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CHAIR:
Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.  My name is Russ Street.  I'm from DMO, and we'll be looking after proceedings here today, as much as we can with Le Franki [phonetic] and those sort of people in the audience.  But welcome.  We'll have a number of speakers and then questions from anyone who likes to field one.  And I'll be here as a moderator role.


Could I introduce first, the Leader of the Australian negotiations, Air Vice Marshall - sorry, Ray, I got your name wrong.  I was trying to remember his first name.  Ray Conroy.

AIR VICE MARSHALL RAY CONROY:
Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.   Yes, as Russ said, the job that I'm doing at the moment is heading up the Australian side of the negotiations to enter into the MAU.  They are a partner in [inaudible].  But I recall government decided in June to enter into negotiations.  It will be a separate government decision to actually combine the Joint Strike Fighter system development program.


We expect, on the schedule we have in front of us, both sides to be able to come to an agreement, if all goes well, in the November timeframe.  


We have already conducted our first sessions for our negotiations.  They've gone quite satisfactorily.  And my expectation is that we will be in a position to make further recommendations to government, even around the total timeframe - there it is - for a signature in November.  It's important that we do get these negotiations done quickly, because the sooner we sign the MAU the sooner Lockheed Martin can issue RFPs to Australian industry.


Today we've arranged a briefing for you from the Joint Project Office in the US Department of Defense.  And after that we'll conduct a question and answer session, where you will have representatives from the Lockheed Martin company, from the Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources.  And I might stress that we're taking a very carefully managed whole-of-government approach to the Australian side of these negotiations.  


So, Mr Peter Morris will be here with us and Air Commodore John Harvey will be with me to field questions.  John is heading up the Integrated Project Team from the Defence point of view.  And, of course, we'll have the Joint Project Office as well field questions.


So, without further ado, can I introduce to you Colonel Dwyer Dennis from the US Joint Strike Fighter Program Office.

COLONEL DWYER DENNIS:
Thank you, Air Vice Marshall Conroy.  Thank you for the opportunity to come here today and brief the Joint Strike Fighter program.  What I'd like to do today is just give you a brief overview of the Joint Strike Fighter program.  How it was developed, what phases we've gone through thus far, and where we are today and where we're headed.


First of all I'd like just to talk a little bit about the vision of the Joint Strike Fighter program.  First of all we see it as being the model acquisition program for both joint and international cooperation.  And with the goal and intent of developing and producing an affordable next generation strike fighter weapon system.  Not only to develop that system, but then to be able to sustain and support it worldwide.


Joint.  The Joint Services is that the Joint Strike Fighter is a replacement strike fighter for both the US Navy, the US Marine Corp and the US Air Force and, of course, the international aspect of the program.  We have various allied partners and, of course, we're in negotiations, as Air Vice Marshall Conroy just mentioned, for Australia to join in as a partner.


What is JSF?  Well, first of all it's a family of affordable multi-mission fighter aircraft using 21st Century technologies.  The Joint Strike Fighter is a single seat, single engine, stealthy, low observable aircraft.  Its capability, as far as aerodynamical handling as a minimum, is an S-16, F-18 type of aerodynamic performance.  And then, on top of that, is the stealth capability and advanced mission systems.


Just a quick look at the family of aircraft.  It's basically a single design, but it's really three aeroplanes with the unique features to meet the unique requirements of the three Services.  The CTOL, or Conventional Take Off and Landing Aircraft, is the variant for the Air Force, primarily.


The STOVL, which is Short Take Off For Vertical Landing, is for the US Marine Corp.  And then the C Variant is the carrier variant.


You'll notice here from this picture a little larger wing area and tail section, and that's to provide a lower approach air speed for carrier operations.


You can see across the three variants, even though they will meet the unique mission requirements, there's great commonality between the aircraft.  I'll talk a little bit about that more in the next slide - next couple of slides.  But that commonality is key to the affordability aspect of the program.


This slide is a good representation of that commonality.  We intend to build the Joint Strike Fighter on a single production line.  As the aircraft moves through the various phases of production, the various unique aspects from the three variants will be rolled in.


What you'll see in the indent is about an 80% across- the-board commonality between the three variants.  To build to that 80% commonality, you will have 100% commonality in the core engine.  There'll be 100% commonality in the mission systems.  In the software, the software load will be the same software load for all three variants.  

 
And we see this again - that common production line - another key component of achieving that affordability, which is a fundamental pillar of Joint Strike Fighter.


Why are we doing JSF?  Well, first of all it's replacing an ageing inventory.  We have F-16s, F-18s that are coming near to the end of their life and we had to make some decisions to replace that inventory.  We also have that old inventory, even if we could continue the life on it, it's becoming very expensive to maintain.  

 
Yes, we're still selling F-16s and F-18s, and there's been a lot of reliability improvement efforts and maintainability improvement efforts that have been rolled into those airframes.  But this gives us an opportunity, from ground up to design, in that maintainability and reliability that we need to have an affordable system.


Also the bottom line is to be able to counter the advancing threat in 2010 and beyond.


Here you can just see a little bit of comparison between the F-16 and the CTOL version there.


What's different about the JSF?  Well, we basically see everything as being different.  Performance.  I said it's an F-16 of F-18 or better type of aerodynamic performance.  So it doesn't give ground in that area.  The F-16 probably the world standard in fighter aircraft.


Lethality, survivability and supportability.  Other key aspects of the Joint Strike Fighter program.  All of those underpinning our fundamental pillar of affordability.


I'm going to talk a little bit about what we call KPPs, or Key Performance Parameters.  The key performance parameters on a program are those requirements that are the make or break on a program.  

 
You miss a KPP and your program is subject to cancellation or major rework.  We don't intend for that to happen.  And, as you can see at the bottom of the bumper sticker, it's projected to meet or exceed all of the requirements.  What a focus you see here in purple.  Those KPPs are common against all of the variants.  


The other key aspect I'd like to bring out is out of the six common KPPs, three of them - sortie generation, logistics footprint and mission reliability - all speak to that supportability of the Joint Strike Fighter.  That's very unique in a program right up front.  We are giving emphasis to the long-term total ownership cost of this air system.


Another critical key performance parameter is interoperability.  We intend to fight with this aircraft in coalition warfare.  We intend to be able to operate with all the other systems out there, both ground systems and air systems.  So interoperability is a very key component to the Joint Strike Fighter.


Of course there are two unique KPPs.  One for the STOVL mission that's unique to the STOVL performance - short take off distance and vertical lift bring back.  And then for the CV, the Navy variant, that maximum approach speed.  That's that low approach speed onto the carrier deck for carrier operations.


Now, in addition to the aeroplane itself, we're not just building an aeroplane.  We're building an air weapons system and that system includes that support system behind it.  What we call the autonomic logistic system.  

 
What we mean by autonomic logistics is autonomic.  Is like those automatic body functions.  You know, your heart beats.   It's an automatic function.  Well, we want to be able to have happen.  

 
On board the aircraft we have what's called prognostic and health management systems that are constantly monitoring the engine performance, various mission system performances, and are able to data link back to the base, download that information.  That will allow, say on the last 30 to 45 minutes of a mission as the aircraft is returning, it will be able to dump all that data back to the base.  

 
The information will go in, it'll go to flight ops.  They'll be able to determine what it's going to take to be able to turn that mission around, to be able to make the decision, say, if it's a carrier-based JSF and it needs to do an engine swap out, they can get the right placement on the carrier for it to be able to do that engine swap out.  They can start making those decisions then.


Munitions requirements.  If there is going to be a degradation in a weapons system they can make a determination.  Well, can it go back in a weapon package as is?  Or does something need to be fixed?  In addition that information will flow back to the training house and continue to update the training requirements back at the schoolhouse for flow.  It will go back into the depots and back into industry to allow the spares reprovisioning.  

 
So constantly based off with the performance of that aircraft will constantly be feeding back into the information - the autonomic logistic information system to ensure that we have a supportable system.


How did we get here?  Well, we just finished up a previous phase that was called concept demonstration phase - CDP.  And that, of course, is the phase where we had the competition between - you know, ended up being between Boeing and Lockheed Martin.  It was a winner take all competition.  That's where the concept demonstrators were built and flown during that competition.  

 
There was a requirement for each contractor to build two aircraft but to demonstrate three variants.  So they took one of the aeroplanes and turned it into the other variant, which demonstrates commonality for one thing.


But during that CDP phase, a significant achievement - and one that they didn't really think we would ever be able to do - was to be able to get a joint operational requirements document signed by all three of the services: the Air Force, Marine Corp and the Navy.  And also the United Kingdom signed the document. 


And we did that through a process that took about five years, multiple iterations, going through and weighing the operator's requirements, finding out what the cost associated with the different requirements were, feeding that back to the operational community and letting them make the decisions, what we call CAIV, cost as an independent variable, being able to make the trade-offs that would give them the affordable, but mission-capable fighter that they needed.


The bottom line on affordability is that it's not affordable if it doesn't meet the operational requirements that the war fighter needs.  So that's the standard and that's where we go back to at least performance at least as good as an F-16 or F-18.


So through those iterations, we were able to get a joint operational requirements document signed.  Of course then the concept demonstration phase flight testing was completed.  Lockheed Martin was down-selected as the winner out of the CDP phase.  During the CDP phase we also did what was called technology maturation program.  Now where we took a look at these areas, structures and materials, flight systems, manufacturing and production, mission systems, supportability and propulsion.


And we put a lot of effort and a lot of money.  Frankly it cost them about $7 billion between the government investment and the investments by the two competitors into technical, technology maturation, to ensure that when we went into the SDD phase, the current phase that we're in now, the system development and demonstration phase, that we were going in with low risk in those technology areas - get these birds flying a little bit, they always look a little better if they're flying, instead of a still picture.


During the flight test program, we collected over 700 test points, the X-35A, the air force variant, that was the first to fly, they flew 27 flights in their program in about a month's time.  Multiple pilots flew the aircraft, met all of its test points.  After it was done with its testing out at Pondell [phonetic] on the high California desert, Lockheed took that aircraft and converted it into the STOVL variant, the short take-off and vertical landing variant.  About 37 days later it came out as a short take-off vertical landing aircraft and did its testing out at Pondell base.


The CV variant, the carrier variant, did initial testing out at Pondell, then flew out to Packs [phonetic] River, the Navy's test facility in Maryland, and conducted all of its carrier-handling qualities testing there.  


Some of the comments, F-18 pilot comment on the handling characteristics of that CV-variant was that it was ready to go to the fleet.  Great handling characteristics, better than the F-18 which is the standard for carrier-handling.  And we'll just let this finish as you see the STOVL touching down in its vertical landing.


One of the great aspects of that test program too was it was the first time that a vertical, short take-off vertical landing aircraft was able to do a short take-off supersonic dash, level dash, and then a vertical level, all in a single flight.


Taking a little bit deeper look at that system at maturity and the technology maturation effort that we did, I just want to highlight a couple of the areas that we focussed on - of course we just looked at the hi-fidelity demonstration aircraft.  One of the key objectives of the flight demonstrators was to be able to be able to make sure that the modelling and simulation that we had done, as far as the aerodynamic handling qualities, matched what the actual performance was.


And so, you know, we modelled the aerodynamic performance and then by going out and flying it, we were able to see that there was indeed almost within, I don't know, three per cent match of that.  And so what that does, is that gives us a great credible, confidence, that in this phase as we have to make changes in different aerodynamic features, or whatever, we'll know what the result is result is, that if we have to change a surface area, or an algerithym or something, we know what the results going to be.  So that helps us keep the risk down in the program.


Another area that we worked on hard, was the low- observable area.  We built a full-scale pole model.  That in itself is not unique, we know how to do that, but doing it that early in the program - in the F-22 they did that two years into the phase we're in now - in this phase we've already accomplished that.


One of the things that we really stressed there, was not only having, being able to ascertain the low- observable characteristics of the aircraft, but maybe more importantly, was to make sure that the low- observable characteristics are supportable - out in the field that when there is danger, or when you have to do a maintenance action, that you can indeed fix the aircraft and maintain the low- observable characteristics.  And also that every time you have to do a routine maintenance that you're not hurting the low observable characteristics, and so we're able to drive down the maintenance man hours per flight hour that historically when you look at the B-2 or the F-117, it's been a challenge, those are high hour requirements for maintenance. JSF, we've driven that down to make it supportable out in the field.  


We also, through a flying test bad, [phonetic] were able to test out all the major sensors that will be on joint strike fighter, we know that those concepts will work.  The challenge that we have ahead of us in SDD is to fuse all of that information together now, for the pilot.


Okay, where are we today?  Okay, where we are today, is in the system development demonstration phase.  On October 26 of '01, we awarded the contract SDD started here.  We've been working hard, lots of things, lots of things to do in between these major milestones here, but our next major milestone is preliminary design review, March of '03.  We're already doing sub-system preliminary design reviews right now on critical systems.


You'll see first flight, which is 48 months into the program, so it's a little, about three years away right now.  And then we have initial operation capability - for the US Marine Corps in 2010, Air Force in 2011 and the Navy in 2012.



The thing I wanted to draw your attention to on this slide is the block approach that we have with JSF.  We call this spiral development.  Block 1 capability will give to the war fighter a basic war fighting capability.  It'll be certified with JDM [phonetic] and A-120s on board.  That is a no-kidding, go-to-war capability right there.  But what we will do, as we move through the SDD program, which is about ten and a half years, we will roll-in Block 2 capability which will be more the mission software, and more the weapons-certified, and then Block 3 capability will have 100 per cent of the mission software, all the hardware certified, the munitions certified, and that will represent fulfilment of the order requirement.  Of course we will plan in the future to probably add on Block 4 and Block 5, as technologies advance.


I'll talk a little bit about the SDD acquisition strategy.  It was a winner-take-all competition. Lockheed Martin 1, they of course are the single prime for the airframe avionics training and support for the joint strike fighter.  Alongside of that we have government-furnished equipment, the engine, the propulsion is being done by Pratt-Whitney and General Electric.
And I'll talk a little bit more about this interchangeable engine program in just a moment.


A quick overview of the contracts.  They're cost plus award fee contracts with performance-based specifications.  We didn't tell them how to do the function.  We told them what we wanted it to achieve, okay?  What the - the operational capability that was needed.  And so they're based on a performance-based specification.  It was an $18.9 billion award.  Last October Pratt and Whitney, who has a lead on the engine development, $4.8 billion.  The engine by the way is a derivative of the F-119 engine which is used in the F-22, so frankly every time the F-22 is collecting hours or going through tests, that is further maturation for our engine on the JSF.  It is now designated the F-135 on the JSF, on the F-35. 


General Electric is in a follower-type arrangement right now behind Pratt and Whitney, that's why that's a $411 million, what we call pre-SDD contract.  Later that will be increased and they will go head-to-head, toe-to-toe with Pratt and Whitney in competitions on the engines.


Take a little bit of a look at the structure of the aircraft.  You can see a great similarity between the aeroplanes.  You can see here the CTOL variant and the STOVL variant, basically the area behind the cockpit here where the lift fan and the shaft drive that provides the vertical lift, the short take-off capability for the STOVL variant, that is replaced with a fuel capacity for the CTOL aircraft, so the CTOL has a little bit better range than the STOVL, the STOVL still has significant range.


One thing that I didn't talk about earlier, and I think it was on the earlier chart about the fuel capacities, is that because this is a stealth aircraft it has internal weapon bays and to make it stealth the weapons have to be internal in a low-observable mode, so that makes the plane pretty thick and so that gives you a lot of room for fuel.  So these aircraft have tremendous range.


The CV variant is outward to almost 700 - is that correct Wheaty, 700?, 700, yes 700-plus nautical miles, the Air Force I think about 590, oh almost 700 as well, I'm sorry.  So very significant range.  That's no external fuel tanks, just the internal mission fuel.  Oh, here we are [laughs] it's right down here.  To give you an idea of the internal fuels - 18,000-plus for the CTOL, 13,000 for the STOVL and over 19,000 pounds for the CV aircraft.
And you see the wingspan on the CV is 43 feet, compared to the 35 of the two other birds.  You see it overlaid over the F-16, the AV-8 and the F-18.


It's a little bit - I said this is a stealth aircraft, so I'll talk a little bit about the survivorbility and the signature features of the aeroplane.  The bottom line is that from ground up, stealth was built into this aircraft.  You have all the, from every, from all aspects it's stealth.  I talked about the maintainable low-observable, being able to have quick access doors and door stills, so that when you do those routine maintenance that you don't impact the stealth characteristics of the aircraft and 
other various - the Plan 4 align features that, the wing tail sweep, surface features and so forth that are critical to signature, lower [indistinct] the signature.


I'll talk a little bit about the contract or team.  The competition was won by Lockheed Martin as the lead.  They're the prime contract and their partners are BAE Systems and Norfolk Rummond.  You can see here from this picture kind of the break-out that they intend for the aircraft, and of course both of these companies will be subbing to other suppliers.


I'll talk a little bit more about that engine in or changeability, the Pratt Whitney and GE Contracts.  What we're talking about here is physically and functionally interchangeable engines.  Today, when you buy an F-16, you're able to pick a Pratt and Whitney or a GE engine.  But then you are stuck with the support in that decision.  You're going to fly Pratt and Whitney in that bird forever.


What you have in JSF is true interchangeability.  If your country, for example, decided to buy a joint strike fighter with Pratt and Whitney engines and then went to a coalition operation fore-deployed somewhere and there were only GE engines there, and they needed a new engine, a Pratt and Whitney engine can be pulled out.  The GE could be put in to the aircraft.  The software load is the same.  The airplane recognises that.  So all the hardware and software interfaces are all the same, including not only the interface into the aircraft, but also the supportability.  So the mechanics can switch out those engines.  It'd be the same tooling to switch out the engines and so forth.  So the support piece of that is also interchangeable.


Of course the benefit that we see in this is that later on we will be able to compete these two companies and keep the engine on a performance and cost improvement curve through competition.


Want to just now focus back a little bit on that vertical, short take-off and vertical landing system.  This past year we were announced as the winner of the 2001 Collier Trophy.  That's for the most significant improvement in aerospace, a significant contribution to aerospace.  And the team, the joint government and contractor team won that award for the unique vertical lift system, integrated lift system for the STOVL Variant.


Back to the master schedule a little bit.  This is a little bit more detail but what I wanted to pull out of this schedule for you is that, while this ten and a half year SDD program is going on, we're going to be also putting out quite a few aircraft.  We'll be doing what's called low rate initial production.  In these low rate initial production lots, we will be putting out about 465 airplanes.  So that's in addition to the 24 aircraft that we'll be building under the SDD program.


That represents as industry relationships are set up in SDD for the development portion of it, a lot of those relationships will flow into and actually you know they'll be bending metal for those L rep [phonetic]aircraft long before we get done with the SDD program.


So who gets it?  As you can see, our partners that we have right now - Canada, Norway, UK, Denmark, Netherlands, Turkey and Italy.  Those are our current co-operative partners that we have signed MOUs with.  Right now these are the quantities that we're looking at for the US Air Force's 1763 aircraft; the Marine Corps 609; the Navy 480, and when you add that with the 150 that the UK, the United Kingdom, has said that they want to purchase, that comes out to 3,002 airplanes.


What I'd like to really emphasise here is that the 3,002 airplanes is what all of our resource, our budgeting, our planning is all based on.  We took no credit in our cost-projections for any additional international sales.  So by virtue of that our numbers for you know recurring fly-away and production costs are conservative.  We estimate - actually three different studies have estimated that there's anywhere between 2,000 and 3,000 additional aircraft over that 3,002.  Obviously the aircraft that our partners are projected to buy, those would be part of that greater than 2,000 number.


So we feel very confident in our cost projections and our budgeting for the SDD program.  This gives you an idea also of some of the airplanes.  For example in the Air Force, the JSF will be replacing the F-16 and A-10 and it will intend to complement the F-22 in its high-low mix role.  Of course for the Marine Corps it will replace the Harrier and the F-18C.


This just kind of goes through the status of the agreement.  You can see where the different countries came out as far as levels of partnership.  The United Kingdom at level one; Italy and Netherlands at level two; the rest at level three; and of course we are currently under negotiations with Australia at a level three partnership.


I'll talk a little bit about the partnership, some sells.  Level one, we only have one, the United Kingdom.  Their contribution was 2 billion.  They have ten people in the program office.  And just to talk a little bit about the co-operative partnership, what we have is we have our international partners are totally integrated in our integrated product teams, in the program office.  We have from the United Kingdom, for example, as the national deputy that is in the program office also serves at a director level.  He's the deputy director of our systems engineering directorate.


Each of the level threes, they have a national deputy and they serve on the C4I integrated product team that is part of our systems engineering.  So the international partners, they're bringing to bear individuals into the program office that are filling no-kidding, real positions that we would normally be filling with either a Air Force, Navy or Marine Corps military or civilian personnel.  So we feel that it is very, very important and we are getting some great expertise from our partner nations into the program office.


The partnership opportunity closed on the 15th July.  Of course in June Australia asked to proceed with negotiations.  So they're the last country that are, so to speak, in the door for partnership.


Security co-operation participant: That's kind of the next step.  It's a kind of a hybrid of four military cell.  We have a lot of countries that want to be, say, involved - they want to be involved.  They want to be involved.  They want to be informed about the joint Strike Fighter, so we are setting up this program to more or less build a more informed customer.  But they won't have the benefits that a partnership will have.  They won't have the emphasis on the industrial relationship.  They won't have the people integrated in the program office and they therefore don't have the influence over the core project.  All the money from the partner nations goes in to the common pool along with the US Government funding to fund the core project.


And the last block there I'd like to talk about industry to industry is the fact that those industrial relationships are developed between Lockheed Martin and their suppliers and their partners and the foreign companies of our partnership nations.


A little bit on the structure of our agreement.  We have a common core Memorandum of Understanding or what we call the Framework MOU that was signed and negotiated with the United Kingdom first.  All other countries sign that MOU and then they have their particular benefits or relationship are outlined in the supplementals agreements, depending on their partnership level.


This chart just shows you the progression of how we built the partnerships through the Joint Strike Fighter phases.  In the last phase we had four levels of participation.  It was an open invitation.  In this phase, we have three levels of partnership and that was by written invitation only.  We vetted those.  We decided on who would be desirable partners.  We sent out invitations back in a '99 timeframe.


Then as I've already spoke to, there will be an effemess [phonetic] component which we're calling Security Co-operation Participant.  And of course it will move in to the next phase, production phase, and will be available through either co-operative production, MOU agreement, or through FMS and of course a third way that you could buy the aircraft is direct commercial sell but right now we don't think it will be available for direct commercial sell.  At least that's the feeling at the time.


We feel that JSF enhances international co-operation.  We see it as a method for meaningful, long-term international industrial co-operation.  One of the benefits that we see in the stability that we see in the program is that all the countries become equity shareholders in the program.


We see foreign industries, opportunities enhanced because they are able to join in on the development and the production of nominally a 5,000 to 6,000 airplane fleet production run and all the associated technology transfer that may go with that gives us an opportunity to exploit the competitive worldwide supplier base so we can find those best value solutions so we can assure that we have that affordable, sustainable weapons system.


And we see it as ensuring the long term sustainability of both American and partner Defence Industries.


Just in summary, we have completed our concept demonstration phase.  We matured our technologies and entered into SDD at low risk.  We have awarded the system development demonstration contracts.  We've completed what we called Air Systems Requirements Review back in January of this year.  That's where we go through and captured all the requirements that they've been flowed down through the contract.


We've completed our integrated baseline review in April which is where we make, work the government reviewing the contractors schedule and resource management, making sure that they have the proper resources dollars and schedule manpower associated with the various work packages to support the schedule and the statement of work that represents the SDD contract.


Pratt and Whitney has already completed.  NG have completed their preliminary design reviews for their engines.  The engine development is about a year ahead since it is a government-furnished engine to the current Lockheed Martin to integrate.  We've completed air vehicle lines freeze.  Only eight months into the program, we've actually locked down the dimensions, the lines of the aircraft.  One of the reasons we were able to do that is because of all that significant effort that we did in CDP phase and the fact that the performance was such that we had to make very, very minor changes in the overall lines of the aircraft.


All our international co-operatives are signed up, save one.  And we hope to take care of that soon, as Vice Marshal Conroy mentioned.  And one of our goals, one of our sayings in the program office is 'every wicket, every day'.  There's a lot of little things that have to be done.  There's a lot of challenges ahead but we just keep marching along and keep knocking those out, and we will be successful through performance, teamwork, and process discipline.


And that concludes my briefing.  So I think now we're going to have some folks come up here and we will stand by to field some questions.

CHAIR:
Perhaps I could introduce the people at the table.  Dwyer Dennis you know, Air Commodore John Harvey, who I mentioned before, will be the Australian Project Team Leader.  And Mr Dave Scott, from Lockheed Martin in Fort Worth, and Mr Peter Morris from the Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources with the Australian Government.


And could everyone, when they ask a question, could you just identify where you're from, at least for the first time.  Thank you.  First question.

QUESTION:
Could you explain, if it's possible at this particular stage, how the autonomic logistics of [inaudible] just to fill us in a little bit.  Would Australia conceivably have an image of that organisation, to look after Australia's logistical problems, or would it be pumped directly into Lockeed Martin?


And my next question, related to that same issue is are there any estimated costs per aircraft, for the operation of the logistic support arrangements that you're talking about?  And, presumably, they're going to be a very, very significant add-on to the cost of the aircraft, particularly when it's mooted that this aircraft will have five million  [inaudible] of software [inaudible].

CHAIR:
Perhaps, David, you could add something [inaudible] the logistics?

DAVID SCOTT:
Well, the design objectives on the JSF program are to cut the O and S cost by 50 per cent.  And what we do is we have several bases for doing that.  One is there's a high reliability in the airplane.  The systems are designed to be inherently highly reliable, such as the radar which we project it will not require servicing of the antennae during its lifetime as it has full tolerance built in.


The second feature is a prognostics and health management system which monitors key systems within the airplane, such as the engine, measuring vibration and temperature and comparing those to known parameters, projecting when there'll be failure rates, and some other systems of that nature.  So that allows us, we believe to project that the cost of maintaining this airplane will be 50 per cent less than the Legacy airplanes.


Obviously there'll be a combination to maintain these airplanes of military and industrial sides.  The military side will clearly handle the flight line, maintenance, those kind of activities, and the contractors will handle the global supply chain, management of the spares and those sorts of things.


In between, we're still in evaluation and discussion about exactly which side the government or the industry handles some of those activities and, in the case of Australia, we have not yet begun those discussions about what they want to do indigenously, what they care to do as part of the global supply chain.  So those decisions will have to evolve over the next few years.

CHAIR:
We also have a microphone here so, because this is being recorded, we need to record your question as well.  Thank you.

RAY CONROY:
Does that complete your question, Fred?  I mean, from our side of the house it's a fundamental capability requirement to be able to conduct, through life support activities, that are either needed for strategic reasons or make good business sense in country.  And indeed it's setting the framework to ensure that that will happen, as part of our negotiations in the [inaudible].

QUESTION:
[inaudible]

DAVID SCOTT:
I don't have figures.  Al, or someone else might want to, but I don't know the figures myself.

COL. DENNIS:
Can I suggest, Mr Al Bardner [phonetic], he's our Deputy Director for Autonomic Logistics from the Joint Program Office, he's here, maybe he can answer some of that.

AL BARDNER:
There are some figures that were put out, Lockheed Martin projected [inaudible].  Of course it's not putting in all the Coalition partners but just a basic core, somewhere around $135 million to support the fleet over the life cycle.  Thank you.  But, again, we are working out, on the government side, to validate those figures, that's part of the activity we're doing today.  It was going to be a Level One, what we call technical performance measure, and it's going to be managed by the program director.  So he's going to have visibility, not only into the unit recurring flyaway cost but what is at ONS cost metric, how it's going to be tracked through the life of the program.  If design changes start to happen, because of weight and cost concerns, how is that going to impact the logistic support of that system, and it's going to be measured throughout the life of the program.


So, there are figures out there that Lockheed has put out.  We in the government are in the process of validating that, to get to exactly what that number, because it is going to be important, to sustain the phase that we know, since we're going to be looking at performance base, price base support, for this aircraft for life, do we have a good handle on what that number is.

CHAIR:
Okay, gentleman in the fifth row.

QUESTION:
Trevor Thomas, Australian Defence Business Review.  I just wanted to follow up on the autonomic logistics.  In terms of the supply of spare parts, and repair to those parts, is that still open for competition or has it already been locked up by an alliance between Caterpillar and Honeywell?

COL DENNIS:
No, that's absolutely still open for competition.  The basic industrial approach on the Joint Strike Fighter Program is what we call a best value participation.  And so we're looking around the world for companies that have unique or war class capabilities that can bring a cost advantage to the program.


As you heard, JSF is all about affordability.  So what we're doing is we're serving companies, primarily in the participating nations of the program, to look for these capabilities.


Our focus now is on the air vehicle because we need to move quickly - we are moving quickly - on the design of that airplane and it will fly here in about three years, three and a half years.  And trailing behind that slightly is the autonomic logistics which is the support system, training system and the information systems for managing the supplies and the spare parts.


So there's definitely openings on the air vehicle and on the support system for Australian companies to participate.  We're in the process now, we've done preliminary interviews with a number of companies.  We've made plant visits, we have worked with our team mates and partners, BAA Systems, [indistinct], Pratt and Whitney and General Electric to identify companies that provide - or could provide - best value, to begin qualifying them for the tendering process.
Then, after the Commonwealth joins the program, they'll be invited to tender for the systems that are available.

CHAIR:
Next question.  Peter Le Franke,[phonetic] in the front row.

QUESTION:
Question to Conroy and Harvey.  With the Australian negotiations on the MRU, you've got both a military component of the negotiations and an industry component.  Which one of those two components is taking a lead in the negotiations and is there an inherent tension between what you're trying to achieve on that?

RAY CONROY:
I don't believe so, Peter.  I mean I am the head of the SDD negotiations but, in Washington last week, we had a Dep.Sec level person from the Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources and a Band Two officer as well.  We have complimentary objectives.  There's no tension that I've encountered thus far.  Peter, would you care to comment?

PETER MORRIS:
Thanks, Ray.  Look, I'd add to that, that the objectives are complimentary, as Ray has noted, in a manner that, at the end of the day, should serve Australia's interests in self-reliance and capability better, as a result of posturing self-sustaining industry capabilities in this country which currently, on a global scale, would be rated as somewhat marginal.


It's our intention that both objectives do indeed serve each other in a mutually satisfactory manner.  The relationship between the two departments has been very close, over the last six months.  We have an integrated project team, with officers from both departments serving on that.  There are weekly meetings, at Band Two level, to manage the prosecution of the negotiations on the MOU and to manage the promoting of Australian industry capabilities to Lockheed Martin.


And we've had two Lockheed Martin visits to Australia to date, and one Australian visit to Fort Worth and to Lockheed's prime partners in the US.  Some of our people are in fact still over there, as we speak.  So it's been a very satisfactory engagement, from this portfolio's point of view.

JOHN HARVEY:
Perhaps I could just add, the announcement to enter into negotiations for SDD involvement was by the two ministers - Minister for Defence and Minister for Defence Industry, Tourism and Resources - and we've been tracking through that way.

CHAIR:
And we've got the microphone going up to the middle row.

QUESTION:
Thank you.  Gerard McManus from The Sunday Herald Sun.  As visitors from the United States will have noticed from their trip our here, we're a long way from anywhere.  And 700 nautical miles might seem great range to you but that's about two thirds of the range of the plane that we're about to replace, which is the F-111, which is about, you know, 30-40 years old.


This is a serious problem for Australia because we don't even have an aircraft carrier.  I'd like you to respond to that, please.

ROY CONROY:
Well, perhaps I could start.  We're talking radius of action, not range, to start off with.  It's a matter of whether the radius of action has been demonstrated thus far meets the threshold, in terms of capability and way of conducting operations.  We will have to conduct operations differently.  We will have to have allied with this new air combat capability a substantial and operational air-to-air refuelling capability.  We will have to have the access to, you know, longer range stand-off missiles for some targets.  Those are already planned.  


We will have to be operating inside an information environment that allows us to operate with the minimum risk of attrition.  We will have to do business differently, in the air combat arena, than we have done in the past.

CHAIR:
John?

JOHN HARVEY:
Well, we're looking at this as a replacement potentially for the F-111 and the F-18.  Inherently the JSF will have considerably more range than the F-18, just on internal fuel.  And also, I think, as the Air Vice Marshal said, we're not just looking at a one-for-one replacement for aircraft, it's really the total system.  The combination of the aircraft, stand-off weapons, air-to-air refuelling gives us the capability.  Also the F-35, all the figures you've seen so far are purely on internal fuel.  They also have the capability to carry external fuel tanks.  They're not as stealthy then, of course, but that is another bonus towards that.  So it's the total system we need to look at.

CHAIR:
We are going to try and end questions by about 2.30 but there's a gentleman at the back, where the microphone is.

QUESTION:
Geoff Barker, Australian Financial Review.  I think this is probably a question for the RAAF people, or maybe the industry people.  Will there be any Australian industry involvement in the SDD phase of this project?  And am I right in thinking that there's no assurance of any AII in the later phase?  And, just to Colonel Dennis, you kept talking about the affordability of this aircraft and yet you only defined affordability in negative terms, saying it would not be affordable if it did not meet the mission requirement.


Can you tell us what the price of it is?

COL DENNIS:
Well, right now, the unit recurring flyaway cost that we've estimated in 2001 dollars, dependant on the variant, is anywhere from $37-$48 million.  It's about $37 million for the CTOL aircraft, which is the Airforce Variant.

CHAIR:
Who wants to field the AII question?  Perhaps, since Lockheed's awarding the contracts, it's appropriate to throw to them.

DAVID SCOTT:
The intent of our work with this industrial relationships is that we, for the air vehicle, that we identify the companies that can provide best value to the program during the SDD phase.  And for the work that they do in developing that system, they keep control or activity on that system through its production and through the support.


So, if a company becomes involved now in designing a piece of the JSF, our intention is, assuming they stay competitive, they're involved in producing components for three thousand to six thousand airplanes and involved in supporting it for the next 30, 40 or more years.


So it's very important to get involved early in the SDD program.  If a country were to choose a traditional approach, like AII, it's when they buy the airplanes.  And that applies only, or usually applies to their buy of the aircraft, normally known as an offset program.  This is a different approach.  It's fundamentally different than an offset program.  Companies become involved in the development and the production and support, through the life.

CHAIR:
Next question.  Peter.

QUESTION:
Peter Ricketts, Aviation News.  There has been reports of Israel and Singapore reaching some different agreement from the SDD that would receive very early delivery of aeroplanes.  Can you explain what's possible, or what's been arranged, for those two countries?

COL DENNIS:
What has been offered to Israel and Singapore has been the security cooperation participation, that unique, or hybrid of foreign military sale.  They have certain aircraft need dates.  When we look at the production capacity that is capable on Joint Strike Fighter, and look at the projected production times that our partners need, we do think that we can meet their production requirements.


I will say, though, that the partner countries, under the cooperative partnership, have the priority in the production line.  Then comes the SCP participants.

CHAIR:
The gentleman at the back, about five rows back.

QUESTION:
Fred Benchley from The Bulletin magazine. You're just touching on an issue I wanted to raise, that is sales to non-participant countries.  The participants will invest quite a deal of money up front, in the various stages of the development of this aircraft.  When it comes to sales to non-participant countries, will they get a return out of those sales?

COL DENNIS:
Yes, two things will happen.  Depending on the level of partnership, Level One and Level Two partners get a full waiver guaranteed on the non-recurring recoupment on the production aircraft.


Level Three partners get a credit in the amount of their contribution towards the non-recurring, with a consideration of a waiver for the rest.  That hasn't been determined yet, we are a few years, eight years, ten years from producing the aircraft.  


The other aspect of the partnership is that, in relationship to the contribution that the partner nations contribute, they will be able to collect a levy against other international sales outside of the partner nations.  So they do get a levy, for example, say, the United Kingdom came in at basically at two per cent of the SDD program.  On each international sale, so those two thousand, three thousand airplanes, they'll be able to extract two per cent of the non-recurring recoupment charge.


The non-recurring recoupment charge right now has been estimated anywhere from about $6-7 million per copy.

CHAIR:
The next question, the person next to Peter.

QUESTION:
Thanks, g'day, Nick Stewart from The Canberra Times.  I'm just wondering, you put the out date at 2050, I think.  What's the possibility, you've got the three variants, what's the possibility for, say a fourth variant which would be a two-seater UAV controller-type plane, that where you take the fuel out from behind the pilot and basically put a second pilot in there - controller in there.  Has any consideration been made, for example, of developments that may be occurring in the future, particularly when we're looking that far out?

COL DENNIS:
We are looking at additional blocks, advancements, for the Joint Strike Fighter.  Currently, there is no requirement for a two-seat Joint Strike Fighter.  Physically, from an engineering aspect, yes, you could remove the fuel behind the cockpit and extend the nose out some.  But right now there is no requirement, or identified requirement for a two-seat Joint Strike Fighter.

CHAIR:
Was that the correct date of production ending, 2050?  2030, wasn't it?

COL DENNIS:
Oh, I'm sorry, I thought you were talking about the threat, the 2050.  2050, I think, is what we're estimating right now as the usage period.

CHAIR:
I just worked out how old I'll be by then.  Daniel.

QUESTION:
Daniel Cottrell, from Australian Defence Magazine.  My question's for Col. Dennis.  You describe it as an 'all aspect' stealth aircraft.  I was wondering if you could define for me exactly what that meant, and perhaps compare the performance of the F-35 with the F-22.  And I'm also curious as to what method of air-to-air refuelling the aircraft's gonna be set up for, whether it's hose and droge [phonetic] and I think boom's the other, is it?

COL DENNIS:
Well, I'll answer the second question first, and then I may turn it over to Paul Weidenhafer [phonetic] here, from the Joint Program Office, on the stealth aspect.  The Navy and the Marine Corps versions - the CV and the STOVL variants will have the probe and drobe [phonetic] shute-type of air refuelling.  The Airforce variant, of course, will have standard airforce refuelling mechanism.


Now, on the all aspect stealth, Mr Paul Weidenhafer is from our capability shop, out of Systems Engineering at the Joint Program Office, and he can probably address that more clearly.

PAUL WEIDENHAFER:
I can't give you a direct comparison.  I'll just say that the [inaudible] had a 10 year advantage in technology.  And when we say all aspect, we mean all aspect, 360 degrees round the airplane.

QUESTION:
Max Blenken [phonetic] Australian Associated Press.  One slide back, it identifies, after the concept demonstration phase, identify risk aspects.  What risk aspects are remaining?

COL DENNIS:
I think someone mentioned it here, about the significant lines of software code.  There'll be about five and a half million lines of code, just on board the aircraft itself.  That's a significant amount of software.  That, in itself, is a risk in the program.  In addition to that, there'll be probably another, I think, 8-10 million lines off-board - off the system - that will be for training and for the autonomic logistics information system and so forth.


So software is one of the largest risks that we have on the program.  The airplane itself, you know, from a flying characteristic, structures and so forth, that's not really where the risk is in the program.  


The other challenge in the program is, while we have flight tested and demonstrated the sensors on board the aircraft, on the flying test bed, the challenge that we have now is to be able to fuse those sensors, and all the data that is provided from the various sensors, into true information for the pilot.  And that's the other big challenge in the program.

COMPERE:
Trevor, did you have another one?  I'd never call you a gentleman again, but …

QUESTION:
Thanks mate.  I just wanted, if I could, to clarify the numbers.  I've got this distinct impression I saw a statement by Under Secretary Aldridge [phonetic] over the weekend, and he was attesting to that the numbers had got down to 2,600 planes, because of adjustments in the US Armed Forces orders.


Now, he did acknowledge that he thought that would be made up by at least 400 exports, but I just wondered if you could clarify where the actual number is, as of today?

COL DENNIS:
The actual number, where it is today, is still at 3002.  Secretary Aldridge is talking about, as it's been reported in the press, that we, in all countries, continue to do force structure analysis and studies.  There's been a tactical aircraft study going on, in the Navy and in the Marine Corps, which is where those reductions that are mentioned.


I believe the results of that are to come out in September.  There is an anticipation that there may be results on that order that you reported, some 400 airplanes I believe.  I want to draw your attention to that 3002 again.  It did not include any of our partner nations, other than the United Kingdom, and so, just from our partner nations and the number of aircraft that they anticipate that will make up the majority of that number, as well as that we see all the international sales that are out there as well, from other than partner nations.

CHAIR:
And Peter, again.

QUESTION:
Talking of the code, I wondered just whether we'll be taking a garden variety F-35 or whether it'll require Australian-ising, before we take delivery of them.

RAY CONROY:
Not if I'm still around [laughs].  I think you'd remove a lot of the protection against risk if you decided to have an Australian-unique version, on such a highly integrated avionics [indistinct].  It would be extraordinarily dangerous to do so and I think most of the customer nations recognise that.


And, not only that, I think you need to recognise that if you're interested in containing the costs of evolutionary development of the variant of aircraft that you buy, then you're far better off having something pretty close to a stock-standard variant of the largest operator, and participating in the evolutionary development of that large-scale operator.  


As we've seen from history, if you go into these unique national variants, then you're simply exposed to a much higher level of risk than if you share the risk internationally.

CHAIR:
We'll have to make this the final question, I think Peter Le Franke has one more.

QUESTION:
Yeah, question to the RAAF guys again.  Just noting the internal weapons bay [indistinct] is a feature of the JSF, will the JSF be able to carry AGM 142 and, Ray, noting your comments about needing to go down the pathway of longer range stand-off weapons, their 54-18 on hold, and the sorts of time frame for JSF coming into Australian service, what's the prospects of Project Lucy being brought back on the boil?

RAY CONROY:
What's Lucy?

REPORTER:
Project Lucy was the name you gave to selling the AGM 142s to a third nation.

RAY CONROY:
No, I didn't.

REPORTER:
I've got a document with your name on it, says it does.

RAY CONROY:
Not mine.  I've never heard of it before.  To the best of my understanding, and you'll appreciate I've been out of the Air Assistance Division job for a couple of months now.  The AGM 142 is proceeding for 04-IOC on the F-111.  That's assuming that we don't get thrown off schedule by those wing problems that could've occurred, so you need to be a bit tolerant of the accuracy of that date.


It's a 3,000 lb. class weapon.  It is not on the road map for weapons configuration development for the Joint Strike Fighter, but JASM [phonetic] and Storm Shadow are.  And I don't think you'll be finding us asking the Joint Program Office to put AGM 142 on that road map.

QUESTION:
[inaudible]

RAY CONROY:
It's a requirement from the UK.

CHAIR:
Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much.

