
Vragen van het lid EIJSINK (PvdA) aan de ministers van Defensie, EZ en Financiën, en de 
staatssecretaris van Defensie over de berekening van de overall kosten van het JSF-project. 
 
1. 
Heeft u kennis genomen van het artikel van Bill Sweetman in Aviation Week van 9 april jl. 
over de neerwaartse bijstelling door Lockheed Martin en het Pentagon van de overall kosten 
van het JSF programma met een kleine miljard dollar? 1) 
 
2. 
Kunt u zijn constatering onderschrijven dat deze bijstelling het saldo betreft van concrete, 
aantoonbare kostenstijgingen op dit moment voor een totaal aan US$ 11 miljard en financiële 
“meevallers” op de langere termijn die niet hard aantoonbaar zijn voor een totaal aan US$ 12 
miljard?  
Zo nee, kunt u dat toelichten op de verschillende posten die bij de opbouw van dit saldo aan 
de orde zijn? 
 
3. 
Welke gevolgen heeft de kostenoverschrijding van de SDD-fase met US$ 6,6 miljard, zijnde 
15%, voor alle Nederlandse participanten in het project en de uiteindelijke stuksprijs? 
In hoeverre komt deze kostenoverschrijding van de SDD-fase overeen met de meest recente 
voorspelling van het GAO (Government Accountability Office)? 
 
4. 
Hoe reëel acht u de nu geschatte “meevallers” op de langere termijn, met name die voor 
support kosten en inkoop grondstoffen, in relatie tot de nieuwe kostenstijging met 15% in de 
SDD-fase, de prijsstijgingen voor grondstoffen op de wereldmarkt in het bijzonder van 
titanium, en de alsmaar dalende dollarkoers? Wilt u dit voor elke “meevaller”-post toelichten 
en daarbij aangeven wat de financiële gevolgen zijn van deze “herberekening” voor 
bijkomende kosten voor zowel de deelnemers aan de diverse fasen van het JSF-project als de 
uiteindelijke kopers/gebruikers van de JSF?  
 
5.  
Kunt u de stelling onderschrijven dat hier sprake is van een vorm van creatief boekhouden 
noodzakelijk om het stilleggen van het gehele JSF-project te voorkomen op grond van het 
Nunn-McCurdy-amendement, of te wel “De JSF heeft vooralsnog succesvol de inkomende 
Nunn-McCurdy-raket ontweken”?  
 
 
1) 
Zie: www.aviationweek.com 
(Ook bijgesloten) 
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Annual Expenditure Nineteen Nineteen Six, Result Happiness 

Posted by Bill Sweetman at 4/9/2008 7:01 AM CDT  
Bron: 
http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/blogs/defense/index.jsp?plckController=Blog&plckScript=blogScript&
plckElementId=blogDest&plckBlogPage=BlogViewPost&plckPostId=Blog%3a27ec4a53-dcc8-42d0-
bd3a-01329aef79a7Post%3a7f3fd8ad-6821-4e46-a227-d5c9702e3252  
Aviation week, 9 april 2008 
 
Lockheed Martin and the Pentagon had been mulling the latest Selected Acquisition Report numbers 
in advance of their public release late Monday afternoon, and responded Tuesday with a press 
conference and news release. 
For JSF, the big good news was that there was no big bad news. The fighter dodged the incoming 
Nunn-McCurdy missile that everyone had predicted, and in fact the overall program cost declined by 
$981 million, which is a lot of money even though it is only 0.3 per cent of the total. 
The program managers took the opportunity to slap the Government Accountability Office around a bit, 
since the GAO’s last report on JSF had projected big cost overruns and delays.  
Now, let’s take our eyes off the top line for a moment and look at the first level of detail in the SAR. 
This, as Ian Dury and the Blockheads would put it, is what we find: 
The small relative shift in the total cost is the sum of two larger changes:  $11 billion in increases, 
more than offset by $12 billion in savings. But there is a difference between the two numbers. The 
savings are mostly in the medium-to-far future while the increases are here and now. 
About $6.6 billion in overrun is in system development and demonstration (SDD) cost. $2.8 billion is 
attributable to added costs in propulsion, due to the problems with the F135 engine and increased cost 
with the lift fan. Another $3.8 billion goes to “SDD flight article costs” – that is, building the prototypes. 
(Program boss Maj, Gen. C.R. Davis alluded to this in February.)  These two alone add up to a 15 per 
cent jump in SDD, based on the $45.9 billion SDD bill (in 2008 dollars) quoted by the GAO. 
In fact, those increases are not far off what the much maligned GAO predicted in March. So there.  
(But wait, there’s more!  The SAR numbers, based on the 2008 budget, take credit for the cancellation 
of the F136 engine, which Pentagon acquisition chief John Young said in March would cost another 
$3.5 billion in SDD and procurement. That would make SDD 20 per cent up.)  
The savings as listed by the SAR are in procurement and support. They include $7.5 billion in support 
costs and lowered estimates for labor rates, materials and escalation. Some of these represent the 
clawing-back of increases in prior-year SARs, and some are attributable to good management, for 
which congratulations are in order if they are achieved.  
However, there is a big wrinkle in a small footnote, which notes that $9.15 billion in JSF money has 
been shifted from support to non-recurring procurement costs. (Most of this has to do with bringing low 
rate initial production airplanes to the initial service standard, and installing state-of-the-art electronic 
components to replace pieces which, by then, will be obsolete.) Without that switch, support costs 
would have been up and non-recurring procurement would have been down. What emerges, 
therefore, is that savings in procurement are projected to offset the increases in SDD. 
If the savings are realized it is important news for non-US customers. They have typically planned to 
take all their aircraft in a few years. They want to know that the JSF unit cost is under control, because 
it would otherwise blow out their national budgets in those years. These numbers say that is the case:  
and actually that’s more important for the JSF than the top-line number.  
But there’s a big difference between SDD dollars and procurement dollars. If the schedule holds we 
are more than half-way through SDD (started November 2001, with operational testing of Block 3 due 
to end in late 2013).  
Procurement started in May 2006 with the award of the first long-lead contract for low-rate initial 
production (LRIP) aircraft: we’re two years into a 30-year effort. The crunch for procurement is ahead 
of us, where the A380 and 787 ran into trouble:  as LRIP rates accelerate rapidly year to year while 
adapting to lessons learned from SDD.  
So the picture is not as simple as the press release suggests and (like the title) reflects the sunny 
optimism of Mr Wilkins Micawber. But it also brings to mind the observations of Mr Dury, a Londoner 
like Dickens, on the hope that springs eternal, and where it springs next. 
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