175
	SECNAV
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	Deployable joint command and control
	…The budget request contained $79.4 million in PE 63237N for advanced

component development and prototyping of the Deployable Joint Command and Control System (DJC2) and $46.6 million for procurement of a DJC2 suite for Pacific Command and of a technology update for the prototype DJC2 suite deployed with Central Command…

…The committee has supported the concept of establishing a standing joint force headquarters in each of the regional combatant commands and of providing standing and standardized joint command and control capabilities for the commands.

The committee, however, questions the acquisition strategy and program plan that has been proposed for DJC2. The committee notes that the initial DJC2 prototype was fielded in Central Command and used during Operation Iraqi Freedom and believes that there is much to be learned from the experience gained with the

prototype. The committee notes further that because of the late establishment

of the program office, the program is following an accelerated, highly parallel and overlapping schedule for concept formulation, analysis of alternatives, and operational requirements documentation leading to a Defense Acquisition Milestone B in April–June 2003, at the same time that the military services are compiling and prioritizing service command and control applications to create a DJC2 baseline and establish benchmarks for determining future needs. The fiscal year 2004 program includes procurement of two DJC2 equipment suites for JFCOM for testing and

for experimentation, while at the same time developing a third suite for Pacific Command and upgrading the Central Command prototype. In order to make use of the lessons learned from the Central Command experience and to provide the opportunity for meaningful testing and experimentation before establishing the requirements for and fielding the next generation system, the committee believes a more deliberate development and acquisition process should be followed. The committee also questions the wisdom of separating the program office from the technical capabilities of the military departments’ command, control, and communications research, development, and engineering activities.

   Accordingly, the committee recommends $32.4 million in PE 63237N for continued development of DJC2, a reduction of $47.0 million, and no funding for DJC2 procurement, a reduction of $46.6 million. The committee directs the Secretary of the Navy in coordination with the Commander, Joint Forces Command, to report to

the congressional defense committees by December 31, 2003, the operational requirement, program plan and schedule, funding required, and management plan for development of DJC2.
	31 DEC 2003
	HASC108-106, p.175-176
	SECNAV & CDR JFC
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	Littoral combat ship
	…The budget request contained $158.0 million in PE 63581N for Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) advanced component development and prototypes. 

The Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) is a planned new Navy surface combatant for fighting in heavily contested littoral waters, and would be the smallest member of the Navy’s DD(X) family of next generation surface combatants. The committee notes that prior to announcing the DD(X) family in November 2001, the Navy had no plans to acquire a smaller combatant like the LCS. The primary intended missions of the LCS are countering enemy mines, submarines, and fast attack craft (i.e. ‘‘swarm boats’’) in heavily contested littoral waters. Secondary missions include intelligence, sur-

veillance, and reconnaissance; homeland defense/maritime intercept; special operations forces support; and logistic support for movement of personnel and supplies. LCS would be the first Navy ship to separate capability from hull form, and modular mission payloads and open-system architecture are intended to be used to

configure the LCS for particular missions. LCS will displace 2,000 to 3,000 tons—about the size of a Coast Guard cutter or a corvette, have a reduced crew size of 15 to 50 ‘‘core’’ crewmembers, and have a maximum speed of 40 to 50 knots. The budget request indicates a total funding requirement of $4.1 billion in the fiscal year 2004-fiscal year 2009 Future Years Defense Program to accelerate development and construction of nine LCS. The desired cost of each ship with a representative mission

module payload is estimated to be no more than $220 million. The Navy plans a spiral development acquisition strategy that will support construction of multiple flights of focused mission LCS with progressive capability improvements. The Navy wants to procure a total of 30 to 60 LCS toward its goal of achieving an overall fleet

of 375 ships.

   Prior to announcing the LCS program, the Navy did not conduct a formal analysis of alternatives to demonstrate that a ship like the LCS would be more cost-effective for performing the stated missions than potential alternative approaches. In the statement of managers (H. Rept. 107–772) that accompanied the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 107–314), the conferees raised a number of issues with respect to development of LCS: meeting the requirements of a major defense acquisition milestone decision for initiation of concept and technology development; the acquisition strategy for development of the

ship; development, integration and evaluation of the mission module packages that would be employed on the ship; and the program acquisition strategy. The Navy’s February 2003 report that was submitted in response to the legislation was a brief, summary document that provided little detail with regard to the analysis performed

by the Navy in developing the requirement and the concept for LCS. The committee expects that the Secretary of the Navy will address more completely the issues raised in the statement of managers prior to proceeding to an Acquisition Program Initiation decision in mid-fiscal year 2004.

The committee recommends an authorization of $158.0 million in PE 63581N to continue LCS development.


	PRIOR TO MID-FY04 API DECISION
	HASC108-106, p.182-183
	SECNAV
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	Littoral support craft-experimental
	…The budget request contained $55.8 million in PE 63123N for force projection advanced technology development, including $5.0 million to continue the development and construction of the Littoral Support Craft—Experimental (LSC–X).

   LSC–X is an Office of Naval Research program for development and demonstration of technologies for a small, fast, experimental ship designed to operate in the littorals. Designed to carry a variety of mission modules, the ship will serve as a test bed for new technologies and new operational concepts that would provide enhanced

capabilities for anti-submarine warfare, mine countermeasures, and other operations in the littoral. The Navy has issued a contract for construction of the ship, which according to the Navy’s plan should be ready for initial sea trials in the summer of

2004.

   The Secretary of the Navy submitted a report, dated August 6, 2002, that provides the Navy’s plan for the development of the LSC–X. Since that report was prepared, the design for the LSC– X has matured and the size of the ship has grown, as has the expected cost to complete construction of the ship.

   In the committee report on H.R. 4546 (H. Rept. 107–436), the committee expressed the view that a littoral support craft demonstrator such as the LCS–X design could be an effective experimental test bed for many of the technologies that might be chosen

for use on a littoral combat ship. In the statement of managers accompanying the conference report on H.R. 4546 (H. Rept. 107–772), the conferees directed the Secretary of the Navy to develop LSC– X as a complete system, including such combat, communications and weapons systems interfaces as may be required to demonstrate technologies and modular payloads, such as the affordable weapon

system, that might be considered for the Littoral Combat Ship program. The conferees also directed the Secretary to update his report on the LSC–X development plan, identify any funding required for the LSC–X program, and submit the updated report with the budget request for fiscal year 2004. The Secretary’s report has not been received by the committee. The committee recommends an increase of $20.0 million in PE 63123N to continue the program for development and construction of the LSC–X as a complete system as directed in the conference

report referenced above.
	OVERDUE (W/FYO4 BUDGET REQUEST)
	HASC108-106, p.184-185
	SECNAV
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	Project M

	…The budget request contained $55.8 million in PE 63123N for force protection advanced technology development.

   The committee notes the progress in the Office of Naval Research (ONR) program to evaluate the ability of Project M  technology to mitigate the high shock and vibration experienced by the Navy SEALS Mark V patrol craft crew and passengers in high-speed special operations. Project M is an active noise and vibration cancellation system that was developed in the Navy’s advanced submarine technology program. Proof-of-principle laboratory tests using advanced six degree-of-freedom simulators developed in the program have demonstrated the clear ability of the technology to reduce Mark V patrol craft shock loading and vertical acceleration to acceptable levels and reduce the potential for crew and passenger injury that would otherwise occur. The committee believes that the technology is ready for transition from the science and technology base and should be considered favorably by the Navy and by the Special Operations Command for implementation in the Mark V patrol craft and in other systems in which the acceleration levels and shock loading that would be experienced by passengers and crew are dangerously high.

   The committee also notes the application of Project M technology to reduce the magnetic signature (‘‘degauss’’) of electric propulsion motors. As the Navy places increased emphasis on the introduction of the ‘‘electric’’ ship and the use of electric motors for ship propulsion, reduction of the magnetic signature of the ship as a defense against magnetic-influence mines, particularly in littoral operations,

will become increasingly important. Project M  technology has been demonstrated in the laboratory to reduce the pronounced magnetic signature present in a relatively large (1,000 horsepower) electric motor to the magnetic intensity of the earth’s magnetic field with the result that the motor’s magnetic signature disappears

into the background of the earth’s magnetic field. The committee strongly recommends that the Navy consider the exploitation of the Project M technology for magnetic signature reduction in new construction ships such as the DD(X) destroyer and the Littoral Combat Ship.

   The committee recommends an increase of $4.0 million in PE 63123N to continue the development and demonstration of Project M technology. The committee directs the Secretary of the Navy, in coordination with the Commander, Special Operations Command, to report to the congressional defense committees by March 1, 2004, plans for transition of Project M shock reduction technology to potential operational use. The committee also directs the Secretary to report Department of the Navy plans for further development, evaluation, and exploitation of Project M technology for magnetic signature reduction.
	1 MAR 2004
	HASC108-106, p.191-192
	SECNAV & CDR SOCOM
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	Distributed common ground system
	   The budget request contained a total of $65.0 million in PE 35208F and other program elements for distributed common ground system (DCGS).

   The committee is aware that the Navy, Air Force and Army had embarked on a collaborative effort to develop and acquire a joint, interoperable DCGS by providing requirements to the Air Force for incorporation into its DCGS Block 10.2. The committee believes that though service applications and subsystems may vary as a

consequence of differing missions and employment concepts, a joint architectural framework and common data management system is necessary to ensure a transparent exchange of information and to achieve service interoperability.

   The committee applauds this unified approach, but is concerned that the Navy has recently withdrawn from this initiative. The committee believes that it is imperative that the services act together in their approach to DCGS, and that separate service standards are inherently wrong.

Therefore, the committee approves the request, but directs the Secretary of Defense to stipulate a single architectural standard for the DCGS program that meets the ASD (C3I) requirements and maintains a common, open, non-proprietary standard. The committee directs the Secretary of Defense to report the status of establishing

a single DCGS standard to the congressional defense and intelligence committees no later than January 31, 2004.
	31 JAN 2004
	HASC108-106, p.215
	SECDEF

	Depot Maintenance Long-Term Strategy
	   The committee understands that the Department of Defense has taken initial steps to develop a long term public sector depot maintenance strategic plan. This initiative is critical and the committee encourages the Secretary of Defense to continue its review. This review should include an evaluation of future workload, to include

workload projections through fiscal year 2009, and how the Department of Defense shall maintain a core logistics capability to perform the workload. The review should also contain a workforce revitalization plan in light of the size of the retirement-eligible workforce.

   The committee directs the Secretary of Defense to submit this report no later than November 1, 2004, to the House Committee on Armed Services and the Senate Committee on Armed Services. The Comptroller General shall evaluate this report and provide comments and analysis to the House Committee on Armed Services

and the Senate Committee on Armed Services no later than 90 days after the Secretary of Defense submits the report.
	-1NOV 2004

-90 DAYS AFTER SECDEF REPORT
	HASC108-106, p.304
	-SECDEF

-GAO

	Ship Intermediate and Depot Maintenance Funding
	   The Navy intends to stop distinguishing between intermediate and depot maintenance costs in the budget materials. The committee believes it is important to understand the costs associated with each type of work and, therefore, directs the Secretary of Navy to continue to distinguish the costs associated with intermediate

maintenance and depot maintenance for ships and to continue to maintain separate sub-activity groups in the budget justification material.
	OPEN
	HASC108-106, p.306
	SECNAV
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	Obsolete Vessel Disposal
	   The budget request contained $11.4 million for the disposal of obsolete vessels from the National Defense Reserve Fleet. The committee recommends $20.0 million, an increase of $8.6 million above the budget request. The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (Public Law 106–398) required the Maritime Administration to dispose of all vessels in the National Defense Reserve Fleet that are not otherwise assigned to the Ready Reserve Fleet or otherwise designated for a specific purpose by September 30, 2006. Section 3102 of the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 107–314), established

a program to assist states in the reefing of obsolete ships. In that same section, a pilot program was established to allow for the environmentally safe transfer of obsolete vessels to sites outside the United States for disposal. Further, Section 3504 of that same act states that the establishment of these programs does not constitute a preference for the reefing or export of obsolete vessels over other

means, such as domestic scrapping. The Maritime Administration has three possible routes for disposal of obsolete vessels and the committee expects the agency to move aggressively to reach the above noted deadlines.

   The committee reiterates its support for this position and recognizes that domestic scrapping may be the most competitive and appropriate course of action. The committee expresses its disappointment that the Maritime Administration has not yet obligated the funds appropriated for disposal activities in the last fiscal year,

and, while several projects both within and outside the United States are in the final stages of negotiation, only 14 vessels have been scrapped over the last two years. The committee understands that approximately $30 million remains available. This is in addition to the $20.0 million that the committee recommends for this fiscal year. The committee remains concerned that any further delays could result in harm to the marine environment and a potentially more expensive disposal.

   With respect to the domestic disposal of obsolete vessels, the committee understands that the Maritime Administration has suspended the use of a private integrator for the management of ship scrapping projects in favor of managing these projects directly. The committee believes that the use of a domestic, private-sector integrator with experience in management of ship scrapping projects for the U.S. government can facilitate the efficient and environmentally sound disposal of these vessels, and in the long term can result in cost savings to the Maritime Administration. The committee directs the Maritime Administration, to the maximum extent possible, to outsource to domestic integrators the management of ship scrapping projects, including: procurement, project over- sight, environmental and worker safety compliance monitoring, and quality control.

   The Congress has provided the Department of Transportation with substantial resources to assure these ships are disposed of quickly and safely. The committee urges the Maritime Administration to make progress quickly in meeting this objective. If it does not do so, the committee will consider taking additional steps to ensure

this outcome.

The committee directs the Maritime Administrator to submit a report to Congressional Defense Committees by November 1, 2003 on any specific financial and contractual details of foreign contracts for ship scrapping.
	1 NOV 2003
	HASC108-106, p.439-440
	MARAD


DOD APPROPRIATIONS CONFERENCE REPORT PROJECTION (back to top)
	Subject
	Report Requirement
	Due  date
	Cmte Rept
	Cog

	(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8005.
	Upon determination by the Secretary of Defense that such action is necessary in the national interest, he may, with the approval of the Office of Management and Budget, transfer not to exceed $2,100,000,000 of working capital funds of the Department of Defense or funds made available in this Act to the Department of Defense for military functions (except military construction) between such appropriations or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be merged with and to be available for the same purposes, and for the same time period, as the appropriation or fund to which transferred: Provided, That such authority to transfer may not be used unless for higher priority items, based on unforeseen military requirements, than those for which originally appropriated and in no case where the item for which funds are requested has been denied by the Congress: Provided further, That the Secretary of Defense shall notify the Congress promptly of all transfers made pursuant to this authority or any other authority in this Act: Provided further, That no part of the funds in this Act shall be available to prepare or present a request to the Committees on Appropriations for reprogramming of funds, unless for higher priority items, based on unforeseen military requirements, than those for which originally appropriated and in no case where the item for which reprogramming is requested has been denied by the Congress: Provided further, That a request for multiple reprogrammings of funds using authority provided in this section must be made prior to June 30, 2004.
	CONTINGENT
	HREPT 108-283 p. 19
	SECDEF


DOD APPROPRIATIONS CONFERENCE REPORT PROJECTION
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	Cmte Rept
	Cog

	SEC. 8029/ HR2658ENR
	SEC. 8029. (a) None of the funds appropriated in this Act are available to establish a new Department of Defense (department) federally funded research and development center (FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as a separate entity administrated by an organization managing another FFRDC, or as a nonprofit membership corporation consisting of a consortium of other FFRDCs and other non-profit entities.
(b) No member of a Board of Directors, Trustees, Overseers, Advisory Group, Special Issues Panel, Visiting Committee, or any similar entity of a defense FFRDC, and no paid consultant to any defense FFRDC, except when acting in a technical advisory capacity, may be compensated for his or her services as a member of such entity, or as a paid consultant by more than one FFRDC in a fiscal year: Provided, That a member of any such entity referred to previously in this subsection shall be allowed travel expenses and per diem as authorized under the Federal Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in the performance of membership duties.
(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, none of the funds available to the department from any source during fiscal year 2004 may be used by a defense FFRDC, through a fee or other payment mechanism, for construction of new buildings, for payment of cost sharing for projects funded by Government grants, for absorption of contract overruns, or for certain charitable contributions, not to include employee participation in community service and/or development.
(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, of the funds available to the department during fiscal year 2004, not more than 6,321 staff years of technical effort (staff years) may be funded for defense FFRDCs: Provided, That of the specific amount referred to previously in this subsection, not more than 1,050 staff years may be funded for the defense studies and analysis FFRDCs.
(e) The Secretary of Defense shall, with the submission of the department's fiscal year 2005 budget request, submit a report presenting the specific amounts of staff years of technical effort to be allocated for each defense FFRDC during that fiscal year.
(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the total amount appropriated in this Act for FFRDCs is hereby reduced by $74,200,000.
	WITH FY 05 BUDGET REQUEST
	HREPT108-283, 

p.25-26

(Supersedes Sec 8029 SREPT108-87/ S1382PCS) 
	SECDEF
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	SEC 8033/ HR2658ENR
	SEC. 8033. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense, after consultation with the United States Trade Representative, determines that a foreign country which is party to an agreement described in paragraph (2) has violated the terms of the agreement by discriminating against certain types of products produced in the United States that are covered by the agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall rescind the Secretary's blanket waiver of the Buy American Act with respect to such types of products produced in that foreign country.
(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph (1) is any reciprocal defense procurement memorandum of understanding, between the United States and a foreign country pursuant to which the Secretary of Defense has prospectively waived the Buy American Act for certain products in that country.
(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit to the Congress a report on the amount of Department of Defense purchases from foreign entities in fiscal year 2004. Such report shall separately indicate the dollar value of items for which the Buy American Act was waived pursuant to any agreement described in subsection (a)(2), the Trade Agreement Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any international agreement to which the United States is a party.
(c) For purposes of this section, the term `Buy American Act' means title III of the Act entitled `An Act making appropriations for the Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, and for other purposes', approved March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.).
	Not specified
	HRept108-283, p. 27
	SECDEF

	SEC. 8079/ 

HR2658ENR
	SEC. 8079. None of the funds appropriated or made available in this Act to the Department of the Navy shall be used to develop, lease or procure the T-AKE class of ships unless the main propulsion diesel engines and propulsors are manufactured in the United States by a domestically operated entity: Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to the Committees on Appropriations of the House of Representatives and the Senate that adequate domestic supplies are not available to meet Department of Defense requirements on a timely basis and that such an acquisition must be made in order to acquire capability for national security purposes or there exists a significant cost or quality difference.

	CONTINGENT
	HRept108-283, p. 38
	SECDEF

	SEC. 8081./ HR2658ENR
	SEC. 8081. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, funds appropriated in this Act under the heading `Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide' for any advanced concept technology demonstration project may only be obligated 30 days after a report, including a description of the project, the planned acquisition and transition strategy and its estimated annual and total cost, has been provided in writing to the congressional defense committees: Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may waive this restriction on a case-by-case basis by certifying to the congressional defense committees that it is in the national interest to do so.
	CONTINGENT
	HRept108-283, p. 38
	SECDEF
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	SEC. 8143/ HR2658ENR
	REPORTS ON SAFETY ISSUES DUE TO DEFECTIVE PARTS. (a) REPORT FROM THE SECRETARY- The Secretary shall by March 31, 2004, examine and report back to the congressional defense committees on--
(1) how to implement a system for tracking safety-critical parts so that parts discovered to be defective, including due to faulty or fraudulent work by a contractor or subcontractor, can be identified and found;
(2) appropriate standards and procedures to ensure timely notification of contracting agencies and contractors about safety issues including parts that may be defective, and whether the Government Industry Data Exchange Program should be made mandatory;
(3) efforts to find and test airplane parts that have been heat treated by companies alleged to have done so improperly; and
(4) whether contracting agencies and contractors have been notified about alleged improper heat treatment of airplane parts.
(b) REPORT FROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL- The Comptroller General shall examine and report back to the congressional defense committees on--
(1) the oversight of subcontractors by prime contractors, and testing and quality assurance of the work of the subcontractors; and
(2) the oversight of prime contractors by the Department, the accountability of prime contractors for overseeing subcontractors, and the use of enforcement mechanisms by the Department.
	-31 MAR 2004

-Not specified
	HRept108-283, p. 56
	-SECDEF

-GAO

	REPAIR OF MILITARY SEALIFT COMMAND SHIPS
	The conferees are concerned that a disproportionate number of Military Sealift Command (MSC) ships are being repaired in foreign shipyards. The Secretary of the Navy is directed to provide a report to the congressional defense committees which describes the Navy's policy for repairing MSC ships in foreign shipyards, analyzes trends in funding for and level of repair work done on MSC ships in foreign and domestic yards, and reviews the consequences of reallocating MSC ship repair work to domestic shipyards. The report should be submitted no later than April 15, 2004. 
	15 APR 2004
	HRept108-283, p. 108
	SECNAV
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	LEAD SYSTEM INTEGRATOR
	The conferees direct the Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology to submit a report to the congressional defense committees within 120-days of enactment of the fiscal year 2004 Defense Appropriations Act on steps the Department of Defense has taken to ensure that the Lead Systems Integrator (LSI) contracting mechanism maintains adequate safeguards. The report should include a thorough review of how the Department intends to assure that adequate firewalls exist between the parent company and the LSI entity on active contracts. 
	ENACTMENT  PLUS 120 DAYS
	HRept108-283, p. 139

(Supersedes HAC HREPT108-187, p. 101)
	USD ATL

	ADVANCED SEAL DELIVERY SYSTEM (ASDS)
	The House provided the funds as requested for advance procurement for long lead items associated with the second ASDS, but directed that none of the funds be obligated before the first ASDS satisfactorily passes operational evaluation and before the Milestone C decision assessing affordability and effectiveness is completed. The Senate transferred the funds requested to Research, Development, Test & Evaluation, Defense-Wide. The conferees agree to provide the budget request for advance procurement and concur with the direction of the House. The conferees further direct that none of the funds provided may be obligated or expended until 15 days after the Secretary of the Navy notifies the defense committees in writing of the Milestone C decision and provides a detailed report on the program's revised cost estimate and future budget requirements as validated by the Cost Analysis and Improvement Group. 
	FUNDS MAY NOT BE AOBLIGATED UNTIL 15 DAYS AFTER SECNAV REPORTS TO DEFENSE CMTES OF RE MILESTONE C  AND CAIG VALIDATED ESTIMATE
	HRept108-283, p. 226

(Supersedes SAC SRept108-87 p. 129)


	SECNAV

	WITHHOLDING OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FUNDING
	The conferees are concerned with the practice of withholding a percentage of research and development funding from programs, projects and activities. The conferees are also concerned that many Department of Defense organizations are charging `taxes' on funds that are appropriated to or pass through the control of the organization, and that the practices of withholding and `taxing' appropriated funds appears widespread throughout the research and development community, including headquarters, laboratories, and other research entities. 

The conferees believe that the practice of altering the level of appropriated funds via administrative `withholds' or the administration of `taxes' without specific direction from the Congress, violates the intent of Congress. 

The conferees, therefore, direct the Comptroller General to review all of the research and development appropriation accounts, at all levels, and submit a report to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, no later than March 1, 2004, that details what fiscal year 2003 and 2004 programs, projects and activities have been subject to administrative withholds and `taxes' and the programs, projects and activities to which these amounts were applied. 
	1 MAR 2004
	HRept108-283, p. 231

(Supersedes SAC SRept108-87 p. 155)
	GAO
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	ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFARE (ASW) MASTER PLAN
	The conferees agree with the House position on the Navy's development of the Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW) Master Plan. The conferees request the Navy provide the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations with a full report of the results and recommendations of `Task Force ASW' as well as its plan for implementing the recommendations.
	NOT SPECIFIED
	HRept108-283, p. 290
(House position initially stated in HAC HREPT108-187, p. 250)
	NAVY

	COOPERATIVE ENGAGEMENT CAPABILITY (CEC)
	The conferees understand that the Navy is potentially pursuing a new strategy for Cooperative Engagement Capability (CEC) development and system configuration. The conferees understand that no decision has yet been made to change the strategy as presented in the fiscal year 2004 budget request which calls for spiral development of hardware and software to a Block 2 configuration. The conferees understand that the Navy may potentially alter the development and acquisition strategy in such a manner as to affect the Block 2 program presented in the fiscal year 2004 budget request. 

The conferees agree that should the Navy determine an alternative strategy for CEC, the additional funds provided in this Act for CEC Block 2 may be merged with and be available for purposes similar to the purposes for which appropriated. The conferees further agree that the Navy shall ensure the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations are fully apprised of the Navy's plans relative to changes in the CEC acquisition strategy. 
	NOT SPECIFIED
	HRept108-283, p. 290
	NAVY

	TACTICAL CONTROL SYSTEM FOR UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES
	The conferees agree with the House position that the fiscal year 2004 request for the multi-Service Tactical Control System (TCS) for multi-Service UAV control, is focused on Navy-centric UAV systems that are neither multi-Service nor interoperable with other UAV programs. The conferees also agree the Navy has a requirement for a single system that will support the operation of multiple UAVs from both fixed and moving platforms and understand that the FireScout and Global Hawk Maritime Demonstration platforms, the focus of the 2004 TCS efforts, meet current Navy needs. 

Therefore, the conferees direct the Navy to restructure the existing TCS program to focus on its requirements. The conferees agree to provide $25,000,000 to support the continued development of the Navy's TCS program required to achieve this critical capability. The conferees direct that no fiscal year 2004 funds may be obligated or expended for TCS until the Navy submits a report to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, which details its plan for this restructured program. At a minimum, the report shall include the Navy's requirement for the TCS system, a plan to meet standards based on interoperability, and the Navy's UAV roadmap that justifies the requirement for TCS. 
	FY04 FUNDS MAY NOT BE OBLIGATED UNTIL REPORT SUBMITTED
	HRept108-283, p. 290
	NAVY

	FUTURE SIGINT REQUIREMENTS/ JOINT ACS PROGRAM
	The conferees are pleased that in reviewing its future SIGINT requirements, the Navy is pursuing a partnership with the Army in the development, testing, and procurement of a Joint multi-intelligence sensor and platform, the Aerial Common Sensor (ACS). 

The conferees have provided $4,000,000 for the Navy to initiate and pursue the development and fielding of this Joint ACS program. The conferees direct the Navy to report to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations by March 1, 2004, on its requirements and future acquisition plans for this program. 
	1MAR2004
	HRept108-283, p. 290
	NAVY
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	UNIFORMED SERVICES UAV REQUIREMENTS
	The development and use of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) has become integral to each of the Uniformed Services warfighting and operational plans. In many instances, there are common requirements for these systems and similar technologies that can meet these requirements. 

The conferees direct the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, in consultation with the Chief of Naval Operations, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and the Commandant of the Coast Guard, to submit a report, no later than April 1, 2004, to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, which details the common UAV requirements for each of the Uniformed Services. 
	1 APR 2004
	HRept108-283, p. 291
	NAVY

	LITTORAL COMBAT SHIP
	The conferees have included $168,071,000 for continued research and development of the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS), the amount recommended by the House and $10,000,000 above the amount recommended by the Senate. 

The conferees agree with the House language regarding the need to refine the Navy's concept of operations in the littoral battlespace to ensure that there is no duplication of effort between LCS and other platforms. To this end, the conferees direct the Navy to provide a report to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, no later than March 1, 2004 that details the missions LCS will conduct in the littoral battle space, which platforms and systems currently conduct these missions, and what changes, if any, will be made to future years' budgets to eliminate any duplication of effort. 

In addition, in order to maintain focus on the LCS' mission module development and integration, the conferees agree that $51,000,000 of the funds provided for LCS is available only for these efforts. 
	1 MAR 2004
	HRept108-283, p. 291

”House language” is in HAC Report HRept108-187, p. 255
	NAVY
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	Security Standards For Life Raft Service And Maintenance
	The Committee is concerned that the lack of adequate security practices during the service and maintenance of life rafts aboard Navy vessels could present security risks. Current procedures allow non-military personnel, without any security background clearances, to board a vessel several times when servicing life

rafts. Additionally, the time required to remove, transport, service, and return the life rafts to a vessel could adversely impact a ship's readiness. The Committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to submit a report on the cost, force protection, and

readiness issues associated with the service and maintenance of life rafts on Navy vessels. The report should include consideration of establishing a life raft change-out program, similar to those used by major commercial shipping lines. The

report should also consider requiring life raft service and maintenance facilities to file security plans and conduct employee background checks. This report is to be submitted to the congressional defense committees before presentation of the fiscal

year 2005 budget estimate. 
	BEFORE PRESENTA-TION OF  FY05 BUDGET ESTIMATE
	SREPT108-87,p. 37
	SECNAV

	Multiyear Procurement Authority
	--The purpose of multiyear procurement authority is to allow Federal agencies to enter into a single contract for the purchase of more than one year's worth of supplies and services where such a contract will result in substantial savings over annual contracts. This authority is intended exclusively for programs demonstrating stability of cost, requirements, design and maturity of schedule. However, recent requests from the Department exploit the necessary limits placed upon this authority. It is evident that multiyear contract authority is now being used as a tool for controlling costs and as a means for securing funding for programs in future years. The Committee is concerned about this trend and directs the Secretary of Defense to submit a policy statement on the Department of Defense's use of multiyear contract authority to the congressional defense committees by January 15, 2004. The statement should explicitly describe the conditions that must be achieved for such a request and the methodology used for determining a program's compliance with the requirements set forth in 10 U.S.C. Sec. 2306b and DOD Financial Management Regulations.
	15 JAN 2004
	SREPT108-87, p. 53
	SECDEF
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	Virginia Class Submarine
	The President's budget requests funding and authority to enter into a multiyear procurement contract for seven Virginia [VA] Class submarines. In hopes of achieving cost savings for the VA Class, the Committee recommends granting multiyear procurement authority for five vessels, as it is premature to commit the Navy to procuring more than one submarine per year at this time. 

However, the Committee is disappointed by the Department's recent accounting for the costs of the program. The Department reports that the projected cost of the VA Class has increased by 24 percent. This figure assumes the Navy will achieve 7

percent cost savings by shifting the current contractual arrangement to a multiyear. Program cost growth is properly measured against a fixed baseline. Therefore, methodologically, it is inappropriate for the Navy to subtract the potential 7 percent savings from a proposed multiyear contract arrangement as a means of obscuring the actual 31 percent cost growth for the program. 

The Committee notes that by using anticipated future year savings as an offset for cost growth, the Department has clearly evaded the legal Nunn-McCurdy breach requirement for the VA Class program. 

Furthermore, the Navy has withheld financial information and has been unable to justify its request for $1,016,172,000 in advance procurement for the program; thus, the Committee recommends a reduction of $59,000,000 to the request. An

additional reduction of $130,000,000 is recommended as a result of the Committee's revision to the multiyear authority request.

The Committee directs the Navy to appropriately account for and justify all program costs and requests for funding in the future. 
	OPEN
	SREPT 108-87, pp. 92-93
	NAVY

	Cruiser Conversion-
	Public Law 107-117 provided $75,000,000 for the purpose of initiating a program for conversion and modernization of 27 Ticonderoga class AEGIS Cruisers. Two years after the provision of these funds, the Navy has requested funding for conversion of the first ship. The Committee is encouraged by the Navy's request to begin the program, but believes the proposed acquisition and funding strategies are inadequate. The intent of the program is to increase the service life of the AEGIS Cruisers and to upgrade and modernize their combat capabilities; however, the Navy has chosen the CG 71, one of the newest and most modern Cruisers as the first ship of the program. CG 71 is already configured with three of the key capabilities Cruiser Conversion promises to offer, Area Air Defense Capability, Cooperative Engagement Capability and Smartship. Further, the cost estimates for the program are questionable as production rates differ regionally and the Navy has yet to determine where the conversion work will be done. Finally, unlike other ship conversion or `life extension' programs, the Navy has requested funding 2 years prior to the start of the ship's availability. The Committee is supportive of the Cruiser Conversion program, but until the Navy can demonstrate a sound acquisition and funding strategy, the Committee recommends delaying the Cruiser Conversion program. 
	OPEN
	SREPT 108-87, p. 93
	NAVY

	Ship Insulating Materials-
	The Committee is concerned that the Navy is considering an alternative material for ship insulation that may have safety issues. Therefore, the Committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to submit a report to the congressional defense committees by December 31, 2003, describing any findings of the Naval Environmental Health Center [NEHC] regarding the short and long term effects of exposure to this material compared to the materials currently in use. 
	31 DEC 2003
	SREPT108-87, p. 94
	SECNAV
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	Civilian Personnel System Changes
	   The Committee notes that the House-passed version of H.R. 1588, the fiscal year 2004 National Defense Authorization Act, includes a subtitle (Subtitle B, Title 11) creating a Department of Defense National Security Personnel System in accordance with the recommendations submitted to Congress by the Department of Defense.

The Committee also notes that this proposed subsection would allow the Department to establish a new system for the compensation of civilian employees using measures of merit-based performance. The proposed system could alter the compensation of over 800,000 employees with total pay of over $47,500,000,000, potentially affecting a large percentage of all outlays in the operation and maintenance accounts. The General Accounting Office has presented testimony to Congress that the Department of Defense does not currently have adequate systems in place for measuring merit-base performance. The Committee directs the Secretary of Defense to submit a report to the congressional defense committees 60 days

prior to the implementation of a new performance-based compensation system on the steps taken and the systems established to measure performance for the purposes of determining compensation.
	ENACTMENT PLUS 60 DAYS
	HAC 108-187, P. 52
	SECDEF

	Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW) Master Plan
	   The Committee is concerned that, heretofore, the Navy's approach to anti-submarine warfare (ASW) has not been a coordinated approach that takes advantage of emerging technologies, new processes, or various methods of monitoring activities of submarines, including intelligence collection platforms. 

  The Committee notes that recent events around the world have caused the Navy to re-examine the mission of anti-submarinewarfare (ASW). The Chief of Naval Operations has established `Task Force ASW', to review and study options available for revamping the ASW mission by looking at the issue in a holistic approach rather than a piecemeal patchwork of sensors and platforms. 

  The Navy is requested to provide the Committee a full report on the results and recommendations of `Task Force ASW' as well as its plan for implementing the recommendations. 
	CONTINGENT
	HAC 108-187, P.250

-This language is referred to and restated in 04  DoD Appn Conference Report

HRept108-283, p. 290
	NAVY

	Surface Combatant Combat Systems Engineering
	   “The Committee recommends an increase of $35,000,000 only for development, test and integration of an S Band radar suite for future surface combatants. 

  The Committee directs that the recommended increase not be obligated or expended until the Navy submits a report on its planned efforts, including the estimated cost of development and acquisition and the potential platform on which the Navy would place the radar.”

----------------

“`S' BAND RADAR
The conferees have agreed to fund the Navy's `S' Band radar development as part of the DD(X) effort, as opposed to a separate development effort as proposed by the House. The conferees make this recommendation based on the Navy's decision to choose the `S' Band radar over its original recommendation of the `L' Band radar for DD(X).” 
	CONTINGENT
	HAC 108-187, P.251-252

-Related language on S Band Radar in Conference Report HRept 108-283, p.290
	NAVY
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	LHA Replacement Program
	   The Committee recommends a reduction of $64,900,000 for the LHA Replacement and terminates the program. The Committee's recommendation is based on the lack of a definitive requirement, an incomplete analysis of alternatives (AOA), and the late award of the fiscal year 2003 design contract. The Committee is not convinced there is a valid requirement for the LHA Replacement program and has not yet been presented with information that the Navy has a well documented assessment

of its value. Additionally, it is unclear that the Navy's long-term investment strategy can accommodate full funding of this program in the outyears. 

   Should the Navy determine it desires to proceed with the LHA Replacement program, the Committee would require the Navy submit a report that addresses, at a minimum: (1) the requirement, based on SEAPOWER 21 objectives; (2) the systems and platforms this program is intended to replace and a schedule for replacement; (3) total cost of development and acquisition; and, (4) the concept of how this platform would operate with other programs of record.
	CONTINGENT
	HAC 108-187, P.254
	NAVY



	Littoral Combat Ship (LCS)
	   The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $158,070,000 for the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS); the fiscal year 2003 appropriated level was $33,100,000. The LCS is a focused mission ship designed to optimize warfighting in the littoral battlespace. The LCS is the first ship designed specifically to meet a gap in requirements based on SEAPOWER 21 analysis. 

   The Committee is very supportive of the Navy's concept of the LCS. It is an innovative approach to meeting the threats and through the use of `mission modules' will be able to quickly transform to meet emerging threats. Future enhancements include the use of unmanned aerial vehicles and unmanned undersea vehicles. The spiral development approach will provide sufficient flexibility to implement the LCS in `flights', providing increasing levels of warfighting capability. 

  The Committee is concerned, however, with the lack of final requirements documentation and a spiral development plan for LCS. It is clear that the initial system will not provide all of the warfighting capabilities promised with LCS, but there is no definition of the requirement and no `roadmap' of how the Navy will achieve the system required. It is also of concern that LCS capabilities will overlap those of existing systems operating in the littoral battlespace, an issue that the Navy has not fully addressed. 

   The Committee requests the Navy submit by March 1, 2004, a final requirements document and a spiral development plan for advancing the LCS through its development and acquisition. Additionally, the Navy should continue to refine its concept of operations in the littoral battlespace to ensure no duplication of effort. 

   The Committee recommends an increase of $25,000,000 for LCS only to accelerate mission module development and the integration of these modules into LCS Flight 0. These funds may not be obligated or expended until the submission of the March 1, 2004 report previously requested. 

   The Committee recommends a reduction of $15,000,000 for the LCS. The Committee's recommendation is based on the lack of a final design or development plan for LCS.
	1 MAR 2004
	HAC 108-187, P.255

See Appn Conference Report language in HRept108-283, p. 291
	NAVY


PAGE  

