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PROLOGUE 
 

Air Power Australia (APA) recently received a complete set of the end of calendar year Selective Acquisition Reports (SAR) to the US Congress on 

the JSF Program of Record, covering the period from 1996 to 2010. 

 

All of these reports (not just the end of calendar year annuals), including the single Classified Section on the JSF Program’s performance against 

the Low Observables Requirements (LORs), would have been available, on a real time basis over the past 12 years, to the New Air Combat 

Capability (NACC) Project Office.  These would have been in addition to other official US Government reports (e.g. the annual Defence budget 

papers, GAO & CRS Reports), and reports from the JSF PEO, DOT&E and the various reviews of the JSF Program on which APA has relied in 

the performance of the various Independent Verification and Validation (IV&V) studies and analyses it has done on the JSF Program. 

 

Receipt of the JSF SAR documents and the official JSF Program information made publicly available since has enabled APA to: 

 

1. Perform longitudinal performance assessments of the Cost, Schedule, Capability/Performance, Engineering Design, Project Management and 

overall health as well as viability of the JSF Program of Record in keeping with the Defence Instructions (DIs) and associated capability and 

risk management guidelines that existed at the time of the April 2002 MINSUB from the Defence Committee recommending, (1), Australia join 

the SDD Phase of the JSF Program and, (2), termination of the then-in-place Defence Capability Development Evaluation Processes. 

 

2. Compare the results of these works with the advice provided to officials in the Defence Portfolio, successive Defence Ministers, Governments, 

and Parliaments as well as to the Australian people, over the same period, by Defence officials, the JSF Program and its principal contractor, 

Lockheed Martin, and the US Government, as well as the advice provided by Independent Domain Experts, including Air Power Australia. 

 

A summary of the results of these works forms the body of this submission, the purpose of which includes: 

 

a. Providing the Committee with some of the background as to why, as the data and the facts on its Costs, Schedules, Capability/Performance, 

Engineering Design, Project Management and overall health as well as Techno/Strategic viability show, the JSF is already a failed project; and, 

 

b. Demonstrating the JSF poses the biggest threat to the defence and security of Australia to emerge in over five decades, if not ever. 

 

This Submission is in two (2) parts.  Part 1 provides standalone graphical summaries of the results of the performance assessments, along with key 

observations on the source data and further questions to aid in testing the evidence provided.  Common threads emerged in the latter and these 

have been included in each of the standalone graphical summaries so as not to weaken or lessen their importance and the impact they warrant. 

 

Part 2 provides summary extracts of the source data; namely, the annual SAR documents as provided to the US Congress. 
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In preface and a priori, many important conclusions are able to be derived from the results of these performance assessments as well as the 

comparison of these results which are based on real data and facts with the advice received and provided from other quarters. 

 

However, during the Peer Review of this submission, a poignant observation was made that bears repeating and the prominence that comes from by 

being part of the introduction to this submission, especially so, since it confirms the JSF epitomises materialisation of the risks that Dwight D 

Eisenhower warned his fellow Americans about in his last speech as the holder of the Office of the 34
th

 POTUS: 

 

“My all time favorite though, in the collage of standalone data packages in Part 1, is the first graphic on the various costing statements/estimates, 

the trends and, of course, the number of significant breaches that occurred well before the last Nunn-McCurdy.   

It’s my favorite because, in cahoots with the SAR summary extracts in Part 2, it demonstrates: 

1. The Congressional SAR reporting system did its job and provided the requisite data and facts to decision makers and those responsible; but, 

2. These data were ignored by most people at all levels of governance; while, 

3. These same people at all levels of governance were busy wrapping themselves around the axle of belief in the various piles of (as you call it) 

“a total indifference to what is real”; because, 

4. These loads of (as I & everyone else calls it) BULLSHIT just happened to suit the agendas of those principally, if not solely, focused on 

corporate greed and its more evil sibling, political avarice. 

This is all yet another fine example of those in supposed public service deceiving themselves; then their employers – the government and their 

fellow citizens; and then, even worse, other governments around the Western world. 

The other fine examples of this, of course, are GFC MkI and, now, GFC MkII.” 

 

Just in case some may perceive the inclusion of such direct, plain-speaking language as somehow obscene or offensive, its use and its context 

apropos the JSF Program and how many have been misled by it and the marketing strategy that underpins it, have their roots in the following: 

 

I In the monograph entitled, “On Bullshit!”, Emeritus Professor in Philosophy at Princeton University, Prof Harry G Frankfurt, sets about 

explaining and defining what most people have experienced and, as a result, have some appreciation of, but few if any, truly understand.   

Prof Frankfurt defines it as “a total indifference to what is real” and a far bigger threat to society and human endeavour than lying.  (More.....) 

 

II In addition to the national heritage based traits of “mateship”, “a fair go”, “strength in diversity” and “punching above our weight on the 

International stage”, Australians are also well noted and, as such, highly regarded for a number of other national characteristics; including: 

1. Saying things the way they are – i.e. “plain speaking” as many of our Nation’s leaders have done and, no doubt, will do so in the future; 

2. An innate ability to think and act critically as well as laterally – i.e. “innovation and thinking outside the box”; and, 

3. A rabid intolerance of bullshit, as well as the artisans of this now far too commonplace artifice. 

  

http://www.ausairpower.net/APA-NOTAM-190209-1.html
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PART I 
GRAPHICAL OVERVIEW OF 

SUMMARIES 
(Compared with advice to Defence Portfolio senior officials, 

successive Defence Ministers, Governments/Oppositions, and 

Australian Parliaments) 

 

“There are many costs but only one price; being 

the total amount paid at the time you buy what is 

needed to meet the requirement.” 
CEO DMO, Dr Stephen Gumley, AO – 2007/08 

 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

Defence advice on unit price always much less than 

USAF LRIP XI price estimates. 

Far less than APUC (Est) across whole program. 

Even less than official URFC (Est) for LRIP XI. 

Breaches prior to 2009 not reported by Defence. 

 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

Have senior officials of the Defence Portfolio been 

misled by Lockheed Martin marketing? 

In turn, have they misled themselves, successive 

Parliaments and the Australian people? 

Is such marketing really THANA marketing? 

How/Why have APA assessments been so accurate? 

Why have APA advisories been ignored by all levels 

of governance of the JSF Program? 
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“In matters of defence and national security, the 

Government relies upon the advice of the CDF.” 
PMs & DMs of successive Aust Govts, 2000 to Present 

 

 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

Exhibit P-40 shows WSUC equates to PUC i.e.: 

$3,631.273M for 31 CTOL aircraft = $117.138M. 

US commitments to buy started falling circa 2007. 

US APUC started to rise markedly circa 2007, on. 

Aust. price „US$55 million‟ has 10% contingency. 

Even if in CY06$s, still less than half of true PUC. 

As expected, figures in US Budget Papers align 

with those in various reports to the US Congress. 

No evidence of then Air Commodore John Harvey 

or CDF or any Defence Portfolio officials knew of 

any of these data in the US Budget Papers.   

In fact, the data shows they didn‟t know. 

 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

Where did the Aust. Price figure come from? 

Who is responsible/accountable for this figure? 

Did responsible/accountable persons know about 

these data? 

If they did, then why the disparity? 

If they didn‟t, then why didn‟t they know? 

Why didn‟t they seek advice from APA who did 

know and had advised, accordingly, as this graphic 

summary demonstrates?  
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“I get down on my hands and knees every morning 

and thank God for Dr Steve Gumley.” 
Defence Minister, the Hon Dr Nelson, 2007 

 

 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

Unit price figures provided to the Aust Parliament 

and the Aust people only a small component of the 

overall unit price. 

„Component Pricing‟ (a.k.a. „Deceptive Component 

Pricing‟) is unacceptable if not illegal in most 

Western nations, including Australia. (Refer 

submissions to ACCC et al) 

Circa 2007, the term „unit recurring flyaway cost‟ 

(URFC) was changed into, URF Price which, 

specifically, did not include costs for items such as 

the engine or Engineering Change Orders (ECO). 

Data demonstrates CEO DMO and other Defence 

Portfolio officials were, at best, confused by if not 

unaware of what these costing terms mean. 

 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

Why did CEO DMO adopt the term “recurring fly-

away price” and claim APUC includes RDT&E 

costs? 

How did Defence/DMO officials fail to see LM data 

did not include costs for items like engines & ECOs? 

Why were the data and advisories, such as this 

graphic summary along with the supporting 

information, from the independent experts at Air 

Power Australia ignored? 
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COMPARISON BETWEEN US GAO DATA (MARCH 2011) & RESULTS OF APA ANALYSES (CIRCA 2006/07) 

AS ADVISED TO SENIOR DEFENCE PORTFOLIO OFFICIALS 
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“Good management is all about checking the 

data and facts . . .then testing the evidence.” 
CEO DMO, Dr S Gumley, AO circa 2004 

 

 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

Data shows JSF Program to be an “Outlier” of 

unprecedented disproportions, with growths in 

cost & schedule by far the largest ever seen. 

Such traits and trends were obvious in 2005 at 

occurrence of second Nunn-McCurdy Breach. 

Increases in cost & schedule in parallel with 

„dumbing down‟ of Block 3 capabilities to 

“Threshold” levels with others slipped to right. 

 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

When did Defence Portfolio officials first 

detect these traits and trends? 

Were there any Risk Management Plans put in 

place at the time? 

What were these plans? 

Why did such plans not include advice to the 

Parliament? 

If there were such plans, why did they fail? 

Why were the data and advisories provided by 

Air Power Australia, including this graphic 

summary with explanatory supporting and 

quite detailed information, ignored? 
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EVEN UNDER NEW JSF PEO/JPO MANAGEMENT, BEHAVIOURS & ATTITUDES OF PAST CONTINUE... 
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AIRCRAFT ARE NOT DEVELOPED, PROCURED NOR PAID FOR WITH PERCENTAGE POINTS 

100% Overrun Equates to ~US$200 Billion 

That‟s over 600,000 Man Years of Professional Engineering Effort, including Support Overhead + Infrastructure Costs 
 

“Cost is a consequence, not a cause.  It is 

neither an “independent variable” nor a 

measure that is not open to abuse.” 
Principal Analyst and Head of T&E, APA 

 

In 2001, the JSF Program of Record had 

US$34.4 Billion allocated for the 

„Development‟ (SDD) Phase and US$196.6 

Billion for the „Procurement‟ Phase (not 

including MILCON). 

 

By end of 2002, the US buy had been 

reduced by 409 units resulting in US$34.4 

Billion for SDD and US$165.1 Billion for 

Procurement (US buys only; but having 

„economy of scale‟ benefits from the 

planned partner nation buys). 

 

Today, these figures look more like 

US$64.4 Billion for SDD and over 

US$340.6 Billion for Procurement, the 

latter being a conservative number. 

 

All these figures are in TY Dollars, using 

conservative economic factors (i.e. for 

inflation and exchange rates). 

 

Therefore, the increases to date, since the 

end of 2002 with re-baselining of the 

program of record at the lower number of 

production units, have been: 
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SDD: +US$  30.0 Billion 

Procurement: +US$175.5 Billion  

APB Total: +US$205.5 Billion 

 

In the economic climate of the past decade or so, a charge out rate per unit man hour of US$200 would buy high quality Professional Engineering man hours, 

including the costs for direct & indirect overheads (e.g. management, corporate, etc.) and infrastructure.  In other words, this figure of US$200/mnhr represents the 

fully burdened man hour rate for the provision under contract of high quality Professional Engineering resources. 

 

As a first order parametric comparison, applying the quite reasonable assumption that many if not most of the costs other than those for human resources (e.g. 

material costs) were covered under the original Program of Record estimates, converting only these cost overrun figures into the allocation of Professional 

Engineering resources results in the following: 

 

Program Phase TY$Cost.Overrun(2012) Equiv.ManYears 

SDD: +US$ 30.0 Billion 89,280 Man Years 

Procurement: +US$175.5 Billion  522,320 Man Years 

APB Total: +US$205.5 Billion 611,600 Man Years 

 

The data in the SARs back this up as a first order approach for gaining an objective understanding both of the situation and any inherent issues/problems. 

 

From these figures and the application of some other parametric relationships, a number of conclusions can be derived. 

 

For instance, the current overrun in SDD would, in a program with, say, one thousand Engineers allocated to it along with integrity in management and diligence 

in the expenditure of resources, mean the schedule overrun would be around 90 years. 

 

Clearly, this is not the case.  Therefore, the first question to ask would be where all the funds that have been allocated to this overrun are actually going? 

 

One of the advantages of this analytical approach is it puts expenditures in terms of the cause; namely, the allocation of resources, and thus removes the influences 

of economic factors like inflation and exchange rate which are often used to confabulate and confuse, particularly those whose expertise lies elsewhere as well as 

those “who don’t know what they don’t know”. 

 

This is an example of the standard Engineering approach to multi-variate problem solving; namely, holding certain variables constant or removing their influence 

entirely to enable the predictive analysis and derivation of results based on those variables that have causal influences and are, thus, important. 
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Cuckoo in the Force Structure Nests of America and Her Allies 

Who Layed the Egg? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 14 from CSBA FY2012 Defense Budget Analysis, Todd Harrison et al  

“Such a Cuckoo as the JSF in the Force Structure Nest will almost 

certainly consume all the sustenance;, starving even mature as well 

as maturing capabilities while causing many if not most essential 

one to be tossed aside.  And, as the 34th POTUS warned his fellow 

“Such a Cuckoo as the JSF in the Force Structure Nest will almost 

certainly consume all the sustenance;, starving even mature as well 

as maturing capabilities while causing many if not most essential 

one to be tossed aside.  And, as the 34th POTUS warned his fellow 

Americans, this is all because corporate greed and its evil sibling, 

political avarice, along with pride and reputations are considered 

more important than doing what is right and what is best for the 

defence and security of America and her allies.” 

From comments of Independent Experts upon reading CSBA Analysis 
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eMail Response from DMO CEO:  
From: Gumley, Steve DR (Steve.Gumley@defence.gov.au) 
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2009 8:04 AM 
To: Peter Goon (the.firm@internode.on.net) 
Subject: RE: JSF Program: Assessment of Top Level Programmatic Risks 
[sec=unclassified] 
 

Mr Goon 

 

The difficulty that I have with your analysis is that I 

don't agree with your risk assessment. 

Specifically I am advising you that you are wrong. 

No arguments with the risk methodology, but that is 

only as good as the data with which it is populated. 

*********** 

 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

By 2009, if not before, three of the five Extreme Level 

Risks had already materialised. 

Emergence of Reference Threats predicted back in 

2000/02 have ensured the other two Extreme Level 

Risks have also materialised into real issues/problems. 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

Who has, at all times, been seeking “what is right and 

what is best” and, thus, provided data & advice that 

history has proven to be correct? 

Why did Dr Steve Gumley ignore this advice, declaring 

its author (the messenger) to be wrong? 

Why have those who have been shown to be wrong been 

the persons listened to by all levels of governance of the 

JSF Program while those who have been shown to be 

right all along have been ignored?  
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“Risk Management: builds resilience into all aspects of 

work by managing risks that might prevent achievement 

of objectives while also providing flexibility to respond to 

unexpected threats and exploit opportunities. Good risk 

management enables a continuous improvement cycle. 
Page 113 of Vol 2, DAR 2010/11  

 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

Risk Analysis & Assessments done in accordance with 

DMO/Defence Risk Management Guidelines. 

Though there have been inquiries & reviews, none have 

checked the data and the facts or have tested the evidence. 

Reputation Risk and the mismanagement of same has 

dominated the whole JSF Program Risk Continuum. 

“Catastrophic” is an understatement when describing JSF 

Program Risks and their effects on the JSF designs. 

All identified/assessed Risks across all Risk Categories 

have materialised, far exceeding limits by many multiples. 

Data shows total lack of any good Risk Management here. 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

Has the Ministerially directed SCRAM Risk Assessment 

looked at all six (6) Risk Categories? 

If not, why not? 

What competencies/skills were allocated to SCRAM and 

what are the demonstrated track records of such resources? 

Why were the data and advisories in relation to JSF 

Program Risks as provided by Air Power Australia (such 

as this graphic summary and its supporting information) 

ignored? 
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EXAMPLE OF 

THANA MARKETING 
 

“The CV variant is outward to 700-plus 
nautical miles, the Air Force I think about 
590,. . . . oh almost 700 as well, I'm sorry.  

So very significant range.” - 
 

Colonel Dwyer Dennis, US JSF JPO, Aug 2002 

Also: -  

AVM Ray Conroy, JSF Program Chief Negotiator 

ACDRE John Harvey, NACC PO, 2002 - 2003 

 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

COMBAT RADIUS (CR) marketed at Target 

Objective Specification Level in formative years of 

2001 to 2004, and 2005 on back of CV, while actual 

performance was degrading. 

But, CR Key Performance Parameter (KPP) was set 

at minimum acceptable Threshold Level. 

COMBAT RADIUS (CR) KPP for CTOL F-35A 

JSF not achieved and Standard Risk Assessment 

shows will almost certainly not be met. 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

Why were successive Defence Ministers, Govts., 

Parliaments and the Australian People told other 

than the truth? 

Where is Defences‟ analysis of this KPP and what 

does it show? 

Why were the data and advisories provided by Air 

Power Australia in relation to JSF capabilities 

ignored?  
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“The JSF will have comparable fighter 

performance to the aircraft it is intended to replace 

- F-16C and the F/A-18C.” 
 

Statement on JSF Fighter Performance, LM, 2001 to Present 
JSF PEO, 2001 & since 

Aust. NACC Project Office, 2001 & since 

Aust. CDF. CAF, 2001 & since 
 

 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

Level Flight Acceleration is a key metric of Fighter 

Performance. 

“Comparable” appears to include “when the aircraft 

to be replaced are laden down with external tanks to 

provide a comparable fuel load”. 

F-22A Raptor is now the standard which Reference 

Threats such as the Sukhoi Su-35S, T-50 PAK-FA 

and, now, the Chengdu J-20 aim to match or better. 

 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

Why commit to aircraft that only have performance 

comparable, if not less, than those to be replaced? 

Moreso when these legacy aircraft are in the „transit 

configuration‟, laden down with external fuel 

tanks? 

Even moreso when this quite mediocre performance 

specification is not being met? 

Why commit to aircraft that fail to satisfy the need 

of the “Fighter Pilots’ Holy Grail”? 

Why were the data and advisories provided by Air 

Power Australia on aircraft capabilities so 

consistently ignored?  
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EXAMPLE OF THINKING & BELIEFS 

BASED ON  

“A TOTAL INDIFFERENCE TO WHAT IS 

REAL”. 
“There was a far worse program than the JSF – 

the F-111”. 
NACC Project Office, 2002 – 2011 

Mr Mick Roche, USDM, 2000-2004 

Dr Stephen Gumley AO, DMO CEO, 2006 - 2001 

Key Observations on the Data & Facts: 

Compared with the JSF Program, these data show: 

 F-111 was an exemplar - a model program and 

JSF is an “Outlier” of greatest disproportion. 

 F-111 just as, if not more complex than JSF. 

 Defence was far more innovative and a much 

better risk manager on F-111 Program. 

 MICC Risks the 34
th

 POTUS warned his fellow 

Americans about have materialised, in spades. 

 

Some Questions for Testing the Evidence: 

What was the basis for the above statement by very 

senior Defence Portfolio officials? 

Why wasn‟t a similarly cost effective strategem 

adopted to mitigate risks associated with JSF delays 

that were/are beyond Australia‟s control? 

Why were the data and advisories provided by Air 

Power Australia totally ignored by all levels of 

governance of the NACC & BACC Programs? 

Did the recent disposal by burying the F-111 cost 

more than the cost for long term storage?
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PART 2 

SUMMARY EXTRACTS FROM SOURCE DATA 

SAR_Dec2001 

Breaches:  APB Schedule and Performance Threshold Breaches. 

Performance: Memo 

 The "Planning Estimate (SAR)" column reflects the Milestone I (November 1996) APB, with Desired Operational Characteristics from the Services' Joint 

Initial Requirements Document (JIRD I) dated August 1995. The "Approved Program;DE" column reflects the Milestone B (October 2001) APB, with 

Key Performance Parameters (KPPs) from the Services' March 2000 Joint Operational Requirements document (ORD), revalidated by the JROC in 

October 2001. The "Current Estimate" column reflects KPP threshhold values pending completion of the Air System Requirements Review assessment 

and reconciliation. 

Unit Cost: 
SAR December 2001 - Unit Cost History  

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Plan Est  

Changes  
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

 0.000  -2.331  0.000  -0.134 79.375 2.105 0.000 0.000 79.015  79.015 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Plan Est  

Changes  
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

0.000  -1.595  0.000  0.000  0.000  68.940  0.000  0.000  67.345  67.345 

Note: "Current Estimate" for each Service initial operational capability (IOC) date: 

USMC -  Apr 2010 

USAF -  Jun 2011 

USN -  Apr 2012  
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SAR_Dec2002 

Breaches:  APB Schedule and Performance Threshold Breaches 

Performance: 

"Current Estimate" reflects government assessment of projected performance based on Lockheed Martin's pre-PDR (240-1.1 Rev A) configuration and the Pratt and Whitney 

PDR (A-14) engine deck using LM IOC weight empty targets. 

For logistics characteristics, government assessment is based on Lockheed Martin's Milestone B (235-1.2) configuration. JSF is projected to meet or exceed all KPP threshold 

requirements; degradation of performance margins is anticipated in future configuration updates. Some non-KPP threshhold requirements will not be met. 

Refinements to performance projections will continue as the design configuration matures during SDD. 

 

Characteristics  SAR 
Baseline 
Dev Est 

Current APB 
Development 

Objective/Threshold 

Demonstrated 
Performance 

Current 
Estimate 

STOVL Mission Performance  N/A N/A N/A TBD 

Execute 514 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM 

(internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

472nm 

Combat Radius NM - CTOL Variant  N/A N/A N/A TBD 679 

Combat Radius NM - STOVL Variant  N/A N/A N/A TBD 472 

Combat Radius NM -CV Variant  N/A N/A N/A TBD 771 
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Unit Cost: 

SAR December 2002 - Unit Cost History  

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

81.298 -3.237 2.367 1.084 1.091 0.185 0.000 -1.495 -0.005 81.293 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

68.934 -3.118 1.129 1.074 0.000 -0.123 0.000 -1.504 -2.542 66.392 
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SAR_Dec2003 

Breaches:  Explanation of Breaches 

 The F-35 JSF Program breached the Program Acquisition Unit Cost (PAUC) by 19.4% and Average Procurement Unit Cost (APUC) by 18.7%. The 

JSF PAUC and APUC increases were primarily due to: a revised estimate for completion of the General Electric (GE) F136 engine development, 

including additional components and tests to enhance interchangibility with the Pratt and Whitney F135 engine; SDD schedule extension for 

additional design maturation and known and unknown risks (including anti-tamper); procurement labor and overhead rate increases; 

procurement configuration update and refined support requirement definitions; a one-year production delay, revised LRIP buy profile, and 

associated increases due to changes in learning curve assumptions, labor rates, and supplier confidence cost assumptions; and the result of 

delaying the multi-year procurement from FY 2012 to 2014. Pursuant to Section 2433, Title 10, United States Code, the Secretary of the Navy 

notification to Congress is in process. Additional information regarding the increased cost is contained in Section 12 of this report. The Under 

Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (USD AT&L) approved a revised APB on March 17, 2004. 

 

Performance:   SAR December 2003 

Characteristics  SAR Baseline 
Dev Est 

Current APB 
Development 

Objective/Threshold 

Demonstrated 
Performance 

Current 
Estimate 

STOVL Mission Performance  

Execute 550 ft STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 internal), 
2 AIM -120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 550 nm 

Execute 550 ft. 
STO with 4 JDAM 

(2 external & 2 
internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

550nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM 

(internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

450nm 

TBD 

Execute 550 ft. STO with 
2 JDAM (internal), 2 AIM-
120 (internal), fuel to fly 

450nm 

Combat Radius NM - CTOL Variant  690 690 590 TBD 639 

Combat Radius NM - STOVL Variant  550 550 450 TBD 452 

Combat Radius NM -CV Variant  730 730 600 TBD 759 

  

APB Breaches  

Schedule  
 

Performance   
Cost  RDT&E  
 Procurement 

MILCON 
Acq O&M  

Unit Cost  PAUC  
 APUC  
Nunn-McCurdy Breaches  
Current UCR 
Baseline  

 

PAUC  Critical  
APUC  Significant  
Original UCR 
Baseline  

 

PAUC  None  
APUC  None  



DATA SUMMARIES FROM SELECTED ACQUISITION (SAR) AND OTHER REPORTS TO THE US CONGRESS 

File:   SAR_Summary_Data_Iss 1-1 PAGE 22 OF 33 Data Sources:  US DoD SAR Reports to US Congress, GAO, CRS, Air Power Australia, PGAA 
  Copyright (c) Air Power Australia, PGAA, Peter Goon: January 2012 

Memo 

Acronym and Abbreviation List: 

ASD - Average Sortie Duration 
CTOL - Conventional Takeoff and Landing 
STOVL - Short Takeoff and Vertical Landing 
CV - Aircraft Carrier 
IER - Information Exchange Requirement 
JDAM - Joint Direct Attack Munitions 
NM - Nautical Miles 
RCLW - Required Carrier Landing Weight 
TBD - To be determined 
Vpa - Maximum Approach Speed 
WOD - Wind Over the Deck 
 

The Current Estimate reflects the government assessment based on Lockheed Martin's planned 240-2.2 configuration and December 2003 Bottom-Up Weight #4 projections 
for Initial Operational Capability (IOC). IOC weight projections include anticipated weight savings, identified potential weight increases, and a 3% growth factor based on legacy 
aircraft experience. The weight projections were reviewed and risk-weighted by a team of subject matter experts.  
 
As of 5 February 2004, projected weights exceed IOC targets (in pounds) as follows: CTOL +1479, STOVL +2350, and CV +1372. 
 
Recognizing the currently projected STOVL weight overage of 2350 pounds, the Current Estimate for STOVL Mission Performance (i.e., execute 550' Short Take-off with stated 
weapons and fuel load) reflects a realization of improved performance through the following: (1) maximize weight reduction from design improvements (2) optimize installed 
thrust efficiencies; (3) minimize realization of known weight growth threats (4) minimize weight growth from Critical Design Review to IOC (i.e., lower than historical average); 
and (5) optimize Concept of Operations and techniques. 
 
Some non-KPP threshold requirements will not be met for all variants.  
Program acquisition leadership will continue to work with the Service warfighters and the prime contractor to optimize the performance of the JSF aircraft and gain margin in 
critical areas. 
 
Change Explanations: 
The Current Estimate changed from the December 2002 SAR as follows due to design maturation: 
 

Change Explanations Redacted 
 
Unit Cost: 
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SAR December 2003 - Unit Cost History  

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

81.298 -2.238 2.368 6.389 2.130 8.017 0.000 1.684 18.350 99.648 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

68.934 -2.113 1.129 3.342 1.045 7.768 0.000 1.694 12.865 81.799 
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SAR_Dec2004 

Breaches:  APB Schedule Threshold Breach 

Performance:   SAR December 2004 

Characteristics  SAR Baseline 
Dev Est 

Current APB 
Development 

Objective/Threshold 

Demonstrated 
Performance 

Current 
Estimate 

STOVL Mission Performance  

Execute 550 ft STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 internal), 
2 AIM -120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 550 nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 internal), 
2 AIM-120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 550nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM 

(internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

450nm 

TBD 

Execute 508 ft. STO with 
2 JDAM (internal), 2 AIM-
120 (internal), fuel to fly 

450nm 

Combat Radius NM - CTOL Variant  690 690 590 TBD 632 

Combat Radius NM - STOVL Variant  550 550 450 TBD 452 

Combat Radius NM -CV Variant  730 730 600 TBD 732 

Unit Cost: 

SAR December 2004 - Unit Cost History  

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

81.298 0.881 2.333 7.450 4.165 4.987 0.000 3.287 23.103 104.401 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

68.934 0.720 1.130 4.276 3.093 4.784 0.000 3.307 17.310 86.244 
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SAR_Dec2005 

Breaches:  Explanation of Breaches 

The Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) Schedule breach for Short Take-Off Vertical Landing (STOVL) First Flight results from the combination of (1) 

expected manufacturing lead times and (2) matching STOVL airframe structure load to expected flight loads results. The fivemonth expected delay for 

STOVL First Flight does not affect the low rate production plans or fielding for the Marine Corps.  

In accordance with the FY 2006 National Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 109-163), the Department is required to report Nunn-McCurdy unit cost 

breaches to the "original" Acquisition Program Baseline (APB), i.e., the APB established at Milestone B (previously Milestone II). Accordingly, this 

program is reporting an increase in the Program Acquisition Unit Cost (PAUC) and Average Procurement Unit Cost (APUC) of at least 30% to the 

"original" APB. Compared to the MS B (October 2001) APB, the F-35 Program PAUC and APUC increased 32.8% and 31.3%, respectively. These 

increases are primarily due to historical increases previously reported in the December 2003 SAR (26.2% and 21.7% for PAUC and APUC, respectively, 

including programmatic changes).  

 Additional unit cost breach information is provided in the Unit Cost Information section of this SAR. F-35 (JSF) December 31, 

2005 SAR. 

Performance:   SAR December 2005 

Characteristics  SAR Baseline 
Dev Est 

Current APB 
Development 

Objective/Threshold 

Demonstrated 
Performance 

Current 
Estimate 

STOVL Mission Performance  

Execute 550 ft STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 
internal), 2 AIM -

120 (internal), fuel 
to fly 550 nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 external 
& 2 internal), 2 AIM-120 

(internal), fuel to fly 
550nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM 

(internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

450nm 

TBD 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM 

(internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

450nm 

Combat Radius NM - CTOL Variant  690 690 590 TBD 639 

Combat Radius NM - STOVL Variant  550 550 450 TBD 452 

Combat Radius NM -CV Variant  730 730A 600 TBD 759 

  

APB Breaches  

Schedule   

Performance   

Cost  RDT&E  

 Procurement 
MILCON Acq 
O&M  

Unit Cost  PAUC  

 APUC  

Nunn-McCurdy Breaches  

Current UCR 
Baseline  

 

PAUC  None  

APUC  None  

Original UCR 
Baseline  

 

PAUC  Significant  

APUC  Significant  
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Unit Cost: 

SAR December 2005 - Unit Cost History 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Dev Est 

Changes 
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

81.298 3.095 2.334 7.488 4.381 8.800 0.000 5.077 31.175 112.473 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Dev Est 

Changes 
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

68.934 2.693 1.129 4.314 3.311 9.367 0.000 5.109 25.923 94.857 

 

Nunn-McCurdy Comments: 

The Unit Cost Report (UCR) Baseline includes the quantity benefit of 150 United Kingdom (UK) aircraft only.  

Current Estimates of PAUC and APUC include the quantity benefit of 138 UK and 508 other International Partner aircraft.  

Excluding the benefits of the 508 other International Partner aircraft, PAUC and APUC (in BY02 $M) would be $84.5 (+8%) and $68.4 (+12%), respectively (% increases are in 

comparison to Current APB). – Ed Note: versus the reported $82.071 Million and $65.964 Million. 
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SAR_Dec2006 

Breaches:  Explanation of Breaches 

 This program reflects a significant Nunn-McCurdy breach to the original baseline that was first reported in the December 2005 SAR. The supporting 

breach information and explanations can be found in the Unit Cost Report section of that SAR. 

Performance:   SAR December 2006 

Characteristics  SAR Baseline 
Dev Est 

Current APB 
Development 

Objective/Threshold 

Demonstrated 
Performance 

Current 
Estimate 

STOVL Mission Performance  

Execute 550 ft STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 internal), 2 
AIM -120 (internal), 
fuel to fly 550 nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO with 
4 JDAM (2 external & 2 

internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

550nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM (internal), 
2 AIM-120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 450nm 

TBD 

Execute 515 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM (internal), 
2 AIM-120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 450nm 

Combat Radius NM - CTOL Variant  690 690 590 TBD 625 

Combat Radius NM - STOVL Variant  550 550 450 TBD 498 

Combat Radius NM -CV Variant  730 730 600 TBD 642 

Unit Cost: 

SAR December 2006 - Unit Cost History  

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

81.298 2.956 3.147 12.048 5.203 9.636 0.000 7.691 40.681 121.979 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

68.934 2.455 1.130 8.902 3.853 11.408 0.000 7.738 35.486 104.420 
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SAR_Dec2007 

Breaches:  Nunn-McCurdy Threshold Breach - Explanation of Breaches 

 This program reflects a significant Nunn-McCurdy breach to the original baseline that was first reported in the December 2005 SAR. The supporting 
breach information and explanations can be found in the Unit Cost Report section of that SAR. 

Performance:   SAR December 2007 

Characteristics  SAR Baseline 
Dev Est 

Current APB 
Development 

Objective/Threshold 

Demonstrated 
Performance 

Current 
Estimate 

STOVL Mission Performance  

Execute 550 ft STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 internal), 2 
AIM -120 (internal), fuel 

to fly 550 nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO with 4 
JDAM (2 external & 2 
internal), 2 AIM-120 

(internal), fuel to fly 550nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO with 2 
JDAM (internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 450nm 

TBD 

Execute 511 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM (internal), 
2 AIM-120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 450nm 

Combat Radius NM - CTOL Variant  690 690 590 TBD 606 

Combat Radius NM - STOVL Variant  550 550 450 TBD 503 

Combat Radius NM -CV Variant  730 730 600 TBD 641 

Unit Cost: 

SAR December 2007 - Unit Cost History  

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M) 
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

81.298 2.162 3.216 12.058 5.207 16.909 0.000 0.829 40.381 121.679 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

68.934 1.680 1.130 8.902 3.853 18.619 0.000 0.833 35.017 103.951 
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SAR_Dec2008  NO SAR (2008 US PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION YEAR) 
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SAR_Dec2009 

Breaches:  Explanation of Breaches 

In accordance with the section 2433, title 10, United States Code, the Department is required to report Nunn-McCurdy unit cost breaches 

established for Milestone B/II Programs. Accordingly, this program is reporting a critical increase in the Program Acquisition Unit Cost (PAUC) 

and Average Procurement Unit Cost (APUC) of at least 50% to the October 2001 Acquisition Program Baseline (APB), which is the original APB. 

 

Compared to the original APB, the F-35 Program PAUC and APUC increased 57.15% and 57.24%, respectively. These increases are partially due 

to historical increases previously reported in the December 2003 SAR (26.2% and 21.7% for PAUC and APUC, respectively, including 

programmatic changes), in the December 2005 SAR (32.8% and 31.3% for PAUC and APUC, respectively, including programmatic changes),and 

in the December 2007 SAR (38.38% and 38.01% for PAUC and APUC, respectively, including programmatic changes). Additional unit cost breach 

information is provided in the Unit Cost section of this SAR. A Department assessment is ongoing. 

 

Schedule delays have resulted in threshold breaches for the following: 1st Flight Carrier Variant; 1st Production Aircraft Delivery; Initial 

Operational Test and Evaluation Completion; and Milestone C. (The Services are assessing impact of program changes on their respective 

planning for Initial Operational Capability.) 

 

 The Program Executive Office submitted a Program Deviation Report in February 2010. The Nunn-McCurdy certification process has been initiated. 

  

 A revised APB with updated cost and schedule objectives and thresholds is currently being developed.  

 

 Note: Consistent with Nunn-McCurdy statutory requirements, a complete Independent Cost Estimate is in process. The Department expects this 

analysis will result in increases to the stated PAUC and APUC estimates. The projected range of estimates are $97 - $115 million (PAUC) and $79 - $95 

million (APUC) in Base Year 2002 dollars. This equates to a unit cost growth from the Milestone B baseline (October 2001) of 57% - 86% and 57% - 

89% for PAUC and APUC, respectively. 

 

 

 

Performance:   SAR December 2009 

APB Breaches  

Schedule   

Performance   

Cost  RDT&E  

 Procurement 
MILCON Acq 
O&M  

Unit Cost  PAUC  

 APUC  

Nunn-McCurdy Breaches  

Current UCR Baseline   

PAUC  None  

APUC  None  

Original UCR Baseline   

PAUC  Critical  

APUC  Critical  
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Characteristics  SAR Baseline 
Dev Est 

Current APB 
Development 

Objective/Threshold 

Demonstrated 
Performance 

Current 
Estimate 

STOVL Mission Performance  

Execute 550 ft STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 internal), 
2 AIM -120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 550 nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 external 
& 2 internal), 2 AIM-120 

(internal), fuel to fly 
550nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM (internal), 
2 AIM-120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 450nm 

TBD 

Execute 524 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM (internal), 
2 AIM-120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 450nm 

Combat Radius NM - CTOL Variant  690 690 590 TBD 610 

Combat Radius NM - STOVL Variant  550 550 450 TBD 481 

Combat Radius NM -CV Variant  730 730 600 TBD 651 

 

Unit Cost: 

SAR December 2009 - Unit Cost History  

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

81.298 -2.684 3.246 12.927 5.205 29.122 0.000 4.485 52.301 133.599 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

68.934 -3.092 1.131 9.781 3.853 28.486 0.000 4.511 44.670 113.604 
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SAR_Dec2010 

Breaches:  Continuing Nunn-McCurdy Threshold Breach 

Performance:   SAR December 2010 

Characteristics  SAR Baseline 
Dev Est 

Current APB 
Development 

Objective/Threshold 

Demonstrated 
Performance 

Current 
Estimate 

STOVL Mission Performance  

Execute 550 ft STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 internal), 
2 AIM -120 (internal), 

fuel to fly 550 nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 4 JDAM (2 

external & 2 internal), 2 
AIM-120 (internal), fuel 

to fly 550nm 

Execute 550 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM 

(internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

450nm 

TBD 

Execute 544 ft. STO 
with 2 JDAM 

(internal), 2 AIM-120 
(internal), fuel to fly 

450nm 

Combat Radius NM -CTOL Variant  690 690 590 TBD 584 

Combat Radius NM -STOVL Variant  550 550 450 TBD 469 

Combat Radius NM -CV Variant  730 730 600 TBD 615 

 

Unit Cost: 

SAR December 2010 - Unit Cost History  

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
PAUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
PAUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

81.298 -3.249 3.245 14.210 5.205 45.232 0.000 8.472 73.115 154.413 

Current SAR Baseline to Current Estimate (TY $M)  
 

Initial 
APUC 

Dev Est  

Changes  
APUC Current 

Est Econ Qty Sch Eng Est Oth Spt Total 

68.934 -3.685 1.130 11.071 3.853 42.983 0.000 8.520 63.872 132.806 

 



DATA SUMMARIES FROM SELECTED ACQUISITION (SAR) AND OTHER REPORTS TO THE US CONGRESS 

File:   SAR_Summary_Data_Iss 1-1 PAGE 33 OF 33 Data Sources:  US DoD SAR Reports to US Congress, GAO, CRS, Air Power Australia, PGAA 
  Copyright (c) Air Power Australia, PGAA, Peter Goon: January 2012 

SAR_Dec2011  TBA 

Breaches:  
Performance: 

Not Yet Available But Expect Yet More and Quite Large Increases in the Costs, Delays in Schedule and More Threshold 
Breaches, Particularly in the Areas of Costs, Schedule & Performance;  

e.g.   
Combat Radius; 

Overall Aero/Propulsive Performance; 
Systems’ Performance 

Low Observability; 
Interoperability; and, 

Supportability; 
 

as well as a further notice of “a number of KPIs will not be met by all the JSF variants”. 
 

Then there is this from the DOT&E 2011 Annual Report: 
 

“The JSF is not on track to meet Operational Effectiveness and Operational Suitability Requirements  
of the Joint Operational Requirements Document (JORD) re-ratified in 2010.” 

 

BY RE-BASELINING THE PROGRAM, THE DEFENSE ACQUISITION BOARD (DAB) PROCESS “ABSOLVES” A MULTITUDE OF 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND, THUS, PROGRAMMATIC “SINS”, MAKING THEM EFFECTIVELY DISAPPEAR FROM  
POLITICAL VIEW! 

MANY IF NOT MOST WERE COMMITTED UNDER THE MANAGEMENT PURVIEW OF THE DAB MEMBERS, THEMSELVES. 
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