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Peter Goon

From: Peter Goon [the.firm@internode.on.net]
Sent: 13 April 2012  00:59
To: 'Senator Mark Furner, Chair'; 'Faulkner, John (Senator)'; Dr Dennis Jensen MP; 'Fawcett, 

David (Senator)'
Cc: 'Little, Robert (REPS)'; APA_Peer_Review_Group
Subject: Are Unsupported Assertions Data or Facts, let alone Evidence, upon which to Rely?
Attachments: DAR-Review_2010-11_APA Sub5_Assertions & Lies_13Apr12.pdf

Dear Senator Furner, Senator the Hon John Faulkner, Dr Jensen and Senator Fawcett: 

The following submission is provided to the JSCFADT in support of pursuit of the truth about 
the JSF Program and Australia’s involvement in same. 
 

WHO DO YOU TRUST WHEN WHO CAN YOU TRUST IS THE QUESTION? 

OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 

WHO IS CREDIBLE WHEN WHAT IS CREDIBLE IS THE QUESTION? 

 

“The decision to join the System Development and Demonstration phase of the JSF project was 
taken following analysis of the many aspects that contribute to the determination of suitable 
systems to fulfil Australia's defence requirements. Capability, affordability, availability and 
supportability are but some aspects that contribute to determining the overall best solution. 
These aspects were assessed for a broad range of fighter aircraft and capability solutions, 
including the F/A-22. While many available or prospective systems could do individual parts of 
the job well, the JSF was assessed to provide the most cost-effective solution overall.” 

The above is cited, verbatim, from a letter to a concerned Australian citizen, signed by a 
senior member of Defence -  the same organisation that rightly says it must earn the 
recognition of the Australian people to be “trusted to defend, proven to deliver, respectful 
always”. 

The letter is dated 2005. However, these same words and similar may be found in other 
letters and documents, such as Defence Ministerial Submissions (MINSUBs), as well as in 
testimony before the Australian Parliament provided by this and other senior Defence 
Portfolio officials prior to 2005, dating back to 2000, as well as to the present day.  

Interestingly, in 2005,  the F-22A Raptor Air Dominance Fighter was being referred to as the 
F/A-22, the F/A signifying the aircraft has both air superiority and strike/ground attack 
capabilities, for both and more are prerequisites being known as an “Air Dominance Fighter”. 

Yet, at the time, senior Defence officials such as CDF and CAF were stridently asserting the 
Raptor did not have strike or ground attack capabilities! 
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The F-22 has dropped more bombs, fired even more missiles and rounds of ammunition 
than all JSF test and training airplanes, combined.   

In fact, some six (6) years after its first flight, the JSF aircraft has yet to drop a bomb or fire a 
missile, let alone fire one round out of its gun at a target in the air or even into the air, itself. 

So, what does this all mean? 

This situation is aberrant, being neither normal nor standard.  Rather, it is extraordinary and 
unprecedented in the annals of fighter aircraft development. 

This is one of the myriad of key indicators that point to the fact that there are more things 
that are wrong than are right with the JSF aircraft and the JSF Program, itself. 

As in most things, the devil lies in the detail – even more so in the selection of new air 
combat capabilities for the defence and security of our sovereign nation, Australia. 

In keeping with the public recognition Defence seeks, the public should be able to trust that 
the above cited: 

“analysis of the many aspects that contribute to the determination of suitable systems to fulfil 
Australia's defence requirements”; 

and assessments of: 

“a broad range of fighter aircraft and capability solutions, including the F/A-22”  

were actually done and done properly in an exemplary, professional and diligent manner by:

(i) Recognised experts able to demonstrate skills and experience, at the highest levels, in 
the relevant technical, operational, commercial and managerial domains; 

(ii) In accordance with Defence Instructions, Defence Regulations, and the associated 
guidance material; 

(iii). Were independently verified and validated (i.e. Red Teamed); and, 

(iv) All this work was fully documented. 

If that is also the expectation of the Committee, then we are confident and secure in the 
knowledge we have when stating: 

(a)  Nothing could be further from the truth; and, 

(b)  The Parliament’s and, more importantly, the trust of the Australian people have been 
seriously and inextricably abused. 

Put another way, all of us have been misled – seriously and deliberately misled. 

How can this be?. . . . Why is this so? . . . .Where’s the proof? 

Applying standard Performance Assessment & Root Cause Analysis and Assessment 
(PARCAA) and Risk Analysis, Assessment & Management (RAAM) methods and techniques 
to what transpired in Defence during the period 2000 to 2003, a number of salient facts 
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concerning the JSF dominate and totally disprove the assertions of senior Defence officials 
back then and today.  Such facts include the following: 

1. The AIR6000 Project was established for evaluating, determining and selecting the 
new air combat capability for Australia. Funding approval from Government for the 
Requirements Analysis and Force Mix Options Assessment Phases of the project was 
not expected till sometime after September 2002, yet the decision to join the SDD 
Phase of the JSF Program was announced in June 2002 – these are well documented 
facts; 

2. The highly detailed and classified briefings and supporting material developed and put 
together by the US Air Force in response to the Request for Information (RFI) on the F-
22 Raptor from Air6000 Project Office were never delivered to the Australian 
Department of Defence and, as such, could not have been reviewed let alone 
assessed by any Australian Defence official – expert, senior or otherwise - prior to the 
announcement of the decision to join the SDD Phase of the JSF Program in June 2002 
– this is a well documented fact;  

3. The JSF product you see today is but a shadow of what was promised back in 2002 – 
yet another well documented fact -  itself the purposefully contrived centre piece of a 
Thana Marketing Strategy that was run against a customer base trained to believe 
“perception is reality” and that using “a total indifference to what is real” to baffle brains 
is, somehow, acceptable practice in a professional world; and, 

4. Those experts in Defence and Industry who put forward countervailing views to the 
groupthink driven myopia that led to selection of the JSF were collectively and 
summarily ignored, many with extreme prejudice – this is also a well documented fact. 

Put simply, unsupported assertions like those made by Air Commodore John Harvey in his 
letter to a concerned Australian citizen back in 2005 are neither data nor facts or any kind of 
evidence let alone evidence of the type that meets the standard rules of evidence and, as 
the legal professionals on the Committee can attest, would not be considered acceptable, let 
alone permitted, in any court of law in our fair land. 

Unsupported and unprovable assertions of exactly this kind are to be found in the one and a 
half page Defence Submission to the JSCFADT dated 09 March 2012 and signed by the 
current Program Manager, New Air Combat Capability, AVM Kym Osley. 

The following is a brief overview and independent assessment of that submission. 

The AVM Kym Osley Submission 

This submission, just like all the other written and oral Defence testimony on the JSF & 
NACC/BACC Projects to Parliamentary Oversight Governance Committees, comprises 
unsupported assertions, hearsay and flawed arguments based on popular logical fallacies, 
the bulk of which have been inherited by AVM Osley from his predecessors. 

This submission is devoid of any facts or supporting data while replete with self indulgent 
claims that are not only self effacing but non-sequitur in the extreme.   

For example, the claim that because we, the DMO, have not placed the JSF Program on the 
Projects of Concern List means the JSF Program is not and should not be a project of 
concern!  The nature of this particular argument is brought into stark relief with even the 
most basic of logic; even more so when the performance of the JSF Program is measured 
against the severe (a.k.a. catastrophic) consequence ratings in the DMO’s own Risk 
Management Manual.  
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The template for the following table is from the DMO Risk Management Guidelines Manual.  
As the data and facts listed in this completed Risk Assessment Template show, the JSF 
Program is severely if not catastrophically wanting and in extreme breach, several and many 
times over, in five (5) of the six (6) risk categories.  The extreme levels of risk arising in the 
sixth category will result in somebody making the ultimate sacrifice.  This should be avoided 
at all cost but standard risk analysis puts this outcome at “highly likely” if not “almost certain”.

 

Clearly, when it comes to the NACC Project of the DMO and, at the very least, the JSF 
Program, itself, senior Defence officials demonstrate they are either incapable of following or 
have decided not to follow their own Risk Management Guidelines, let alone the Australian 
Risk Management Standards & Guidelines, which are World’s Best Practice. 
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If this was not the case, then Defence should not and, moreover, would not have stridently 
asserted and recommended Australia join the SDD Phase of the JSF Program which, by 
2003, was already in serious trouble.  For to do so, is a total dereliction of duty and a clear 
demonstration that Defence has lost its way by showing it and its departmental executives 
do not understand their raison d’être; that being “to do what is right and what is best for the 
defence and security of Australia in order to maintain and sustain peace in our region”. 

As early as 2003, the JSF program was obviously going to incur schedule delays, budgetary 
blowouts and increases in costs, in both the acquisition and O&S lifecycle cost areas, that 
would exceed and likely be many times more than the severe consequence ratings 
stipulated in the Defence/DMO Risk Management Guidelines.   

Even more important are the shortfalls in the JSF aircraft’s performance and those 
capabilities required for Australia to maintain and sustain regional air superiority. 

This latest Defence submission fails to mention let alone consider or even attempt to answer 
the questions provided in the APA submissions to the Committee.  These are the same 
questions provided to senior Defence officials previously, including AVM Osley, and as many 
times as the number of times they have ignored and failed to answer them.  Meanwhile, 
according to the spirit and stated intent of the oft cited Defence Values Statement, Defence 
Service Charter and the claim of Defence being “respectful always”, a one-time failure is one 
time too many. 

What is the Source of these Unsupported Assertions and Obvious Untruths? 

If the Committee were to take real evidence, such as affidavits, from personnel who formed 
the AIR6000 Project Team over the period 2000 to 2002 as well as call to have the relevant 
Defence files for that period independently audited, there is an extremely high probability 
such evidence would verify and validate what has been provided in this submission. 

Doing so would put your Committee well on the way to finding the source of these 
unsupported assertions and the untruths from which they originate. 

However, the latter - the source - was demonstrated and in spades, before the Committee 
on the evening of the 20th of March, last. 

As always in such matters and, again, as the Legal Professionals on the Committee will be 
able to attest, the devil is in the detail as is also the case in the answers to questions about 
what motivates individuals to mislead and deceive the Australian people, and why? 

We stand ready to provide answers to these questions and any others the Committee 
members are prepared to ask. 

 
Yours Sincerely,  
Peter Goon 
Peter Goon 
Principal Consultant/Advisor 
Head of Test and Evaluation 
Co‐Founder, Air Power Australia 
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"Scientists discover the world that exists; Engineers create the world that never was." 
Theodore Von Karman, Aerospace Engineer
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