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F-35 Spending Trade-Off 2ac

1. Congress in the status quo wants to cut spending on the F-35

Wade 12/8 (Michael J. Wade is now an attorney He is a graduate of Washington & Lee University and George Mason University School of Law. 12/8/10 “Will Congress Kill The F-35?” http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2010/12/will-congress-kill-f-35)
There is no question that the federal government needs to quit spending so much.  Indeed this was the major of theme of the 2010 elections in which congressmen were sent to Washington to specifically to rein in spending.  Of course, doing so is much easier promised than done, especially when it comes down to deciding which programs get cut.   Last week, President Obama's Deficit Commission issued its report setting forth several suggestions (although they failed to achieve enough votes to get the report to Congress), among which are proposed cuts to the F-35 Lighting II Joint Strike Fighter program.  Unlike the boondoggle to keep the C-17 alive, however, the F-35 is something that the military really wants, is heavily invested in, and will be worse off without.  The JSF program goes back over a decade, and has seen its fair share of problems, including escalating costs and completion delays.  It's also been plagued by its own boondoggles, such as billions of dollars allocated to a program for a second engine that both the White House and the Pentagon say isn't needed, but which Congress keeps forcing it to pay for anyway.  Accordingly, it should come as no surprise when, faced with severe budget contstraints, Congress looks to slice some of the fat away from what appears to be an already problematic program.  But the real problem with that approach is that the F-35 is ready and raring to go.  According to a defense industry insider with whom I spoke, there are still some issues with the short take-off and landing of the F-35B (the version built specifically for the Marines), but othewise the new fighter planes have been up and flying for awhile, and they are ready to be rolled out of the assembly line in fulfillment of orders.  To cut back on the program now means not only more expensive aircraft, but also potentially killing the whole deal:  All of this begs the question; if (and it’s a big, big if) these cuts are approved by decision-makers will they throw the F-35 into the death spiral that program-watchers have warned about for years? Reduced buys mean cost hikes which in-turn lead to more reduced buys from international partners, etc.  Teal Group Aviation analyst Richard Aboulafia sees all of this as a “seriously worst-case scenario, but it’s a dire prospect.”  If this nightmare scenario for the F-35 does come to fruition, the fate of the program could indeed hang on the international partners’ resolve to stick with it, according to the analyst.    “If it went ahead (I doubt it, but you can’t write off the possibility) then much would come down to the international partners,” Aboulafia said.  “If they kept the faith, the program could keep costs from skyrocketing, and avoid a death spiral.  If they don’t, the program would definitely be at risk.  However, eliminating the B version would also save development and production costs, and probably keep the program from following the F-22 death spiral model.”  Indeed, the F-22 program was finally cancelled when the decision was made to put all our strategic fighter eggs into one F-35 basket.  But the lead up to that decision looked remarkably like what is currently happening with the F-35: fantastic new aircraft designed and development funded; costs rise; delays ensue; politicians get antsy; cuts in acquistion of new planes made; program dies. Just 183 F-22s have been built, and after another 4 are completed this year [in 2009], the production line will be shut down for good ...  The Air Force had initially planned to purchase some 750 of the super-stealthy jet fighter, but that number steadily dwindled as costs skyrocketed and delays mounted--a "death spiral" that now seems to afflict every Air Force procurement program but is most acutely felt in the development and production of jet fighters.  More than $60 billion has been spent on the research, development, and procurement of the F-22, putting the per unit cost of each aircraft at roughly $340 million. But the marginal cost of buying one additional aircraft has come down to (just!) $138 million, and the Center for Strategic and International Studies estimated that a larger order of 70 additional aircraft could have brought that number down to $70 million a pop.  Yet when Secretary of Defense Robert Gates went to Chicago last month to make the administration's case for killing the program (and several others), he didn't portray the F‑22 as unaffordable--just unnecessary. Gates said the administration wanted to end F-22 production in favor of another jet, the F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter, which has yet to enter production. "If properly supported, the F-35 will be the backbone of America's tactical aviation fleet for decades to come," Gates said in the speech, "if--and it's a big if--money is not drained away to spend on other aircraft."  Whether it was wise or not to quit the F-22, it would be absolutely foolish to undermine the program designed to replace it.  Yet, that appears to be what Congress will do if/when the Deficit Commission's proposals are followed.
2. The F-35 can’t compete with the F-22.  Therefore only the F-22 can sustain heg
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3. The F-35 is a “dog” and is inferior to the F-22

Jensen 8 (Dr Dennis Jensen MP Federal Member for Tangney “The F-35’s Air-to-Air Capability Controversy” http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/The-F-35s-Air-to-Air-Capability-Controversy-05089/)

“Even without new problems, the F-35 is a ‘dog.’ If one accepts every performance promise the DoD currently makes for the aircraft, the F-35 will be: “Overweight and underpowered: at 49,500 lb (22,450kg) air-to-air take-off weight with an engine rated at 42,000 lb of thrust, it will be a significant step backward in thrust-to-weight ratio for a new fighter…. [F-35A and F-35B variants] will have a ‘wing-loading’ of 108 lb per square foot…. less manoeuvrable than the appallingly vulnerable F-105 ‘Lead Sled’ that got wiped out over North Vietnam…. payload of only two 2,000 lb bombs in its bomb bay…. With more bombs carried under its wings, the F-35 instantly becomes ‘non-stealthy’ and the DoD does not plan to seriously test it in this configuration for years. As a ‘close air support’... too fast to see the tactical targets it is shooting at; too delicate and flammable to withstand ground fire; and it lacks the payload and especially the endurance to loiter usefully over US forces for sustained periods…. What the USAF will not tell you is that ‘stealthy’ aircraft are quite detectable by radar; it is simply a question of the type of radar and its angle relative to the aircraft…. As for the highly complex electronics to attack targets in the air, the F-35, like the F-22 before it, has mortgaged its success on a hypothetical vision of ultra-long range, radar-based air-to-air combat that has fallen on its face many times in real air war. The F-35’s air-to-ground electronics promise little more than slicker command and control for the use of existing munitions.”

2ac A2 Economy Impact

1. Because of the massive costs, even making thousands of jobs can’t make the F-35 feasible in an economic sense.  The F-35 program is just sucking money away from the taxpayers.

2. The F-35 Program costs a huge amount of money- the most in the worlds history
Jensen 8 (Dr Dennis Jensen MP Federal Member for Tangney “The F-35’s Air-to-Air Capability Controversy” http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/The-F-35s-Air-to-Air-Capability-Controversy-05089/)

 The $300 billion, multi-national F-35 Joint Strike Fighter program is the largest single military program in history. It’s also reaching a critical nexus. In order to keep costs under control and justify the industrial ramp up underway, participating countries need to sign order agreements within the next year or so. The problem is that the F-35 is not a proven fighter design, with a demonstrated baseline of performance in service. It is a developmental aircraft in the early days of its test program, which is scheduled to continue until 2013 or even 2014.
3. To maintain the F-35 in flight and on the ground costs hundreds of billions of dollars therefore making it economically unfeasible.
4. The F-35’s payload capacity is half of the F-22’s- that causes more fuel costs

Jensen 8 (Dr Dennis Jensen MP Federal Member for Tangney “The F-35’s Air-to-Air Capability Controversy” http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/The-F-35s-Air-to-Air-Capability-Controversy-05089/)

The belief in quantity could be seen as a point in the F-35’s favor, when comparing it to its implicit F-22 as a rival for USAF dollars. Even so, it’s prudent to note that the RAND study revolved around total missiles carried, and the F-35’s internal capacity will be no larger than half of the F-22’s (no more than 4 missiles, vs. 8 in the F-22A). Equivalent air-air missile capacity at each aircraft’s maximum stealth configuration thus requires at least twice as many F-35s as F-22s, a move that also raises the cost of the supporting aerial tankers and other infrastructure required to field long-range missions.

2ac The F-35 does not meet expectations

The F-35 can’t perform as well at high altitudes

Nativi 9 (Andy is an editor and author for aviation week 3/5/09 “F-35 Air Combat Skills Analyzed” http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story.jsp?id=news/F35-030509.xml&headline=F-35%20Air%20Combat%20Skills%20Analyzed&channel=defense)

Yet, such performance numbers appear to leave the F-35 short of the kind of air-to-air capabilities provided by other combat aircraft, such as the Russian Su-30MKI or the European Typhoon. And even Lockheed Martin test pilots concede that the F-35—although offering very high initial acceleration due to its powerful 42,000-lb.-thrust F135 engine—could start losing advantage at higher speed and altitude. This might be partly due to the aircraft’s large frontal area, which is designed to allow internal weapons carriage—meaning in a traditional quick-reaction intercept role, the F-35 may not be able to match rivals.
Air-to-Air combat is not ideal for the F-35

Nativi 9 (Andy is an editor and author for aviation week 3/5/09 “F-35 Air Combat Skills Analyzed” http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story.jsp?id=news/F35-030509.xml&headline=F-35%20Air%20Combat%20Skills%20Analyzed&channel=defense)

Finally, while Lockheed Martin touts F-35 stealth as an advantage, it has its drawbacks, as well. The aircraft’s payload is limited as long as it wants to preserve its low-observable signature through internal carriage. That means having only four AIM-120s at its disposal. A study now underway could boost that total to six Amraams. Other weapons, including infrared-guided air-to-air missiles, would be carried externally, with plans for a “stealthy” JSF adaptation using a low-signature pylon design. Still, the radar signature would increase, as would drag, further reducing the F-35’s potential.  It is not clear how critical such perceived shortcomings truly are. Some pilots argue that in a dogfight, the air-to-air missile has more to do with the engagement’s outcome than does the aircraft. 

2ac The F-35 physically can’t be cut

1. The F-35 is in no danger of the chopping block because it is too big to fail

Haddick 5/27 (Robert is Robert Haddick is Managing Editor of Small Wars Journal.  He writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy and is a member of the Small Wars Journal management team. 5/27/11 “This Week at War: The Jet That Ate the Pentagon” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/05/27/this_week_at_war_the_jet_that_ate_the_pentagon)

The Government Accountability Office reported that although Pentagon management of the program is improving, developers have only completely verified 4 percent of the F-35's capabilities. The program received another blow this week when the Senate Armed Services Committee learned that the Pentagon will likely have to spend $1 trillion over the next 50 years to operate and maintain the fleet of F-35s. Evidently reeling from sticker shock, Sen. John McCain demanded that "we at least begin considering alternatives." But is it too late to prevent the F-35 program from devouring the Pentagon's future procurement budgets?  Air Force officials themselves may now doubt the wisdom of the size of the commitment to the F-35. According to a recent Aviation Week story, Air Force Undersecretary Erin Conaton placed new emphasis on the importance of the Air Force's next-generation long-range bomber. With procurement funds sure to be tight in the decade ahead, Conaton hinted that the Air Force may have to raid the F-35's future budgets in order to help pay for the new bomber.  The rapidly changing strategic situation in Asia and the western Pacific should compel policymakers to reexamine the size of the commitment to the F-35. Yet another critical report on the F-35 from the Pentagon's acquisition office dated Dec. 31, 2010, revealed that the Air Force version of the attack jet would have a combat mission radius of 584 miles, just short of the original stated requirement of 590 miles, and significantly less than a recent expectation by program officials that the jet would be able to strike targets 690 miles away without midair refueling.  A combat radius of 584 miles leaves planners with few options when contemplating operations over the vast distances in the Asia-Pacific region. As I discussed in a recent column, China's growing inventories of ballistic and cruise missiles are already capable, according to the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, of striking the U.S. Air Force's main bases in the region. These missiles are also putting the Navy's aircraft carriers increasingly at risk, which could compel the Navy to move the vessels out of the F-35's strike range.  The solution is combat aircraft with much longer ranges, which would operate from distant bases less vulnerable to missile attack. This would explain Conaton's increased emphasis on the new long-range bomber and the Navy's interest in a long-range combat drone that would launch from its aircraft carriers and some of its amphibious ships.  There are still significant roles for the F-35 and many of its leading-edge stealth and electronic capabilities. The F-35 can defend against enemy aircraft, can collect and distribute intelligence from over a battlefield, and can attack heavily defended targets within its range. In any case, the program is "too big to fail," or at least "too big to kill," and it is far too late in the day to now consider alternatives. But it seems increasingly likely that the Air Force and Navy will eventually truncate their planned purchases and redirect those savings into new long-range platforms. Doing so would cause the unit cost of the F-35 to spike even higher which would likely lead many foreign partners to drop out. But that regrettable consequence may be necessary if the Air Force and Navy are to have the money to buy capabilities that will actually be useful in the vast stretches of the Pacific.  

The F-22 is better than the F-35 / A2 The F-35 is better than the F-22

The F-22 has unique qualities that make it superior to the F-35

Kopp 7 (Carlo Kopp is a prominent Australian freelance defence analyst and academic who has published ~300 articles in trade publications such as Defence Today, Air International, Journal of Electronic Defense, Jane's Missiles and Rockets, Australian Aviation and the Asia Pacific Defence Reporter on matters of aerospace technology, stealth, information warfare 1/7 “Lockheed-Martin F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter Assessing the Joint Strike Fighter” http://www.ausairpower.net/APA-JSF-Analysis.html)

From a 'bombing productivity' perspective, armed with the GBU-39/B, supercruise in the F-22A provides a unique advantage. At ranges where the transit time between runway and target dominates the sortie duration, the ability of the F-22A to cruise supersonic at nearly twice the subsonic cruise speed of the JSF permits it to perform more sorties - at some range this becomes twice as many sorties, effectively doubling the 'bombing productivity' of the F-22A vs the JSF.  Both aircraft are equipped with external wing pylons to carry external weapons and/or fuel in scenarios where stealth is no longer required, and both will suffer range penalties due to external stores cruise drag when carried. The F-22A has four jettisonable pylons with paired AMRAAM rail launchers, each rated to 5,000 lb, the JSF four pylons, inboard at 5,000 lb, outboard at 2,500 lb, with further outboard auxiliary pylons rated at 300 lb for AAMs. An external stores pod was in development for the F-22A, which would allow the stealthy external carriage under the wing of up to four 2,000 lb class external stores such as the JDAM. 
The F-22 is superior in strike capability

Kopp 7 (Carlo Kopp is a prominent Australian freelance defence analyst and academic who has published ~300 articles in trade publications such as Defence Today, Air International, Journal of Electronic Defense, Jane's Missiles and Rockets, Australian Aviation and the Asia Pacific Defence Reporter on matters of aerospace technology, stealth, information warfare 1/7 “Lockheed-Martin F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter Assessing the Joint Strike Fighter” http://www.ausairpower.net/APA-JSF-Analysis.html)
In comparing the JSF and F-22A in air-combat roles, the F-22A is vastly superior. In long range BVR combat the F-22A has major advantages in sustained energy performance, stealth, radar range and missile kinematic performance - an AMRAAM goes a lot further if launched from twice the altitude at supersonic speed. In close in combat the F-22A's greater agility cannot be contested - on dry thrust the F-22A outclimbs and outaccelerates an afterburning F-15. The JSF is designed to achieve similar performance to the F-16C, itself inferior to the F-15 series. In any Combat Air Patrol scenario, supercruise permits the F-22A to cover four times the footprint of a JSF. It can engage and disengage opponents at will, unlike the slower and less stealthy JSF. The F-22A outclasses the JSF across the board and is several times as effective in most air combat regimes.

The F-22 is much better in Intelligence Surveillance Reconnaissance

Kopp 7 (Carlo Kopp is a prominent Australian freelance defence analyst and academic who has published ~300 articles in trade publications such as Defence Today, Air International, Journal of Electronic Defense, Jane's Missiles and Rockets, Australian Aviation and the Asia Pacific Defence Reporter on matters of aerospace technology, stealth, information warfare 1/7 “Lockheed-Martin F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter Assessing the Joint Strike Fighter” http://www.ausairpower.net/APA-JSF-Analysis.html)

In comparing the JSF and F-22A in Intelligence Surveillance Reconnaissance (ISR) roles, the F-22A does much better for a number of reasons. Both aircraft will have a respectable capability for high resolution SAR ground mapping and electronic intelligence gathering built in - adaptation for ISR requires an internal digital recorder and datalink transmit capability, neither expensive. High quality optical and thermal imaging reconnaissance would require specialised payloads for both types - the JSF EOTS is not competitive against even current multi-Megapixel focal plane imagers, and the same would be true of any equivalent system used in the growth of the F-22A. Payloads such as thermal imaging strip mappers, visible/IR digital framing cameras and hyperspectral imagers would have to be carried in the internal bays of these aircraft. In this respect the F-22A's Sidewinder bays are much better situated geometrically, compared to the JSF's main ventral bays, permitting oblique imaging without a stealth reducing faceted bay door bulge. In the ISR game, timeliness and survivability are top considerations, and the supercruising F-22A wins this game without question. Future ISR payloads are likely to evolve for both types as depot fit weapon bay payloads, with additional software added.

The F-22 is better than the F-35 / A2 The F-35 is better than the F-22

The F-35 is the lesser option to the f-22

Ackerman 6/30 (Spencer is a DC-based defense nerd. Reported from Iraq, Afghanistan and Guantanamo Bay a couple times. 6/30/11 “Killer Drones, Stealth Jets, Spy Planes: Bob Gates’ Legacy in Military Tech” http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2011/06/killer-drones-stealth-jets-spy-planes-bob-gates-legacy-in-military-tech/?pid=542&pageid=50314)
One of the ways Gates sold his cuts to the F-22 was by pointing out that another stealth jet, the F-35, would do everything the F-22 could do but better. "Better," in this case, meant that it wouldn't just be an Air Force plane: The Navy and the Marines could use it too. What a bargain, right?  Wrong. Whatever the merits of the F-35, it's literally the most expensive defense program in human history, with costs edging over $1 trillion for the anticipated purchase, operation and maintenance of 2,443 planes. Gates has sacked the program's chief and put the Marine variant on a two year timeout. Things have improved; test flights have ramped up. Nevertheless, the Joint Strike Fighter may go down as the biggest donnybrook of Gates' time at the Pentagon. It almost makes you long for the good ol' F-22.  
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