1NC Shell
Current Air Force spending is flat – but current space projects and the Long Range Strategic Strike bomber can be funded within existing constraints
Majumdar 11 – freelance Aviation and Defense writer for Defense News  (Dave, “U.S. Air Force Budgets for New Bomber, Revises Space Approach,” Defense News, 2/21, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=5761546&c=FEA&s=SPE
Though the overall U.S. Air Force budget will shrink from $170.8 billion in the yet-to-be-passed fiscal 2011 budget to $166.2 billion in the president's 2012 request, the service plans to begin several new acquisition programs.

They include a Long-Range Strike Family of Systems and a trainer jet to replace the T-38 Talon. The service also will select the winner of contracts for the KC-X aerial refueling plane and new Light Attack Attack Reconnaissance Aircraft programs.

The Air Force will continue to purchase MQ-9 Reaper UAVs, F-35 Joint Strike Fighters, C-27J Spartan cargo planes, several C-130 variants and the Global Hawk unmanned reconnaissance aircraft. The service also is pursuing modernization projects for a host of aircraft, including the F-22 and F-15 fighter jets and the C-17, C-130 and C-5 transport planes. Additionally, the service is launching a new effort to stabilize its space procurement programs.

"There were no surprises; it's very much consistent with the rhetoric," said Todd Harrison, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, Washington. He said that 2012 is a turning point because the U.S. defense budget is beginning to flatten out.

"The [Future Years Defense Program] for this year is lower than [it was] for last year, and that's the first time that has happened since the mid-1990s," Harrison said. "That also indicates that we're at a turning point."

However, the Air Force's research and development budget has actually increased slightly over the previous year's budget request, growing from $18.2 billion in 2011 to $19 billion in 2012.

The largest new program in the account is the Long-Range Strike Family of Systems, the centerpiece of which is a long-range, stealthy, nuclear-capable, optionally manned bomber. The 2012 budget includes $197 million for the program, while the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) includes $3.7 billion for the new aircraft.

The funding included in the FYDP indicates the Air Force is serious about fielding a new bomber, Harrison said.

"Everything they're doing is fully consistent with them making a real effort at starting this program," he said.

The Air Force hopes the new bomber will be operational by the mid-2020s, said Pentagon Comptroller Robert Hale.

Harrison said that given the funding levels, the service's goals are realistic.

Increasing military space spending will tradeoff with aircraft procurement programs
Dolman 5 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies U.S. Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Everett C., 30 September 2005, “U.S. Military Transformation andU.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in SpaceWeapons in Space”)JCP

The immediate budget impact of significant funding increases for space weapons would be to decrease funding for combat aircraft, the surface battle fleet, and ground forces. This may well set the proponents of space weaponization at odds with both proponents and opponents of increased defense spending. Space advocates must sell their ideas to fellow pro-weapons groups by making the case that the advantages they provide outweigh the capabilities forgone. This is a mighty task. The tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars needed to develop, test and deploy a minimal space weapons system with the capacity to engage a few targets around the world could displace a half-dozen or more aircraft carrier battle groups, entire aircraft procurement programs such as the F-22, and several heavy armored divisions. This is a tough sell for supporters of a strong military. 
The next generation bomber is the most likely to get chopped
Defense Tech 7/18- A military.com sub-site edited by John Reed (masters in International Affairs), Christian Lowe (former senior writer for politico), Ward Carroll (contributing editor for Naval Aviation news) and other industry experts (“Can the Air Force Afford the New Bomber?”, http://defensetech.org/2011/07/18/can-the-air-force-afford-the-new-bomber/)JCP
If the Pentagon holds to its current plans to chop hundreds billions of dollars from defense spending over the next decade the U.S. Air Force may need to rethink it’s acquisition plans according to Todd Harrison defense budget specialist at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, an influential DC think tank.

The Defense Department is looking to shave hundreds of billions of dollars from its budgets over the coming 10–12 years; this means that all branches of the military will see pain and the Pentagon will probably have to make some tough choices in what strategic areas it wants to invest in and where to cut funding, argues Harrison.

These choices will likely mean that high-end weapons do well at the expense of things like MRAPs that are needed for COIN operations, argues Harrison.

However, the Air Force will have too many major programs under production in the 2020s to avoid cuts to its high-end weapons buys. By the early 2020s the Air Force will still be buying plenty of F-35 Lighning II Joint Strike Fighters and the KC-46A tanker will also be rolling off the assembly lines. These two expensive programs are to be joined by the services new bomber; of which the Air Force plans on buying around 100.

Here’s what Harrison said this morning on the subject at a press conference to discuss the Pentagon’s budget:

    If you look at the Air Force’s projection for aircraft procurements, you see several big programs that are all, in theory, going to be in full-rate production at the same time in the 2020s. The tanker will be in full-rate production, the bomber will be ramping up to full-rate production and the JSF will still be in full-rate production. I don’t see how the Air Force can handle, budget-wise, all of those programs being at full-rate production at the same time even at current projections — even if the budget’s not cut, even if it’s allowed to grow, I don’t see how they can handle all three of those programs at the same time.

    If we have substantial cuts in defense spending by 2020 then I think it is nearly impossible, unless we’re willing to make major sacrifices in other parts of the procurement budget.

So, with the F-35 and KC-46 already on contract that leaves the bomber as the odd man out. Outgoing vice chairman of the joint chiefs of staff Gen. James Cartwright is already pushing for a scaled down version of the fancy but supposedly cost-effective bomber (if not scrapping it entirely). Who knows what the next crop of Pentagon leaders will think of the recently revived program as they make budget choices in the coming years.
A next generation bomber is vital to preventing the collapse of nuclear deterrence
Sirak, 9 – senior editor of Air Force Magazine (Michael, “Like SAC” Air Force Magazine, June, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2009/June%202009/0609SAC.aspx)

The Air Force has done a good job in upgrading its B-2 and B-52 fleets, Elder said, but gradual “losses in capability” will degrade the bomber leg’s deterrent as time goes on.

Since effective deterrence is regarded as a function of capability and perceived will, the nation could “run into a bind” if it doesn’t have a credible new capability at some point. That’s why a new bomber, which notionally would have the same level of stealthiness as the F-22, was considered so important to Air Force strategic planners, Elder said shortly before Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates announced his intent in April to delay the “2018 bomber” program.

Looking to the 2018 Bomber

“If you have this kind of an airplane that can carry conventional and nuclear weapons and can penetrate into a highly defended area and hold a target at risk that is holding us at risk in some other way, now we have a viable capability,” Elder said.

Because a new bomber could carry either conventional or nuclear weapons, “another country would recognize that we have the will to use it,” Elder said. “And so, our strategic deterrence value goes up dramatically, and that is why I am such a big proponent for this capability.”

The Air Force’s reliable but lumbering B-52s are already limited to low-threat environments, while the stealthy B-2s, of which only 20 airframes exist, are considered a nighttime-only system in high-threat environments.
Maintaining credible nuclear deterrence prevents the collapse of civilization

Schneider, 8 -  Senior Analyst with the National Institute for Public Policy, Ph.D in history at the University of Southern California and JD from George Washington University, former senior officer in the DoD in positions relating to arms control and nuclear weapons policy. (Mark, “The Future of the U.S. Nuclear Deterrent,” Comparative Strategy 27.4,, July, ebsco)

Today, the United States, the world's only superpower with global responsibilities, is the only nuclear weapons state that is seriously debating (admittedly largely inside the beltway) about whether the United States should retain a nuclear deterrent. By contrast, the British Labour Government has decided to retain and modernize its nuclear deterrent. In every other nuclear weapons state—Russia, China, France, India, Pakistan, and allegedly Israel—there is general acceptance of the need for a nuclear deterrent and its modernization. Amazingly, the United States is the only nuclear-armed nation that is not modernizing its nuclear deterrent. Distinguished former leaders such a George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger, and Sam Nunn, despite the manifest failure of arms control to constrain the weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threat, call for “A world free of Nuclear Weapons” because “… the United States can address almost all of its military objectives by non-nuclear means.”1 This view ignores the monumental verification problems involved and the military implication of different types of WMD—chemical and biological (CBW) attack, including the advanced agents now available to potential enemies of the United States and our allies. A U.S. nuclear deterrent is necessary to address existing threats to the very survival of the U.S., its allies, and its armed forces if they are subject to an attack using WMD. As former Secretary of Defense Harold Brown and former Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch wrote in The Wall Street Journal, “However, the goal, even the aspirational goal, of eliminating all nuclear weapons is counterproductive. It will not advance substantive progress on nonproliferation; and it risks compromising the value that nuclear weapons continue to contribute, through deterrence, to U.S. security and international stability.”2 Why can't the United States deter WMD (nuclear, chemical, biological) attack with conventional weapons? The short answer is that conventional weapons can't deter a WMD attack because of their minuscule destructiveness compared with WMD, which are thousands to millions of times as lethal as conventional weapons. Existing WMD can kill millions to hundreds of millions of people in an hour, and there are national leaders who would use them against us if all they had to fear was a conventional response. The threat of nuclear electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, as assessed by a Congressional Commission in 2004, is so severe that one or at most a handful of EMP attacks could demolish industrial civilization in the United States.3 The view that conventional weapons can replace nuclear weapons in deterrence or warfighting against a state using WMD is not technically supportable. Precision-guided conventional weapons are fine substitutes for non-precision weapons, but they do not remotely possess the lethality of WMD warheads. Moreover, their effectiveness in some cases can be seriously degraded by counter-measures and they clearly are not effective against most hard and deeply buried facilities that are associated with WMD threats and national leadership protection. If deterrence of WMD attack fails, conventional weapons are unlikely to terminate adversary WMD attacks upon us and our allies or to deter escalation. Are there actual existing threats to the survival of the United States? The answer is unquestionably “yes.” Both Russia and China have the nuclear potential to destroy the United States (and our allies) and are modernizing their forces with the objective of targeting the United States.4 China is also increasing the number of its nuclear weapons.5 Russia is moving away from democracy, and China remains a Communist dictatorship. A number of hostile dictatorships—North Korea, Iran, and possibly Syria—have or are developing longer-range missiles, as well as chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons.6 They already have the ability to launch devastating WMD attacks against our allies and our forward deployed forces, and in time may acquire capabilities against the United States. Iran will probably have nuclear weapons within approximately 2 to 5 years.7 The United States already faces a chemical and biological weapons threat despite arms control prohibitions. Due to arms control, we do not have an in-kind deterrent. Both Iranian and Syria acquisition of nuclear weapons could be affected by sales from North Korea, which have been reported in the press.8

***Internals
Tradeoffs come from USAF
Air Force budget under pressure – trade-offs will have to be made

Brinton 7-1-2011 (Turner is a staff writer at Space News “Conaton: Budget Pressure Necessitates Satellite Block Buys” http://www.spacenews.com/military/110701-budget-necessitates-sat-block-buys.html) BW

With the U.S. Congress pushing back on the Air Force’s proposal to start buying multiple satellites at a time using multiyear advance appropriations, a top service official reiterated the need to rein in the cost of space systems and stabilize the industrial base to prepare for the tough fiscal environment the military will face in the years ahead. 

The Air Force’s budget for space programs likely will come under pressure from other Defense Department priorities, which means everyone will have to learn how to do more with less, Air Force Undersecretary Erin Conaton said at an event here hosted by the Space Foundation and Center for Strategic Space Studies.

Normal means is Air Force funding – this trades off with other policies

Lyle 3-18-2011 (Amaani, Secretary of the Air Force Public Affairs “Air Force officials take space budget, acquisition strategy to Capitol Hill” http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123247455) BW

"The Air Force is investing in critical military space capabilities which directly support our warfighters and benefit our nation's economy, national security, international relationships, scientific discovery and our quality of life," Ms. Conaton said.

Investment areas include satellite communications; advanced missile warning systems; global positioning, navigation and timing; accurate, time-sensitive weather data capabilities; and enhanced space situational awareness, she added. 

Regarding the Air Force's proposed space acquisition strategy, Ms. Conaton said she was confident that the Evolutionary Acquisition for Space Efficiency, or EASE, would result in better value for the taxpayer, as well as greater stability and predictability for the nation's space industrial base. 

The EASE strategy is comprised of four basic tenets: block buys of satellites; stable research and development investment; fixed-price contracting; and full funding through advance appropriations. 

In her written testimony to the subcommittee, Ms. Conaton pointed out the critical need to pursue these basic tenets along with a robust examination of contractor costs and aggressive efforts to achieve cost reductions.

"With Congress' support, we are confident that the combination of the major elements of EASE ... in tandem with the rigorous should cost review already under way, will help the Air Force achieve considerable savings in the acquisition of some of our most critical space assets," she said in her statement. 

She explained that the current practice of procuring satellites one at a time or on a just-in-time basis has led to increased costs due to production-line breaks, parts obsolescence and inefficient use of labor. 

The significant cost of space systems has also created challenges, such as spikes in procurement funding for one program and the subsequent lack of funding available for others in the same timeframe, she said.

Ms. Conaton added that these effects have led the Air Force to delay other space programs due to the inability to fund them all during the same fiscal year, thereby forcing the service to buy other programs less efficiently.

"When the (industrial base gets) breaks in production lines, it drives their cost up, it wreaks havoc on their workforce and it ultimately drives the higher price to the taxpayer when we have to buy that next satellite," Ms. Conaton said. "For those reasons, we ... need to undertake a new approach that allows us to avoid those funding spikes and provides greater stability to the industrial base."

The EASE strategy seeks to combat this inefficiency and the disruption caused by the status quo approach to satellite procurement, she said.

"Block buys of satellites will allow us to purchase economic order quantities of critical parts, run production lines more efficiently and reduce non-recurring engineering costs," she said. "This approach will result in savings that can be reinvested in research and development which will further improve the performance and lower the cost of follow-on systems."

According to Ms. Conaton, national security space programs comprise 10 percent of the annual Air Force budget and 21 percent of Air Force investment accounts. The Air Force's space contributions represent more than 80 percent of overall Department of Defense space funding and more than 90 percent of the space positions designated under major force program-12. 

Based on the unique responsibilities of the Air Force Space Command, General Shelton said he established three priorities: supporting the joint fight, gaining control of space system costs and normalizing cyberspace for 21st century military operations.

"The FY12 budget advances the command's progress toward these priorities," General Shelton said. "It modernizes GPS, the world's gold standard for positioning, navigation and timing information. It advances satellite communications to meet ever-increasing demand. It enhances overhead persistent infrared capability essential for missile warning and missile defense."

The president's budget request for fiscal 2012 includes a total of $8.76 billion for research, development testing and evaluation and procurement of Air Force space programs.

"Department of Defense contributions to national security via our space programs are enormous," Ms. Conaton said. "But the Air Force understands that to be good stewards of the space mission in the emerging budget environment, we have to make our programs more cost-effective."  
Tradeoffs come from Navy

Navy is threatened with cuts to multiple programs

Goure 7-21-2011 (Daniel is a Vice President with the Lexington Institute. He has a PhD in International Relations from John Hopkins. He has consulted for the Departments of State, Defense and Energy. He has taught at the Johns Hopkins University, the Foreign Service Institute, the National War College, the Naval War College, the Air War College, and the Inter-American Defense College. “Before We Gut The Navy, Think” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/before-we-gut-the-navy-think?a=1&c=1171) BW
Proposals for deep cuts in military forces are swirling through Washington. Among the ideas being put forward just for the Sea Services are to reduce the number of nuclear-powered aircraft carriers from 11 to 9 and delay the start of the next Ford class aircraft carrier, cancel the next generation ballistic missile submarines, reduce the planned production rate for nuclear attack submarines from two to one, eliminate a large portion of the amphibious warfare fleet and cancel both the Navy and Marine Corps variants of the advanced, stealthy F-35 Joint Strike Fighter. 

Funding for the plan must come from the Navy budget

NSB 2005 (Naval Studies Board, “The Navy's Needs in Space for Providing Future Capabilities” http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=11299&page=62) 

Current responsibilities consistent with the DOD Executive Agent for Space structure require the Navy to program and budget not only for those space programs for which the Navy has been assigned the lead (for example, the MUOS program), but also for the marginal costs of other DOD space programs that meet unique naval needs. Examples of such potential, unique naval needs include broad ocean surveillance capabilities for SBR and specialized seagoing requirements for TCA. In addition, to the extent that space programs include a need for adequate terrestrial and shipboard communications terminals and antennae, these needs also warrant adequate resourcing. In general, the earlier that a Navy need can be prioritized and its utility clearly identified, the easier that need becomes to support through the requirements generation and acquisition process. The Navy will be much more successful in assuring that its needs are met if it can contribute the needed up-front involvement and provide incremental funding. In this regard, the committee recognizes that such arrangements require careful management attention in order to avoid the impression that a contributing Service is being taken advantage of. Nevertheless, experience shows that such arrangements can work well when carefully overseen. 

Tradeoffs come from Army
The Army is a prime target in the current fiscal climate especially in the context of recent end-0f-war developments
Kaplan 7/5 – Ph.D. in political science, journalist for Slate’s “War Stories” column whic cohvers US Foreign Policy and International relations, member of the team that won a Pulitzer Prize for a Boston Globe special on US-Soviet arms racing and has written for the NYT, Atlantic, New Yorker and Scientific American  (July 5, 2011, “The Army's Next Big Fight” http://www.slate.com/id/2298441/pagenum/all/#return)JCP

 And so that leaves, again, the personnel budget—with a special focus on the Army personnel budget. Cutting Air Force or Navy personnel would mean getting rid of airplanes or ships, a move that would sire a separate set of controversies. 

(Then again, it's likely that Panetta will cancel or cut back some planes and ships, if just to spread the pain; the Air Force and Navy's troubled Joint Strike Fighter, aka the F-35 stealth aircraft, is a likely candidate.* But there will be limits here, as his predecessor, Robert Gates, already cut a few dozen systems, and further cuts would spark political fights, especially given the already-high unemployment rate.)

By contrast, cutting Army and, to some extent, Marine personnel would mean erasing brigades or divisions from the roster and warehousing their weapons—which could then be transferred to other units as training or replacement gear, for more savings still.

None of this is necessarily to say that the Army or Marines should be slashed—only that they almost certainly will be, given the traditional end-of-wars syndrome, the enormous pressures on the federal budget, and (a new factor) an emerging coalition of anti-war Democrats and anti-spending, isolationist Republicans.

In any case, look very soon for Panetta to order a study on the future roles and missions of the Army and Marines (or perhaps of all the military services). Look for every national-security think tank in Washington to get in on the action and do the same. And look for the Joint Chiefs to "war game" the various options laid out on the table—and to publicize far and wide the most doom-laden scenarios. 

The Army will be the target of the next round of defense cuts
Kaplan 7/5 – Ph.D. in political science, journalist for Slate’s “War Stories” column which covers US Foreign Policy and International relations, member of the team that won a Pulitzer Prize for a Boston Globe special on US-Soviet arms racing and has written for the NYT, Atlantic, New Yorker and Scientific American  (July 5, 2011, “The Army's Next Big Fight” http://www.slate.com/id/2298441/pagenum/all/#return)JCP

It's a fair bet that when Leon Panetta took the helm of the Pentagon last week, one of his marching orders was to find more ways to cut the defense budget, and not just around the edges. 

One result of this is that the Army will very likely take a whacking. 

That's probably the plan, anyway. Obstacles may, of course, intervene. The next chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Martin Dempsey, is an Army officer—the first to be named to the military's top post in a decade. And the new Army chief of staff, Gen. Ray Odierno, was a fierce defender of turf the last time his service was threatened with deep budget cuts. 

So we may soon witness either a burst of creative adaptation from the Army's top brass—or a major bureaucratic fight.

Tradeoffs come from FWS

Efficiency cuts from high profile weapon systems occur to fund other initiatives; this empirically results in program failure

Harrison 7/16— Senior Fellow for Defense Budget Studies at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, worked in the aerospace industry developing advanced space systems and technologies and served as a Captain in the US Air Force Reserves (Todd, July 16, 2011, “Analysis of the FY 2012 Defense Budget” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/2011.07.16-FY-2012-Defense-Budget.pdf |Daniel)

On January 6, 2011, prior to the official release of the FY 2012 budget request, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced the results of his efficiency initiative. The initiative, begun nearly a year ago, identified a total of $178 billion in potential savings over five years (FY 2012 to FY 2016), or six percent of the planned funding over that time period. Some $100 billion of the savings came from the Services and the remainder from defense-wide agencies, a government-wide pay freeze that applies to DoD civilians, and revised economic assumptions. 3 Several high-profile weapon systems were affected by the announcement, including the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (EFV), the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF), and the Surface-Launched Advanced Medium-Range Airto-Air Missile (SLAMRAAM), which are discussed in more detail in Chapter IV of this report. Of the $178 billion in potential savings identified, $78 billion is being used to reduce total defense spending from FY 2012 to FY 2016 compared to what was projected in the FY 2011 FYDP. For example, the effect on the FY 2012 budget is a reduction of $13 billion from the $566 billion in base discretionary budget authority that was previously planned for FY 2012. The remaining $100 billion in potential savings is being reinvested within the defense budget in high-priority programs and activities, such as a new long-range bomber, next-generation jammer, and carrier-based unmanned strike and surveillance aircraft. The funding for these new programs, however, could be at risk in future years if the potential savings identified through the efficiency initiative do not materialize as projected. Previous attempts at achieving similar efficiencies have fallen short of their intended goal. For example, former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld suggested that DoD could save some $15 billion annually from efficiencies when he took office, roughly 5 percent of the annual budget at the time. But instead of declining, DoD’s peacetime operating costs grew substantially over the years that followed. Current DoD Comptroller Bob Hale wrote in a 2002 report, “After adjusting for changes in force size and inflation, day-to-day operating costs have consistently and persistently increased for decades.” Hale went on to conclude, “These barriers suggest that DoD should be realistic in assessing the prospects for future efficiency savings. The idea that multiple tens of billions of dollars a year can be saved through efficiencies over the next few years—and used to pay for new programs—is almost certainly unrealistic.” 4
Defense Sending = Zero Sum
Defense spending is zero-sum any new program inherently detracts funding from others
Puzon 6/22 – Captain, USN (retired) and the Association for America’s Defense (June 22, 2011, Ike, “Statement of Associations for America’s Defense Before the Defense Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee United States Senate”, http://www.roa.org/site/DocServer/20110622_A4AD_Written_Force_Structure.pdf?docID=32222)JCP

Secretary Gates has warned that that each defense budget decision is "zero sum," providing money for one program will take money away from another. A4AD encourages the appropriations subcommittee on defense to scrutinize the recommended spending amount for defense. Each member association supports defense spending at five percent of Gross Domestic Product during times of war to cover procurement and prevent unnecessary end strength cuts.  

Defense spending is zero-some especially in current fiscal times
INSS 10 – Institute for National Strategic Studies under the National Defense University (August 13, 2010, “Defense Strategy in the Obama Administration” http://www.ndu.edu/inss/news.cfm?action=view&id=39)JCP
This shift in emphasis will come with a price tag, and Mr. Gates has acknowledged that the Pentagon budget has entered “a zero-sum game.” In his first budget skirmishes with Congress (including with influential Democrats anxious to protect jobs in their constituencies), the defense secretary has fared well. Despite intense lobbying by a number of defense contractors, he won support for terminating expensive but (in his judgment) unnecessary programs to build additional ultra-sophisticated fighter aircraft (the F-22), futuristic army vehicles, a new constellation of communications satellites and an extravagant fleet of presidential helicopters. As he told an audience of defense industry leaders last July: “We cannot expect to eliminate risk and danger simply by spending more - especially if we’re spending on the wrong things.” 
A2: GCV thumper
The army will never cut the GCV they consider it critical priority and it fits within budget requirements

Gebhart 7/7 – Reporter for the US Army News Service(Brian, July 7, 2011,  “U.S. Army Releases Modernization Plan 2012” http://www.army.mil/article/61279/Army_releases_modernization_plan/)JCP
Along with the three priorities, the modernization plan also highlights seven systems which are identified as critical to the Army’s success in operations -- current and future. These systems are:

• Joint Tactical Radio System, which will provide simultaneous data, video and voice communications to dismounted troops, aircraft and watercraft. JTRS components include a Wideband Data Radio (Ground Mobile Radio), a Handheld Manpack Small and Rifleman Radio.

• Warfighter Information Network-Tactical, which will provide the broadband backbone communications necessary for operational forces. WIN-T extends an IP-based satellite and line-of-sight communications network through the tactical force, supporting telephone, data and video.

• Ground Combat Vehicle, the Army’s replacement program for the Infantry Fighting Vehicle in Heavy Brigade Combat Teams and the centerpiece of the Army’s overall Combat Vehicle Modernization Strategy.

• Distributed Common Ground System-Army, which provide integrated intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance data to airborne and ground sensor platforms and is the Army’s component of the Department of Defense Distributed Common Ground/Surface System family of systems.

• Joint Battle Command-Platforms, which enable a widely dispersed command and control capability across all formations and the entire spectrum of joint military operations.

• Paladin Integrated Management, which funds readily-available low-risk, upgrades that enhance the responsiveness, force protection, survivability and operational readiness of the self-propelled howitzer fleet.

• Kiowa Warrior, an OH-58 model upgrade which converts D models to F models with enhanced cockpit sensor upgrades.

“The equipment that we’re asking for is a blend of versatility and affordability,” said Donnelly. “It meets requirements of the FY-12 budget while maintaining balance between current and future needs,” he said.

The plan reflects the designed budget against the roles, missions and tasks that the Army could possibly face in the current strategy while keeping future operations in mind.
GCV is the Army’s top acquisition program it will never get cut
The Hill 4/11 (04/11/11,“Battle over budget snarls funding for revamped Ground Combat Vehicle” http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/155375-battle-over-budget-snarls-funding-for-revamped-ground-combat-vehicle)JCP

Congressional aides say the GAO findings raised eyebrows, especially in the current budget-cutting environment. But, they say, major cuts likely will be tough to bring about because the Army considers the GCV effort its top acquisition program.

A2: Plan --> Budget increase
The current fiscal climate means that Congress won’t increase the net budget for the DOD

Lynn, 10 - Deputy Secretary of Defense (William, Remarks on Efficiencies at the World Affairs Council of Northern Virginia, 10/6, 
http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1510
The challenge for us is that the DoD budget is only projected to rise about 1% for the foreseeable future.  This leaves a 1-2% “gap.”  Given the fiscal climate, it would be irresponsible to ask for more taxpayer dollars to fill this gap.  The Department cannot ask Congress for further increases each year unless we have done everything possible to make the dollars we already have count for more.  So we need to first look for the savings ourselves. And we can do this by shifting tail—the overhead—to tooth—the forces and modernization accounts.
A2: Cuts Good
Defense budget is key to readiness—budget cuts in any form will destroy hegemony

Goure 4/14 — Vice President with the Lexington Institute, senior positions in both the private sector and the U.S. Government, member of the 2001 Department of Defense Transition Team, two years in the U.S. Government as the director of the Office of Strategic Competitiveness in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, senior analyst on national security and defense issues with the Center for Naval Analyses, Science Applications International Corporation, SRS Technologies, R&D Associates and System Planning Corporation, was the Deputy Director, International Security Program at CSIS, Masters and Ph.D. degrees in international relations and Russian Studies from Johns Hopkins University and a B.A. in Government and History from Pomona College (Daniel, April 14, 2011, “Department of Defense Getting Smart On Meeting Urgent Operational Needs” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/department-of-defense-getting-smart-on-meeting-urgent-operational-needs |Daniel)

One of the most important lessons to come out of the last eight years of wars in Iraq and Afghanistan is the inevitability of troops in combat needing equipment which had not been available to them in peacetime. Operating primarily in dismounted mode and facing new kinds of threats from weapons such as improvised explosive devices, U.S. ground units found themselves in desperate need of all kinds of equipment. Back to headquarters came urgent operational needs requests for everything from warm weather gear, man-portable robots and uparmored vehicles to improved night vision goggles, laser target designators and better tactical radios. Many of these urgent needs were matters of life or death for Soldiers and Marines. So critical were these needs and insistent the demands that the Army had to create an entirely a new organization to meet them. This was the Rapid Equipping Force (REF). The REF’s mission was to identify immediate unmet operational needs and satisfy those requirements as best as possible within 90 days. This approach completely went around the traditional, time consuming, expensive acquisition process. But it worked. The REF put together teams of engineers, contract specialists, supply chain managers and testers who were able to translate the needs of combatant forces into requirements and identify solutions, often coming from the commercial world. As the war in Iraq is winding down and there is a 2014 light at the end of the Afghanistan tunnel, what was to become of the lessons learned and capabilities created to ensure that urgent operational needs could be met? Virtually all the funding for addressing these needs came from supplemental budgets. This meant that as soon as those extra resources vanished so too would the ability to meet the urgent operational needs created by a new contingency or conflict. While a new supplemental appropriation could be passed in the event of a new conflict inevitably there would be delays in creating and passing such legislation that could place warfighters in peril.

A strong defense budget without cuts is essential to solving threats preventing rogue state increasing combat power, reducing personnel, and building alliances

Goure 7/14 — Vice President with the Lexington Institute, senior positions in both the private sector and the U.S. Government, member of the 2001 Department of Defense Transition Team, two years in the U.S. Government as the director of the Office of Strategic Competitiveness in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, senior analyst on national security and defense issues with the Center for Naval Analyses, Science Applications International Corporation, SRS Technologies, R&D Associates and System Planning Corporation, was the Deputy Director, International Security Program at CSIS, Masters and Ph.D. degrees in international relations and Russian Studies from Johns Hopkins University and a B.A. in Government and History from Pomona College (Daniel, July 14, 2011, “Panetta’s Proposal For A New Vision Coming Just In Time” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/panettas-proposal-for-a-new-vision-coming-just-in-time |Daniel)

Incoming Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta appears to understand the nature of the problem, based at least on reports that he has directed the Pentagon to create a new vision of a leaner U.S. military and a strategy to transition the Pentagon in the next five to ten years. The critical determinant of the utility of such a vision is whether it takes a strategic approach to the redesign of the U.S. military. A new vision cannot be based on simply shrinking all parts of the defense establishment equally. Such a so-called “salami slicing” approach is both inefficient and self-defeating. To be useful, the Panetta vision must address not just the supply side of the problem, the budget, but also the demand side, our strategy and defense policy. I would propose a couple of ideas for Secretary Panetta to consider in developing his new vision. First, the number of significant military threats to the nation’s security is not growing, it is declining. This is true even at the high-end of the conflict spectrum. Therefore, it is time to ditch the Cold War model of instantaneous readiness for conflict against a near-peer competitor. Even if China, the rising military power becomes an adversary we have time to generate or even mobilize forces to oppose such a threat, providing the defense industrial base is protected and allowed to flourish. Second, we need to be capable of rapidly dominating a regional rogue state, possibly one armed with advanced conventional and unconventional weapons. This means a capability in the Active Component for very intense, high-end conflict of limited duration. Third, we need to look at ways of expanding the contribution of the Guard and Reserve both to extend the deployable timeline vis-à-vis the regional adversary and also to provide a hedge against a second regional conflict. Fourth, we need to reshape the military to create greater combat power, reducing the number of uniform personnel in positions that can be filled by civilians/contractors and generating a force that is weighted towards “trigger pullers.” Finally, we need to do much more to empower partners and allies to provide for their own defense and they, in turn, must be willing to spend a credible fraction of their GDP on defense and develop forces that can actually be deployed to a fight.

Spending cuts cripple American hegemony and leadership; they affect other portions of our national security and reveal the weakness of our allies.

Felzenberg and Gray 11 – professor at Annenberg School of Communication at the University of Pennsylvania and at the George Washington University and a graduate of the Elliott School of International Affairs at the George Washington University and the War Studies Department of Kings College, London (3/22, Alvin and Alexander, National Review, “The Libya Crisis Reveals the Folly of Defense Cuts”, http://www.nationalreview.com/corner/262727/libya-crisis-reveals-folly-defense-cuts-alvin-s-felzenberg) NYan

Even as the American military is executing the United Nations–mandated no-fly zone over Libya, politicians and commentators still fail to appreciate the lessons of the world’s sudden fondness for the strength of American arms. While fatigue with decade-long ground wars in Iraq and Afghanistan has produced a political climate amenable to drastic defense cuts, the lessons of Libya reveal again the dangerous fallacy of treating the Pentagon budget as a cash-cow in difficult fiscal times. As the recent clamor for American air and naval power to enforce the Libyan no-fly zone demonstrates, cuts to the major weapons systems most needed to project American power are particularly dangerous in a world which, bestselling books aside, remains anything but “post-American.”

The Libyan crisis has shown that America is still the “indispensable” nation. If it is to remain so, it will continue to need major weapons systems, of the kind so many self-described “progressives” deride as overpriced, unnecessary, and indicative of a “Cold War mentality.” To no one’s surprise, it falls to the armed services of the United States to enforce the no-fly zone over Libya. They will be using the very kind of expensive, technologically advanced systems that have become easy targets for budget cutters. The tools needed to impose American power in crises, whether in the Middle East or elsewhere, are those most likely to be eliminated in periods of congressional shortsightedness.

For example, in 2009, the Obama administration eliminated funding for the F-22 fighter, the weapon we are most likely to rely upon during the early phases of the Libyan no-fly zone. It has allowed the Navy’s surface fleet, which will play a variety of critical roles in Libya, to dwindle to its lowest number since the 19th century. Whether the Arleigh Burke class of destroyers or the Ticonderoga class of guided missile cruisers, the Navy’s surface vessels will monitor Qaddafi’s forces from offshore and both direct and fire a variety of ordnance in support of the no-fly zone. These systems will be indispensable in carrying out the mission our military has been given.

The Libyan crisis, and repeated insistence from other nations that the world community simply will not mobilize around any sustained military activity in the absence of American participation, underscore the need for prudence when it comes to cutting back on American defense capabilities. Once it became clear to them that American military power was being made available to this latest “international partnership,” France and Britain became especially bold. Both nations, whose knowledge of and involvement in the Middle East greatly exceed those of the U.S., have deliberately cut back on their defense capabilities to the point that, together and separately, they rank in the middle of middling nations.

France, let it be said, shows greater concern for Libyan rebel forces, about whom it knows very little, than it has historically shown regard for the safety of American soldiers, who have borne the brunt of much of France’s defense. A generation ago, when President Reagan bombed Libya in retaliation for Qaddafi’s attacks on Americans stationed in Europe, France denied U.S. aircraft passage over its territory. Until this week, France had some of the most cordial relations with Qaddafi of any nation in Europe. 

The previous British government, it will be recalled, facilitated the return to Libya of one of the organizers of the Libyan attack on a U.S. passenger plane over Lockerbie, Scotland. That act of barbarism killed 259 people, 179 of whom were Americans, plus an additional eleven on the ground. David Cameron, the current prime minister, who made considerable political hay deriding Tony Blair as George W. Bush’s “poodle” and once compared Britain’s relationship with the U.S. to that of a slave, became increasingly bellicose the instant he learned that the “Yanks” were again on their way. He has gone so far as to seek to redefine the mission of the current military enterprise from sparing civilian lives to “regime change.” All this from a “leader” who last year introduced plans to slash defense spending and deny Britain the forces required to “punch above its weight,” words a former Foreign Secretary used to describe how London envisions its global role. Consider this: In 1982, Margaret Thatcher was able to send the Royal Navy half way across the world to retain British sovereignty over the Falklands without the assistance of a single American sailor. Cameron could not attempt a similar feat today.

Under Cameron’s coalition government, Britannia, far from ruling the waves, will be left with one aircraft carrier, have its force of Harrier aircraft eliminated, and see its surface fleet reduced to only 19 vessels. The weakness of Anglo-French defense capabilities is such that the two have begun pooling their resources in unprecedented ways, even planning to share aircraft carriers rather than investing in the systems required to make their leader’s words anything more than hollow threats dependent on American action. 

Europe long ago surrendered its capacity to influence world events by refusing to field a military capable of backing up its pretensions to world leadership. The United States does not have such a luxury. (Someone should tell President Obama that the reason France and Britain enjoy rail systems superior to ours is because the U.S. shouldered Europe’s defense for sixty years.) Should we follow the example of our purported “allies,” there will be no one else to fill the breach.

As Defense Secretary Robert Gates noted earlier this month, America’s future military challenges will be “primarily naval and air engagements — whether in Asia, the Persian Gulf, or elsewhere.” With that in mind, the United States must continue to invest in the naval and air systems that enable our military to project power around the world, from the Mediterranean Sea to the Taiwan Straits. The speed with which the U.S. Navy was able to carry humanitarian assistance from the Middle East to Japan just this week shows what a flexible, nimble, and sufficiently large navy can achieve. Cutting back on what we do best would be not just foolhardy, but self-defeating. 

A2: Shutdown kills DOD

Government shutdown won’t affect troops or essential personnel.

Mulrine 11 (4/6, Anna, The Christian Science Monitor, “In a government shutdown, who will pay US military?”, Lexis) NYan

One of the more politically sensitive prospects facing Congress in a potential government shutdown is whether US troops will continue to get their paychecks.

But on this point, the Pentagon has been mute, leading some to suggest that the Obama administration might be using the specter of the US military going without pay to pressure Republicans into a deal. 

In response to a question about rumors that US troops at war will stop receiving their paychecks as of April 15, Pentagon Press Secretary Geoff Morrell said Tuesday, "I don't have a definitive answer ... to relay to our forces in Iraq or Afghanistan."

"We have not been able yet to arrive at a conclusive determination about how everyone's pay would be impacted by this," Mr. Morrell told reporters in a briefing.

Pentagon officials say they cannot offer a definitive answer because they have not received guidance about which operations and personnel are essential - and therefore would continue to be funded in a shutdown. But critics note that the Pentagon has already offered assurances that operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, and Japan would not be affected.
Why would it not, then, know about troop pay, asks Tom Donnelly, director of the Center for Defense Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, a conservative think tank.

It's "a pretty good indicator of how they are willing to play politics," he says, adding that the move is not unique to the Obama administration. "It's the usual executive branch bid: 'If you cut my budget proposal, babies will die.' "

US troop pay is "a stick that they can try to beat the opposition with," Mr. Donnelly says.

Ultimately, the political impact of a showdown is "a little unclear," but he notes that accusations that either party has harmed troops would not be in anyone's interest. 

Government shutdown doesn’t affect US security- essential programs will be kept running.

O’Keefe 11 (2/21, Ed, The Washington Post, “In a federal shutdown, what grinds to a halt?”, Lexis) NYan

Some managers recalled awkwardly deciding in 1995 which "essential" employees could work through the impasse and which "nonessential" personnel had to go home.

"The main impact was a vast amount of work associated with building shutdown plans and determining exactly who was and wasn't essential, and all the morale issues associated with the fear of impending implementation of those plans," said one SEA member who spoke on the condition of anonymity in order to speak freely. "I worked hard to get as many as possible of our then-1,200 or so employees deemed essential as I could, and that helped with morale."

Even if nonessential workers wanted to work without pay, they could face fines of up to $5,000 or up to two years in prison for violating a federal law that prohibits agencies from accepting volunteer labor.

Any new shutdown won't be the same as previous ones, said Stan Collander, a longtime budget analyst.

"Instead of checks being mailed, they're now transferred electronically. But you've also got other things that didn't exist before, like Homeland Security," he said. "There would have to be some reevaluation from last time."

Stores and restaurants near federal buildings relying on daytime foot traffic would suffer, and Metrorail revenue would plummet from lower ridership.

Government contracting firms are already preparing for potential disruptions by meeting to determine the potential financial impact, says Stan Soloway, president of the Professional Services Council, which represents hundreds of midsize contracting firms.

"We want our folks to be as prepared as possible," Soloway said. "That doesn't mean it's going to happen, but it's not outside the realm of possibility, either, so we can't ignore it."

Calculating potential savings from a shutdown are difficult, primarily because agencies historically pay workers back for time lost and might spend more to compensate for lost productivity, according to Post reports from the period.

Cities and states relying on federal funds would also have to spend unavailable cash. During the November 1995 shutdown, the District saved about $1.2 million daily by keeping some offices closed, but concurrently spent $4.4 million to cover the salaries of 26,000 employees usually paid with federal funds. At the same time, Maryland's state government spent $1.4 million a day to cover the salaries of 9,680 state workers also paid with federal dollars.

Obama would be given wide discretion to determine what to keep open and it's likely many employees of the departments of Defense, Homeland Security, Justice, State and Veterans Affairs would stay on the job to keep national security and defense concerns running smoothly. In 1995, Clinton signed a special appropriations bill that kept 12,000 Agriculture Department workers on the job.
A2: Troop w/d solves
Troop drawdowns won’t save substantial amounts of money- continued presence in Afghanistan and Iraq, redeployment to the Pacific, unpredictable military interventions, and increasing military pay.
Donnelly and Schmitt 11 – resident fellow and director of the Center for Defense Studies at AEI (American Institute for Public Policy Research) and director of the Program on Advanced Strategic Studies at AEI (Thomas and Gary, “Warning: Hollow Force Ahead”, http://www.aei.org/docLib/D2-Hollow-Force-Final-July2011.pdf) NYan

Myth: Iraq and Afghanistan withdrawals will alleviate the military's manpower problems and allow the armed forces to control personnel spending.

Fact: As recent U.S. military commitments outside of Afghanistan and Iraq have shown, the pace of operations is likely to remain high. President Obama has maintained every foreign policy commitment set by his predecessors and added to the military‟s missions. The President surged forces twice in Afghanistan, started a new operation in Libya, sent troops to Japan and Haiti for disaster relief operations, and kept 1,200 National Guard troops at America's southwest border.

The demand for military personnel may not decline.

The future posture and operational tempo of U.S. forces abroad are far from certain. In Iraq, current administration policy and defense planning are premised on a complete withdrawal by the end of 2011. That could quickly change, however. The government in Baghdad has indicated openness to a continuing American military presence after 2011. Indeed, Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta recently urged the Iraqis to consider allowing at least 10,000 U.S. troops to remain.

In Afghanistan, Secretary Panetta has noted that, even after the "surge" drawdown scheduled to run through 2012, 70,000 U.S. troops will remain. While Afghan security forces are scheduled to "take the lead" in security missions after 2014, it is likely that a significant U.S. military presence in the country will still be required. To be sure, it would not be responsible to base future U.S. planning in Afghanistan on the assumption of continued large-scale NATO assistance. At minimum, the United States should be prepared to retain brigade-sized forces in Kabul and in all the current NATO regional commands, including a larger presence in the Pashtun south and east, while continuing efforts to build Afghan military capability. For such objectives, an estimate of 40,000 troops in Afghanistan past 2014 is conservative.

Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan would represent only a part of U.S. posture in the greater Middle East--a historically unstable region now in the throes of a further transition and facing the prospect of an accelerated regional nuclear arms race sparked by Iran. Both the Bush and Obama administrations have attempted to reposture and redeploy U.S. forces to the Pacific, though the efforts have been slowed due to wartime needs, limited construction funds, and political uncertainties.

Importantly, recent history tells us to expect the unexpected. The last four U.S. presidents--two Republicans, two Democrats--have each sent America's military into harm's way for wars that were not anticipated.

Even if the U.S. military quickly clarifies its operational picture, it still will face, in addition to the rapid rise in health and benefits costs, expected increases in military pay. According to a Congressional Budget Office analysis, costs for base military pay will likely rise by $5 billion more than planned in the next five years. "Two of the big places the money is, is in pay and benefits," lamented Adm. Mike Mullen, cha
***Links

EELV

EELV will consume the entirety of the DOD budget

SpaceX 4-5-2011 (“US Air Force Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV)” http://www.spacex.com/EELVBenefits.pdf) BW

The Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV) is the United States Air Force (USAF)’s program to launch satellites into orbit. The program was designed to assure access to space for the Department of Defense and other United States government payloads and lower costs by at least 25% and with a goal of 50%. DOD now faces a serious set of challenges, including:

Continued Cost Escalation. In one year, the Air Force’s EELV budget request increased by more than 30 percent to $1.74 billion in the FY2012 budget request—at a time when most programs are seeing cuts. The prime engine supplier, Pratt & Whitney, recently explained to the press that it will continue to pass significant cost increases to USAF as a result of cancellation of some NASA programs. If this cost growth continues, the EELV budget would consume the entire DOD space budget by the end of the decade. 
Generic Military Space
Military space budgets are declining – new programs cause tradeoffs

Felt, 10 - USAF Commander, Space Test Operations Squadron Space Development and Test Wing Kirtland AFB, New Mexico (Eric, “Responsive Space Funding Challenges and Solutions: Avoiding a Tragedy of the Commons,” High Frontier, May, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf)

Flat or declining space budgets. While the overall defense and intelligence community budgets have grown significantly since 2001, additional funding has been primarily directed toward overseas contingency operations, personnel costs, cost growth in ongoing acquisition programs, and new systems directly and rapidly employable in the current conflicts. A good example of this is surveillance UAVs. While space capabilities are used extensively in the current conflicts, there is little opportunity to quickly modify or augment most existing space capabilities because of the typically long satellite development timelines. So, in general, the military space budget has not been growing. Documented space requirements, “warfighters’ appetites,” already far exceed the space budget. Ultimately, carving out funding for any new program within the existing space budget requires cuts, cancellations, or delays to other space programs. At least one large space program was terminated in each of the past three program objective memorandum budget cycles.

Weaponization
Money for space militarization will tradeoff within the Department of Defense

Dolman and Cooper, 11 –  *Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at the Air University AND **Chairman of the Board of High Frontier. Ambassador Cooper’s long and distinguished career includes service as the first civilian Director of the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization, Chief Negotiator at the Geneva Defense and Space Talks, Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Everett and Henry, Toward a Theory of Space Power: Selected Essays, February, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

A follow-on argument is rhetorical and usually takes the form, "Wouldn't the money spent on space weapons be better spent elsewhere?" It would be lovely if the tens of billions of dollars necessary to effectively weaponize space could be spent on education, or the environment, or dozens of other worthy causes, but this is a moot argument. Money necessary for space weapons will not come from the Departments of the Interior or State or from any other department except Defense. Any windfall for not pursuing space weaponization is speculative only and is therefore not transitive. This means that the funds for space weaponization will come at the expense of other military projects, from within the budget of the Department of Defense. This observation is the basis for criticism among military traditionalists, who see the advent of space weapons as the beginning of the end for conventional warfare.

The plan would be funded through internal DOD tradeoff 

Dolman 5 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14th, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf, EMM)

There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that space weaponization will in time be less threatening to the international system than without it. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand uses that are more beneficial for the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, or housing, or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. And so the question should not be directed at particular weapons, but at all weapons. 

***Uniqueness

Budget Stable
The Defense budget is stable now – recent letter proves Republicans will block any cuts

Ewing 7/21- Journalist and staff writer for politico he has reported from more than a dozen ships at sea, the Pentagon, the Capitol, the White House, Djibouti, Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere and appeared on NPR, he was also a reporter for Navy Times (7/21/11, Phillip, “House lawmakers appeal to Obama to stop defense cuts”, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/07/21/house-lawmakers-appeal-to-obama-to-stop-defense-cuts/#ixzz1SxUisxIY)JCP
 House Armed Services Committee chairman Rep. Buck McKeon, Missouri Rep. Vicky Hartzler — who sits in former HASC chair Ike Skelton’s old seat — and many other Republican defense advocates signed a letter to President Obama Thursday urging him not to make a deal that involves deep defense budget cuts. The letter, drafted by Hartzler, cites the ongoing wars and future threats the U.S. as reasons to keep the Pentagon’s budget stable — and it strongly implies that enough Republicans could oppose the bargain to keep it from passing.

Here’s part of what Hartzler wrote:

    We are a nation at war with men and women fighting in harm’s way on multiple fronts. We need to ensure that the soldiers of this nation are well equipped with every resource they need to protect the liberties we all enjoy. We need to send a clear message to the men and women fighting for our nation that this Congress will not sit by while your Administration makes unjustified decisions about defense funding.

She continues:

    … [S]izable sums are being offered up without the necessary analysis of what our nation’s national defense obligations and priorities are, and more importantly, without any consideration for the risks they pose to our national defense. Given the shortfalls we already face today it is clear that further cuts to national defense will result in deep reductions in force structure that will leave our military less capable and less ready to fight in the long-term. This is a dramatic shift for a nation at war and a dangerous signal to our foes about our willingness to defend our national interest.

    To make matters worse, you recently indicated in your Twitter town hall that any cuts in defense spending would not be applied to deficit reduction but instead would go to expand discretionary domestic programs: “But it’s [the defense budget] so big that you can make relatively modest changes to defense that end up giving you a lot of headroom to fund things like basic research or student loans or things like that.” Your statement illustrates that proposed cuts to defense spending are not intended to address our historically high levels of deficit spending. To the contrary, these cuts to defense spending appear to be designed to weaken our national security in favor of more domestic spending.

    Consequently, we are left with more questions than answers. What is the national security strategy of the United States going forward? What missions will our Armed Forces no longer conduct? How will we modernize our aging ships, planes, and war-worn field equipment? These cuts would decrease America’s ability to deter enemies at home and abroad. They will burden strained military families. They also constitute a marked departure from Congress’ constitutional responsibility to provide for the common defense. This duty rests solely with Congress and thus deserves our utmost dedication. We urge you to protect a strong national defense while also seeking fiscal constraint in the vast array of programs run by the federal government.

Did you see what they did there? Secretary Gates’ strategy strategy is now gospel across all defense circles. Defense advocates don’t want all of this to happen so fast that even the Pentagon’s Mother of All Reviews is obsolete before it’s finished.

McKeon and other critical members of the GOP are taking a firm stance against any security cuts

The Hill 7/20 (7/20/11, “McKeon blasts Gang of Six defense cuts”, http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/budget/172541-mckeon-blasts-gang-of-six-defense-cuts)JCP
The powerful head of the House Armed Services Committee has blasted the Gang of Six deficit plan.

In a memo circulated to committee Republicans Wednesday, Rep. Buck McKeon (R-Calif.) said that the plan's $866 billion in security cuts go too deep and that he was raising the concerns in addition to other GOP comments on the tax-reform proposals in the Gang plan.

“It is our belief that this proposal raises serious implications for defense and would not allow us to perform our constitutional responsibility to provide for the safety and security of our country. Nearly half of the discretionary savings in this proposal comes from defense,” he wrote.

The Gang of Six proposal, which is gaining bipartisan support in the Senate and from the White House, lays out a framework for $3.7 trillion in deficit reduction by 2021. After a $500 billion down payment, it leaves much of the details up to committees of jurisdiction.

McKeon in his memo quotes former Secretary of Defense Robert Gates from May attacking deep and broad defense cuts.

“That kind of 'salami-slicing' approach preserves overhead and maintains force structure on paper, but results in a hollowing-out of the force from a lack of proper training, maintenance and equipment — and manpower. That’s what happened in the 1970s — a disastrous period for our military — and to a lesser extent during the late 1990s,” Gates is quoted as saying.

The House passed-budget contained only $178 billion in security cuts over 10 years, with $78 billion being used for deficit reduction and the rest re-invested in defense. In debt-ceiling talks with the White House, the GOP has resisted inclusion of security in certain spending caps.
The defense budget is steady, Republicans are never going to back down
Politico 7/11 (“House GOP balks at defense cuts”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0711/58661_Page2.html) JCP

When conservative freshman Rep. Mick Mulvaney of South Carolina proposed to freeze core Pentagon spending at 2011 levels, he was run over by almost three-quarters of his party. A bipartisan compromise, which would have preserved an $8.5 billion increase, fared no better, getting just 47 Republicans — less than half the number that voted to wipe out the entire

“The military budget is not on the table,” said a frustrated Rep. Barney Frank (D-Mass.). “The military is at the table, and it is eating everybody else’s lunch.”

As White House talks resumed Sunday night, last week’s floor debate was a warning, too, for Republican leaders trying to reach agreement on an estimated $2.4 trillion, 10-year deficit-reduction package prior to an Aug. 2 deadline, when the federal debt ceiling must be raised.

Hopes of a much larger $4 trillion package were dashed over the weekend, as Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) pulled back Saturday night from a proposed deal with the White House. But as the target shrinks, defense spending cuts become more important because discretionary appropriations account for such a large proportion of the remaining savings.

Indeed, of the $1.7 trillion to $2 trillion savings already identified, more than half or $1.1 trillion is attributed to tighter limits on annual appropriations. This has set off alarms among Democrats, who want some firewall established to ensure that not all the cuts fall on domestic programs. But Republican leaders have resisted, preferring to gloss over the details for fear of setting off a revolt among pro-defense forces in their own caucuses.
House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) will argue that between the Democrats’ power in the Senate and Obama’s veto pen, they have nothing to fear. But last week’s House debate gave no reason for comfort. And though Cantor denies it, many believe that it was the defense issue — not just taxes — that led him to walk out last month from deficit talks led by Vice President Joe Biden.

Pro-defense lawmakers, including old friends of Boehner’s, are a key part of the House Republican Conference, and this plainly influenced the bargaining in April to avert a government shutdown. In fact, the administration played on this vulnerability by threatening defense cuts as a way to gain leverage with the speaker and House Appropriations Committee leadership and win more flexibility on domestic savings.

 In the case of the Senate, Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), who also participated in the Biden talks, is a strong defense advocate. And even at last Thursday’s White House meeting with Obama, Kyl pushed back against administration demands for deeper cuts from the military.

Republicans will resist all defense cuts they are targeting social programs exclusively

Rubin 7/11–reporter at the Washington post “Right Turn” (“House Republicans holding firm on defense”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/right-turn/post/house-republicans-holding-firm-on-defense/2011/03/29/gIQAEEvP9H_blog.html)JCP
Politico reported: “After months of tough talk, House Republicans ran away from defense cuts last week — and that spells more trouble now for deficit reduction talks at the White House, already beset by differences over taxes.” It is not exactly right to suggest that they had embraced big defense cuts previously. A Capitol Hill source suggests that huge defense cut numbers were floated by the White House but never embraced by the Republicans.

There is good reason for that. A GOP aide reminds me that the Pentagon has already done its fair share of belt-tightening amid multiple wars. He e-mails to say of defense cuts: “The question of whether or not it’s ‘on the table’ was answered two years ago, when the Obama Administration announced sweeping cuts to 20+ vital weapons programs, including the F-22 Raptor and CG(X) Cruiser.” He continued, “It was answered again when Gates announced further cuts in 2010, and again in 2011 when OMB told him to find even more savings from the defense budget. All this happened while domestic discretionary spending increased by an astounding 20% in the first two years of the Obama administration.”

In short, Democrats angling for more cuts in defense would have some credibility if the defense “savings” had been plowed into debt reduction rather than shoveled back to fuel more domestic spending.

The house is not going to cut the defense budget any time soon, they voted to raise spending for next year and a bill to freeze spending failed
Chicago Tribune 7/13 (“Military exemption” http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2011-07-13/news/ct-edit-budget-20110713_1_defense-budget-military-exemption-spending)JCP
At the moment, though, frugality is something for the future. Last week, the House, which has voted to curb or cut spending for other federal departments, agreed to boost the base Pentagon budget by $17 billion, to $530 billion, on top of $119 billion for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The House had the opportunity to exercise some healthy restraint. But a bill to freeze spending next year went down to defeat. So did a compromise that would have cut the raise by half. Austerity may be the new reality for other programs. Not yet for the military. Keep that in mind when you hear the lofty promises from the deficit reduction negotiations.

The defense budget is stable now no one wants to be seen as anti-military in light of approaching elections

Fredericksburg news 7/13 – Newspaper operated under the Free Lance-Star Publishing Company which also publishes The Fredericksburg News and The Virginia Star (“What has five sides and is untouchable?”, http://fredericksburg.com/News/FLS/2011/072011/07132011/638772)JCP
PRESIDENT OBAMA and congressional leaders are engaged in a deficit-reduction sword fight on the precipice of debt default. Yet they dance carefully around a giant boulder that neither is willing to nick: defense spending. Even entitlement programs such as Medicare are on the table--why not the Pentagon?

The House just passed a 2012 defense appropriations bill that is $17 billion higher than this year's tab. Yet it's $9 billion less than Mr. Obama's proposed defense budget. Not that there wasn't opposition: Rep. Mick Mulvaney (R-S.C.) proposed freezing the Pentagon budget at this year's level. Then a bipartisan group suggested limiting the increase to half its final level.

No dice. The House wasn't even interested in considering small cuts to military bands or the department's sponsorship of NASCAR races. The $649.2 billion appropriations bill (only $118.6 billion of that is for our overseas wars) passed 336-87. 

 There's more gamesmanship in the DoD budget than most people imagine: Democrats added funding for pet social programs (including $20 million in funds for research at "historically black colleges and universities" and $532 million for research into non-war-related medical issues such as autism), which Republicans swallowed to get votes for the overall budget. In fact, discretionary spending in this defense budget is 80 percent higher than in 2001.

What's more, no one knows exactly how all that money gets spent. Six-term Republican Randy Forbes of Chesapeake noted that, for four years, DoD has failed to comply with a law requiring auditable financial statements. Sen. Tom Coburn, R-Okla., echoed that concern, writing the chief of naval operations that "I will continue to push for a budget freeze of all base budget non-military personnel accounts at the Defense Department until it complies with the law."

Alas, few on Capitol Hill are willing to go on record "against" the military. The issue, though, is not about "supporting the troops"; it's about tightening the Pentagon's belt sensibly. The Obama Deficit Commission identified $1 trillion in potential defense cuts over the next decade, yet Mr. Obama and Congress seem blind to those savings.

47 Republicans have openly declared they will oppose any reductions to defense spending
Politicmo 7/22 – Missouri political reporting service (7/22/11, “Hartzler, Akin want defense cuts off table during debt debate”, http://politicmo.com/2011/07/22/hartzler-akin-want-defense-cuts-off-table-during-debt-debate/)JCP
Two Missourians joined 45 other U.S. Representatives in calling on President Obama to take substantial defense spending cuts off the table during the debt debate.

The group, including Rep. Vicky Hartzler, R-Harrisonville, and Todd Akin, R-St. Louis, made the call in a letter to Obama on Thursday.
“We remain committed to prioritizing fiscal responsibility and accountability in the Department of Defense, but we also believe that any cuts to force structure, programs, and equipment cannot occur without an open and objective review of America’s role in the world and the risks we face to our national security,” the group wrote. “This is clearly not occurring as part of your current direction to cut defense spending.”

The letter was in reaction to news that cuts to defense spending could top $800 billion in the coming decade, as part of a deal to reduce the federal debt by $5 trillion. Earlier this year, the president called for $400 billion in spending over the next 12 years. 

Defense budget high now

Harrison 7/16— Senior Fellow for Defense Budget Studies at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, worked in the aerospace industry developing advanced space systems and technologies and served as a Captain in the US Air Force Reserves (Todd, July 16, 2011, “Analysis of the FY 2012 Defense Budget” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/2011.07.16-FY-2012-Defense-Budget.pdf |Daniel)

The overall level of defense spending is a frequent subject of debate, with wide disagreements over whether the current level of funding proposed is sufficient. Three different metrics are commonly used—defense spending in inflation-adjusted dollars, defense spending as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP), and defense spending as a percentage of the overall federal budget—each of which supports a different conclusion. Adjusting for inflation, the base defense budget grew at a rate of 4 percent annually from FY 2000 to FY 2010. The FY 2011 defense budget enacted by Congress, however, reduced the base defense budget by 1.1 percent in real terms. The FY 2012 base defense budget proposed by the Obama administration would grow the base defense budget beyond its FY 2010 peak to the highest level in inflation-adjusted dollars since World War II, exceeding the previous peak in defense spending in FY 1985 of $531 billion (in FY 2012 dollars). By this measure, defense spending—even if war funding is excluded—is at an unusually high level.

The budget is tight – no room for more spending

Defense Systems 5-16-2011 (“DOD space efforts must go lean in tight fiscal times” http://defensesystems.com/articles/2011/03/16/satellite-2011-gil-klinger-space-acquisition-policy.aspx) BW

The use of satellite technology in Defense Department operations is critical, but the tightening budget atmosphere means that tough choices must be made regarding future investments, according to one top DOD official.

“We’re at the front end of a budgeting environment that’s going to present economic challenges for the foreseeable future; this is a constrained environment,” said Gil Klinger, DOD deputy assistant secretary of defense for space and intelligence. “Overall, we’re not going into an environment with a lot of discretionary funding for space. That’s the reality of the choices in front of Congress, DOD and President Obama.” Klinger spoke March 15 at the Satellite 2011 conference in Washington, D.C.

Despite Obama’s rhetoric – no actual reductions coming

The Fiscal Times 7-5-2011 (“Cowardly Congress Can’t Cut Bloated Defense Budget” http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2011/07/05/Cowardly-Congress-Cant-Cut-Bloated-Defense-Budget.aspx) BW

The White House and Republican leaders may be locked in a bruising battle over how to slash the long-term deficit, but defense cuts seem to be off the table. This week, House lawmakers are moving rapidly toward approving a $649 billion defense appropriation bill that would boost baseline Pentagon spending by 3.4 percent in 2012.

Republicans and Democrats alike talk a good game when it comes to defense spending. But when push comes to shove, they have a hard time cutting the Department of Defense’s budget out of fear of appearing soft on national security. Outgoing Defense Secretary Robert Gates, who last week won the presidential medal freedom, has used his bully pulpit to warn against sharp defense cuts, as has former Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld.

While President Obama requested even more money in his proposed budget than what is now in the appropriations bill, he said during the current debt ceiling negotiations that he would like to see $400 billion in cuts over the next decade. However, that’s not in the cards this week.

Cute will be watered down 

The Hill 7-7-2011 (“Defense spending faces $700 billion cut” http://thehill.com/news-by-subject/defense-homeland-security/170057-defense-faces-700b-spending-cut) BW

But the three 2012 Pentagon spending bills that have emerged so far feature only modest cuts.
The House-passed defense authorization measure matches the administration’s $553 billion request.

On Wednesday, the House began the next step in the process — appropriating the money — and moved toward approving a $9 billion reduction in the Obama administration’s 2012 Pentagon request.

The Senate Armed Services Committee recently passed a 2012 Pentagon authorization measure that was $6.4 billion smaller than the administration’s request.

Panel Chairman Carl Levin (D-Mich.) told reporters his panel’s several requests to the White House for guidance on how large the 2012 portion of the $400 billion cut should have been answered.

That silence could have stemmed from White House budget officials waiting to see if debt-limit deliberations make even bigger defense and national-security spending cuts necessary.

The Senate Appropriations Committee has yet to begin work on its 2012 Pentagon funding bill, but its chairman, Sen. Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii), has come out against deep Pentagon cuts.

Defense spending will be maintained and is perceived as low—GDP comparisons and economic strength

Harrison 7/16— Senior Fellow for Defense Budget Studies at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, worked in the aerospace industry developing advanced space systems and technologies and served as a Captain in the US Air Force Reserves (Todd, July 16, 2011, “Analysis of the FY 2012 Defense Budget” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/2011.07.16-FY-2012-Defense-Budget.pdf |Daniel)

Adjusting for inflation, the level of funding proposed for the base defense budget in the FY 2012 request is the highest level since World War II, surpassing the Cold War peak of $531 billion (in FY 2012 dollars) reached in FY 1985. However, total national defense spending as a percent of GDP (measured using outlays rather than budget authority) is 4.7 percent in the FY 2012 budget request, below the post-World War II average of 6.3 percent. When measured as a fraction of overall federal government spending, national defense funding is 19 percent of the FY 2012 request, compared to an average level of 21 percent since FY 1976. Together, these three metrics indicate that defense spending is at a high level by historical standards but is affordable given the size of the U.S. economy and is consistent with modern-day norms as a portion of overall federal spending. 

No defense cuts now- Republicans are worried about political risk.

Tseng 7/15 (Nin-Hai, CNN, “How to raise the debt ceiling? Cut military spending”, http://finance.fortune.cnn.com/2011/07/15/how-to-raise-the-debt-ceiling-cut-military-spending/?section=magazines_fortune) NYan

FORTUNE -- Throughout the drama that's stalled Washington lawmakers in raising the $14.3 trillion debt limit, there's been little talk of slicing military spending as Republicans call for big budget cuts. Reductions to Medicare, Medicaid and possibly Social Security have been the bigger focus.

The talks have reached a frenzy on Capitol Hill. Earlier this week, White House negotiations ended on tense notes as the clock ticked toward an Aug. 2 deadline to raise the legal limit on federal borrowing. All the while, Moody's has warned the stalemate could jeopardize the U.S.'s credit rating and Standard & Poors has made similar statements.

Admittedly, getting an agreement on cuts to defense will not be easy. It will certainly incite more drama as many Republicans and even some Democrats remain hawkish -- being perceived as unsupportive of U.S. troops abroad right now is a political risk.

---xt Affordable now

Defense spending affordable, consistent as portion of overall spending, will relatively decrease

Harrison 7/16— Senior Fellow for Defense Budget Studies at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, worked in the aerospace industry developing advanced space systems and technologies and served as a Captain in the US Air Force Reserves (Todd, July 16, 2011, “Analysis of the FY 2012 Defense Budget” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/2011.07.16-FY-2012-Defense-Budget.pdf |Daniel)

When measured as a fraction of overall federal government spending, defense spending has ranged between 16 percent and 29 percent since FY 1976, averaging 21 percent of the federal budget. In the FY 2012 budget request, defense spending is 19 percent of the overall budget, compared to 21 percent for social security and 13 percent for Medicare—the other major components of the federal budget, collectively known as the “big three.” In the coming years, however, the costs of Social Security, Medicare, and net interest on the national debt are expected to grow faster than the defense budget, making defense a relatively smaller share of the budget over time. Together, these three metrics indicate that defense spending is at a high level by historical standards but is affordable given the size of the U.S. economy and is consistent with modern-day norms as a portion of overall federal spending.

---xt GDP

Defense spending is an affordable percentage of GDP and won’t get cut

Harrison 7/16— Senior Fellow for Defense Budget Studies at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, worked in the aerospace industry developing advanced space systems and technologies and served as a Captain in the US Air Force Reserves (Todd, July 16, 2011, “Analysis of the FY 2012 Defense Budget” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/2011.07.16-FY-2012-Defense-Budget.pdf |Daniel)

However, defense spending as a percent of GDP (measured using outlays rather than budget authority) is 4.7 percent in the FY 2012 budget request, below the post-World War II average of 6.3 percent. The apparent discrepancy between defense spending being at a peak level in inflation-adjusted dollars but not as percent of GDP is due to the different rates of growth in the defense budget and national economic output. National defense spending has grown and declined several times since the end of World War II. GDP, in contrast, has grown at a relatively steady pace, averaging real annual growth of 3.2 percent from 1947 to 2011. In periods when defense spending and GDP grow at nearly the same rate, defense spending as a percent of GDP remains constant. But when GDP grows at a faster rate than defense spending, defense spending as a percent of GDP declines. From the previous peak in defense spending in FY 1985 to the current FY 2012 budget, defense spending has grown by 58 percent in real terms, compared to 106 percent real growth in GDP over the same period. As a result, defense spending as a percentage of GDP has fallen from 6.1 to 4.7 percent over that time period because the denominator (GDP) has grown faster than the numerator (defense spending). This metric does not indicate whether or not defense spending is increasing or decreasing. Rather it suggests that, given the size of our economy, the current level of defense spending is affordable, at least by historical standards. 20

Space Budget low

Cuts to DoD space budget coming

AAS 7-20-2011 (American Astronautical Society “American Astronautical Society Statement on Space Program Cutbacks” http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=34146) BW

The first actions on the FY2012 budget are now being taken by the House of Representatives and they do not bode well for the S&T investments in space activities. Department of Defense space programs would be cut by at least $900 million; NASA by $1.9 billion; and NOAA's satellite activities by more than $300 million. The proposal to transfer the Landsat program from NASA to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) would be denied and the Department of Energy could not fund its share to restart plutonium-238 production for future probes to explore the solar system.

At risk are not only the programs themselves - from new generations of GPS navigation satellites and civil and military weather satellites to new astrophysics, planetary exploration and earth science missions to human exploration - but the high tech and scientific jobs that go with them. Also imperiled by cuts in both the defense and NASA budgets are investments in space technology that could lead to more cost effective solutions to meeting the country's goals and requirements in space and the myriad areas that space technology impacts directly and indirectly. On a bipartisan basis, the White House and Congress have strongly supported the need for increased STEM education, but if federal funding for S&T is cut substantially, relevant jobs will be lacking to attract the next generation into pursuing these critical skills.

A2: Defense cuts now

Spending cuts are occurring now, but only to small irrelevant programs new spending will cause procurement programs to be cut

Whitlock 11 (7/21, Craig, The Washington Post, “Pentagon girds for deeper cuts”, Lexis) NYan

The Pentagon is bracing for spending cuts far deeper than what it was expecting just a few weeks ago, including the possible elimination of an aircraft carrier group and other weapons programs, as an increasing number of lawmakers float proposals for slashing the once-sacrosanct defense budget.

Defense officials have been warning for months that the Pentagon must prepare for a new era of austerity after a long period of growth that has swelled military spending to its highest level, adjusted for inflation, since World War II. 

But as lawmakers and the White House move closer to a grand bargain that could reshape the country's fiscal priorities, Pentagon budget planners are scrambling to keep up. Military officials said they are girding for the possibility that they will have to reduce projected spending by as much as $800 billion over the next 12 years.

That's twice the worst-case forecast they confronted as recently as April, when President Obama warned his administration that it might have to cut $400 billion from its national-security budgets over the same time frame.

"We're doing due diligence on that," Gen. James E. Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters at a Defense Writers Group breakfast last week. "But the reality is you're most worried about a deeper cut. Is there another $400 billion beyond the first $400 billion?"

That has opened the door to internal discussion on whether the Pentagon will have to revisit several high-profile weapons programs that until recently were considered safe.

The Navy, for instance, is feeling pressure to cancel its next-generation ballistic-missile submarine and to reduce its fleet of 11 aircraft carriers. The Air Force is facing renewed doubts about its futuristic long-range bomber. And the Army is worried that it will have to shrink the size of its active-duty force even further; the number of soldiers is already planned to drop from 569,000 to 520,000 over the next five years.

***LRSS
Bomber on table
The new Air Force posture funds both space superiority and a next generation bomber – but the overall budget is capped and current priorities are carefully balanced
Sinnreich 11- master's degree in foreign affairs from Ohio State University and is a graduate of the Army's Command and General Staff College, the School of Advanced Military Studies, and the National War College  since retiring from military service, Sinnreich has worked as an independent consultant and columnist. He continues to play an active role in Army and Joint futures studies and war games and has assisted other defense agencies including RAND, DARPA, and IDA (2/27/11, Richard Hart, “USAF paper targets (almost) every key mission” http://www.swoknews.com/main.asp?SectionID=45&SubSectionID=293&ArticleID=33063)JCP
Last week, the Air Force released its 2011 posture statement, outlining the premises of its Fiscal Year 2012 budget request and forecasting its programmatic intentions for the next five years.

The new posture statement reflects the intersection of two concurrent but countervailing trends: an increasingly austere budget environment and an increasingly challenging strategic environment. How Air Force leaders propose to reconcile those competing trends tells a great deal about the military condition in which we currently find ourselves.

The statement begins by identifying three broad aerospace requirements: the ability to conduct world-wide surveillance; the ability to project air power globally from a distance, hence by inference with less access to overseas basing; and finally, the ability "to hold at risk any target in the world," implying ñ  among other things ñ  the ability to penetrate any hostile airspace however strongly defended.

By itself, each of those requirements would be challenging enough even in an unconstrained fiscal environment. Satisfying all of them within the budget limitations currently confronting all four services, and that are likely to persist indefinitely, is a tall order.

To their credit, the statement's authors have managed to boil down those three broad mission requirements into five specific programmatic priorities. In the order addressed in the statement, they are:
  Fielding a new aerial tanker to augment and eventually replace today's elderly KC-10s and KC-135s. On Friday, the Air Force announced that Boeing will build the new KC-X, ending (maybe) a long, controversial, and politically fraught competition.

  Fielding the F-35 advanced Joint Strike Fighter currently in flight testing. That process, however, will be stretched out by upgrading the F-16s that the new fighter is intended ultimately to replace.

  Expanding intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities. These range from satellites to manned and remotely-piloted aircraft. Apart from the Air Force's own information needs, the hunger for air reconnaissance and surveillance by ground commanders required to cover too much ground with too few troops has proved unappeasable.

  Preserving global strategic strike capability. Practically, this means developing and fielding a penetrating replacement for the Air Force's long-range bombers, most of which are older than the pilots who fly them. Driving this requirement, apart from the antiquity of the aircraft to be replaced, is the awareness that, for both political and technological reasons, basing bombers anywhere near potential strategic targets is becoming increasingly infeasible.

  Upgrading space platforms and the capability to launch them. Reliance on satellites for everything from communications and navigation to surveillance and precision targeting has exploded during the past two decades, and with it, inevitably, their vulnerability to both physical and electronic attack. Reducing that vulnerability and assuring rapid reconstitution of destroyed or disrupted systems is a vital requirement.

All of these priorities are eminently defensible, and both the proposed FY 2012 budget and five-year program support them. Together, "global precision attack," chiefly F-35 and a new bomber, "rapid global mobility," chiefly the KC-X, and "space superiority" in the form of new and improved systems will consume more than half of all non-institutional spending. 
The overall Air Force budget is flat – no new programs can happen without eating into Air Force procurement budgets
Tirpak 11 – Executive Editor of Airforce-Magazine (April 2011, John A., “There are only ugly budget choices ahead”, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2011/April%202011/0411flatline.aspx)JCP

There are only ugly budget choices ahead.

The message from top Air Force leaders at AFA’s Air Warfare Symposium in February was straightforward: Flat or declining budgets are conspiring with escalating costs to sharply narrow the Air Force’s financial options over the coming years. Excellent management will therefore be needed to get through a protracted period of financial austerity.

Air Force Secretary Michael B. Donley said he and Chief of Staff Gen. Norton A. Schwartz "have noted a distinctly different budget climate this year," so Pentagon wishes to grow the defense budget in real terms for a few years—before leveling off—are probably unrealistic.

"We’re living with flat budgets," Donley told reporters. "They may go down a little bit. We don’t know if or when those budgets will increase." The money expected to be available is already spoken for, Donley asserted: With the KC-X tanker to build, a new-start bomber, a backlog of satellites, and large upcoming buys of the F-35 fighter, "we have a very full plate of acquisition priorities."
Acquisition programs are extremely vulnerable; the LRSS presents an ideal target for budget adjustments

Miles 11 – American Forces Press Service, quoting Ashton B. Carter, undersecretary of defense for acquisition, technology and logistics (April 20, 2011, Donna “Carter: Budget cuts demand more DOD Buying Power”, http://integrator.hanscom.af.mil/2011/April/04212011/04212011-07.htm)JCP

 Additional acquisition programs are likely to get the ax as the department seeks additional ways to cut costs, Carter said. And although DOD will continue to initiate new, needed programs, he said, it won’t do so without a close eye on the bottom line.

“We aren’t going to start anything we can’t prove to ourselves will be affordable in the timeframe it will be bought,” he said.

Carter used the example of the Ohio-class replacement missile submarine, now in the design stage and expected to be built between 2020 and 2030. The first design projected a unit cost of $7 billion per sub –- causing the department to send it back to the drawing board to find changes that would bring down the cost without compromising critical capabilities.

“We are not going to start something that is so obviously not going to happen,” Carter said. The same scrutiny is going into the Air Force’s new long-range strategic strike bomber, the Army’s ground combat vehicle and the Marine Corps’ presidential helicopter, he added.

While eyeing acquisition savings, Carter emphasized that weapons systems procurement represents about $100 billion -– or one-seventh -- of the defense budget. And of that, about 70 percent goes to sustaining systems that already have been procured. So as DOD seeks ways to cut costs, he said, it’s impossible to ignore the $400 billion DOD spends each year on contracted goods and services.

“We need to take a comprehensive look at our spending, including, but not limited to acquisition programs,” he said. “And that is exactly what better buying power does.” 
The Air Force bomber budget is already having trouble competing with space funding and other programs the brink for new Air Force spending is now

Reed 11- bachelors degree from the United States Military Academy at West Point and an MBA from Harvard Business School,  former paratrooper and graduate of U.S. Army Ranger School (March 31st, 2011, John, “Q: Why So Long For a New Bomber? A: Money, Honey”, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/03/31/why-so-long-for-a-new-bomber-money-honey/#ixzz1Sx8y1w76)JCP

Continuing our midweek focus on stealthy jets, Air Force brass today said budget pressures are the reason that it will take until the mid-2020s for the next generation stealth bomber to be operational, despite the fact that it is being developed with existing and “mature” technologies.

“It’s an issue of affordability and fitting this program in with all those other Air Force priorities we’ve outlined today; building the [KC-46] tanker, building the Joint Strike Fighter … funding satellites on a schedule that we need to make sure we don’t reach the point of mission failure,” Air Force Secretary Michael Donley told the House Appropriations defense subcommittee today.

Donley was answering a question from New Jersey Democrat Rep. Steve Rothman, as to why it will take so long to field an aircraft built using “proven” technologies. DoDBuzz asked this very question on the day the Pentagon rolled out its fiscal year 2012 budget.

Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Norton Schwartz then added a bit of clarity as t the weapons the bomber will carry, confirming that in addition to normal guided bombs and nuclear munitions, the jet will carry “stand-off” weapons, aka cruise missiles.
Impact - Air Power
A new LRSS bomber is essential to maintaining US Air-Power, without it recent anti-access development will collapse our ability for power-projection
Gunzinger 10-Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, senior advisor to the Air Force for the 2010 QDR, Director for Defense Transformation, Force Planning and Resources on the National Security Council (9/14/2010, Mark, “Sustaining America’s Strategic Advantage in Long-Range Strike”, http://www.csbaonline.org/publications/2010/09/americas-strategic-advantage-long-range-strike/)JCP
The nation’s contemporary conventional air power projection force, then, is the product of a force-planning framework based on assumptions DoD developed in the early 1990s emphasizing short-range strike capabilities far more than those associated with long-range strike. Today, the emergence of serious threats to US forward-based aircraft suggests DoD must adopt a planning framework that assumes that such “non-permissive” operating environments will increasingly be the norm. A number of foreign militaries — including, but not limited to, those of China and Iran — have observed American military operations over the last twenty years and are investing in networks of “anti-access/area-denial” (A2/ AD) systems designed to challenge traditional forms of US conventional power-projection in all operating domains.5 Except for the B-2 force, of which at most sixteen are capable of responding to short-notice contingency operations at any given time, Air Force bombers cannot penetrate the integrated air defense systems (IADS) that are being fielded by China, Iran and other states with the resources to buy advanced military systems.6 Furthermore, foreign militaries are taking steps to complicate US targeting by hardening, mobilizing, and relocating their most valued military systems deeper inland. Air Force fighters required to operate from available theater bases, especially bases located in the Pacific, lack the range or persistence to attack many of these targets. The operational challenge for short-range aircraft is further complicated by adversary ballistic and cruise missiles that can strike the airfields at which these aircraft are based. Similarly, Navy fighter wings that are “best suited for striking targets at ranges between 200 and 450 nautical miles (nm) from their carriers” will not have the requisite range and persistence for air campaigns in non-permissive environments, especially if long-range ballistic and cruise missile threats force US carriers to standoff 1,000 nm or more from an enemy’s coastline.7 

As DoD applies a new framework to identify its long-range strike priorities, it must take a holistic approach, examining the entire “family of systems” that is needed to sustain the nation’s long-range strike advantage. A long-range strike family of systems consists of standoff and penetrating platforms and munitions for precision strike, plus supporting capabilities for airborne electronic attack (AEA) and intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR). This family of systems is not theoretical; it is how our nation’s military organizes itself to conduct combat air operations.8 Today’s long-range strike family of systems includes manned and unmanned ISR platforms; B-2, B-1 and B-52 bombers; air-launched and sea-based standoff attack cruise missiles; and EF-18G, EA-6B and EC-130H airborne electronic attack aircraft. Future family-of-systems capabilities could include new penetrating aircraft for AEA, ISR and strike, a new conventional cruise missile and conventionally-armed ballistic missiles.9 
That sparks global WMD conflict

Tellis 98 (Ashley, Senior Political Scientist – RAND, “Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century”, http://www.rand. org/publications/MR/MR897/MR897.chap3.pdf)

This subsection attempts to synthesize some of the key operational implications distilled from the analyses relating to the rise of Asia and the potential for conflict in each of its constituent regions. The first key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that American air and space power will continue to remain critical for conventional and unconventional deterrence in Asia. This argument is justified by the fact that several subregions of the continent still harbor the potential for full-scale conventional war. This potential is most conspicuous on the Korean peninsula and, to a lesser degree, in South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the South China Sea. In some of these areas, such as Korea and the Persian Gulf, the United States has clear treaty obligations and, therefore, has preplanned the use of air power should contingencies arise. U.S. Air Force assets could also be called upon for operations in some of these other areas. In almost all these cases, U.S. air power would be at the forefront of an American politico-military response because (a) of the vast distances on the Asian continent; (b) the diverse range of operational platforms available to the U.S. Air Force, a capability unmatched by any other country or service; (c) the possible unavailability of naval assets in close proximity, particularly in the context of surprise contingencies; and (d) the heavy payload that can be carried by U.S. Air Force platforms. These platforms can exploit speed, reach, and high operating tempos to sustain continual operations until the political objectives are secured. The entire range of warfighting capability—fighters, bombers, electronic warfare (EW), suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD), combat support platforms such as AWACS and J-STARS, and tankers—are relevant in the Asia-Pacific region, because many of the regional contingencies will involve armed operations against large, fairly modern, conventional forces, most of which are built around large land armies, as is the case in Korea, China-Taiwan, India-Pakistan, and the Persian Gulf. In addition to conventional combat, the demands of unconventional deterrence will increasingly confront the U.S. Air Force in Asia. The Korean peninsula, China, and the Indian subcontinent are already arenas of WMD proliferation. While emergent nuclear capabilities continue to receive the most public attention, chemical and biological warfare threats will progressively become future problems. The delivery systems in the region are increasing in range and diversity. China already targets the continental United States with ballistic missiles. North Korea can threaten northeast Asia with existing Scud-class theater ballistic missiles. India will acquire the capability to produce ICBM-class delivery vehicles, and both China and India will acquire long-range cruise missiles during the time frames examined in this report. 

Impact - AirSea
A new LRSS bomber is essential to the AirSea Battle concept
Defense news 7/15 – Citing Lt. Gen. Herbert Carlisle and Mark Gunzinger Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (7/15/11, “USAF's Bomber Will Be One Aircraft, Not Many”, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=7108036&c=AIR&s=TOP)JCP
Mark Gunzinger, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA) in Washington, said he expected a multi-mission bomber. 

"You'd want those attributes for an aircraft you'd expect to operate in non-permissive environments, where you may not have a secure command-and-control link," said Gunzinger, a former Air Force B-52 bomber pilot.

He said the aircraft would need to be able to defend itself and be able to find and track its own targets.

Carlisle said the bomber program will be key to the AirSea battle concept that the Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps are working on together. The concept is meant to defeat emerging anti-access/area denial (A2/AD) threats, Carlisle said.

"Without the Long Range Strike family of systems, you can't do AirSea battle," Gunzinger said.

AirSea is vital to US deterrence in Asia and containing China
WSJ 7/5 (7/5/11, “Asia Needs a Larger U.S. Defense Budget”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304803104576425414030335604.html)JCP
Indeed, there would be no possibility of an "Asian Century" absent U.S. power. The international trade that has fueled the region's economic boom is dependent upon the immeasurable strategic tasks undertaken by the U.S. military—from keeping safe maritime shipping to reassuring friends and allies while deterring China and North Korea. The value of these daily operations is hard to price in a budget.

Military planners understand this. The Defense Department is developing a new military concept called AirSea Battle, which would bolster cooperation between the Navy and Air Force in ways that are particularly relevant for meeting the challenge of a rising China.

This is an expensive undertaking. The U.S. military will require next-generation bombers; large numbers of attack submarines; many fifth-generation fighters and refueling tankers; more and better surface ships; and long-range intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. AirSea Battle requires more defense investment, not budget cuts.

Spending cuts will further encumber the Navy's already withering fleet, which plays a central role in AirSea Battle. The Navy says it needs 328 ships compared to the current 284, but that goal remains out of reach. Further starving the already under-resourced Navy guarantees that the Navy will never have the number of ships it needs. 

Forward presence deters China from aggressive action and eliminates the security dilemma

Smith & Khoo, 10 – Reader in War Studies in the Department of War Studies at King's College at the University of London, **Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Political Science at Columbia University (6/18/10, “A ‘Concert of Asia?,’” http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/7060)

Yet the main reason for NATO’s success and longevity is precisely that it is characterized by the dominance, both in decision making and military presence, of one single great power — the United States — that is, uniquely, external to the continent. Therefore, if one suggests that schemes for a concert have proved relatively short-lived in Europe, often foundering on the rocks of political and national difference, then they are even less likely to be efficacious in a much more geographically disparate and heterogeneous continent like Asia. Moreover, if one can fairly criticize analysts for failing to fully appreciate the rarity and ephemeral nature of concert systems in European history, the same analysts seem also not to apprehend that Asia has even less experience of multipolarity. The only example of a multipolar system in Asia in modern times has been a negative one, covering the period of chaos, war, and colonialism from 1839 to 1945. There has been nothing resembling a concert in Asia. Instead, regional unipolarity has been the rule, reflected in the preponderance of Chinese power until the start of the Opium Wars in 1839 and, after a period of great turbulence, U.S. dominance in the post-1945 period. The reality of American hegemony The fact that a tradition of unipolarity has supplied stability in the region somewhat undermines the starting point of Concert of Asia advocates who believe that because the area is a hotbed of tension and rivalries, it needs to be managed through a multilateral framework. It does not. Currently, a benign American hegemony prevails in the Asia-Pacific and remains the key to managing change in a fluid economic and strategic environment. Moreover, there are solid theoretical and empirical bases on which to believe that this is a desirable state of affairs. From a theoretical perspective, U.S. military preponderance reduces the intensity of the “security dilemma” in the region. The term refers to a vicious cycle in which defensive actions taken to maintain a state’s security are perceived as offensive threats and lead other states to take actions that reduce the first state’s security. It is a theory that has particular resonance in the Asia-Pacific, characterized as it is by traditional rivalries, most notably between China and Japan. In essence, a robust forward U.S. military presence mitigates the likelihood that the myriad of potentially explosive territorial and sovereignty disputes will be resolved in a manner that disrupts regional security. To cite but one example, it has been the U.S. commitment to Taiwan since 1950 that has prevented Beijing from launching a full-fledged invasion to reclaim the island. Decision makers in Beijing, who view Taiwan as part of their sovereign territory, have been deterred by the U.S. military presence in East Asia from taking what they see as defensive actions to recover Taiwan. From an empirical perspective, American hegemony generally finds tacit and widespread support across the region, particularly among the ASEAN states that see the U.S. presence as necessary to counteract possible Chinese irredentism or a revival of Japanese militarism. For example, Singaporean Senior Minister Lee Kuan Yew has been quoted as saying that “the golden rule for Asia-Pacific security” is that of using the American presence in the region to forestall the excessive growth and influence of either China or Japan. In recent years, such rhetoric has been backed up by Singapore’s extension of naval and air force facilities to the United States. Arguably, even the Chinese themselves, although they would prefer not to see the United States prevail in the long run, discreetly defer to American power, not least by tacitly recognizing America’s role in helping to check any prospective Japanese or Russian adventurism. Finally, it may be added that the best way to keep the United States firmly anchored in the Asia-Pacific region is to accept rather than challenge its de facto hegemony. Notions of hegemony are not very consistent with United States self-perceptions, and a continued demonstration by the Asia-Pacific region that the American role is appreciated will go a long way in ensuring that there is no inadvertent scaling down of that presence. One need only consider the counterproductive 1992 decision by the Philippines to close down American bases at Clark Field and Subic Bay to appreciate the fact that American decision makers know when they are not welcome. 

Unchecked Chinese rise causes global nuclear war 

Walton 7 – C. Dale Walton, Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, 2007, Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century, p. 49

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

--LRSS key to AirSea

LRSS is key to AirSea Battle

CSBA 7/18 – Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (7/18/2011, “U.S. Air Force’s Bomber Will Be One Aircraft, Not Many”, http://www.csbaonline.org/2011/07/18/u-s-air-force%E2%80%99s-bomber-will-be-one-aircraft-not-many/)JCP
The U.S. Air Force’s new Long Range Strike (LRS) family of systems will not consist of multiple aircraft types, as widely believed. Instead, the service will most likely develop a single bomber airframe that will be able to conduct a range of missions, says the service’s deputy chief of staff for operations, plans and requirements.

Mark Gunzinger, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA) in Washington, said he expected a multi-mission bomber. “You’d want those attributes for an aircraft you’d expect to operate in non-permissive environments, where you may not have a secure command-and-control link,” said Gunzinger, a former Air Force B-52 bomber pilot. He said the aircraft would need to be able to defend itself and be able to find and track its own targets. “Without the Long Range Strike family of systems, you can’t do AirSea battle,” Gunzinger said.
The bomber is on the chopping block – it will end the AirSea program
The Diplomat 7/18 - the premier international current-affairs magazine for the Asia-Pacific region (July 18, 2011, “US Bomber Plan Questioned”, http://the-diplomat.com/flashpoints-blog/2011/07/18/us-bomber-plan-questioned/)JCP

The US military’s plan to defeat Chinese air defences could be doomed by budget cuts, just a year after it was conceived.

The so-called AirSea Battle concept, developed by US Navy and Air Force planners starting last year, anticipates Air Force bombers and Navy submarines working together to ‘roll back’ the radars and Surface-to-Air Missiles of coastal powers such as China and Iran. 

The scheme was successfully tested during the opening hours of US-led operations over Libya in March. The guided-missile submarine USS Florida launched Tomahawk cruise missiles at Libyan radars and SAMs, while three B-2 bombers flew more than 6,000 miles from their base in the central US state of Missouri to drop satellite-guided bombs at some of the same targets.

The result was a sharp degradation of Libya’s ability to defend its airspace against US and NATO attackers. 

But while the combination of Florida and three B-2s was adequate for Libya’s antiquated defences, a more sophisticated opponent such as China could require more – and better – bombers.

To that end, the Pentagon has launched development of a new, radar-evading, long-range bomber to replace a portion of today’s 160-strong force of B-2s, swing-wing B-1s and veteran B-52s beginning sometime in the next decade. The ‘B-3’ new bomber could cost as much as $40 billion to develop and produce.

But that might be too high a price for Pentagon budgets. As part of across-the-board spending cuts proposed by the Barack Obama Administration and the opposition Republican Party in control of the House of Representatives, US military spending could decline by as much as $1 trillion over the next decade. While the accelerating troop reductions in Iraq and Afghanistan could account for much of the savings, some equipment programmes could be cut as well.

The first hint the new bomber was on the chopping block came from US Marine Corps Gen. James Cartwright, the Pentagon’s second-ranking officer. Calling himself a ‘bomber-hater,’ Cartwright questioned the Pentagon’s ability to produce a new bomber affordably. 

--AirSea k2 heg
The Air Force has the ability to develop a next generation bomber now which serves as the vital piece of the AirSea Battle program and is critical to US military leadership
Ackerman 7/20 – national security reporter writing for Wired (Spencer, “Budget Storm Could Sink U.S. Plan to Rule Sea and Sky”, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2011/07/rule-sea-sky/)JCP

Back in 2009, the Navy and the Air Force secretly shook hands on a new way to work together to fight future wars against major powers. It’s called AirSea Battle, and not much about it has been made public. But the Air Force’s second in command publicly fretted on Wednesday that some of its core components might not be affordable.

The basic concept behind AirSea Battle is to maintain U.S. dominance of the air and sea, as the Navy War College’s Milan Vego writes in this month’s Proceedings, and overpower any nation that might try to push the United States back from its shores through advanced missiles, stealth aircraft or a blue-water fleet of its own. (If this nation sounds like China to you, you’re paying attention.) “Central to AirSea battle,” said Gen. Philip Breedlove, Air Force vice chief of staff, is the Air Force’s planned new “long-range, penetrating bomber aircraft.”

Ah, the next bomber: first announced in January by then-Defense Secretary Robert Gates, and successor to the failed, unaffordable “2018 bomber.” The idea is for the new long-range bomber to be “optionally manned” — that is, have a drone mode — and carry either nukes (gulp) or conventional bombs to anywhere on earth.

But it’s got to be “designed and developed using proven technology,” Breedlove told a crowd convened by the Mitchell Institute for Air Power Studies. “We have talked to the potential competitors for this business. Where we want to start is today. We don’t want to lean very far forward.”

Why? To make sure the new Long-Range Bomber doesn’t go the way of the 2018 bomber. “We need to be able to afford this system, so we can afford to buy 80 to 100 of these platforms,” Breedlove said. That’s a lot — between four and five times more planes than the Air Force’s fleet of B-2 Stealth Bombers.

Now factor in the budget pressures the Pentagon is under to reduce its budget by $400 billion over 12 years. Breedlove appeared positively spooked. “We are coming under increased and what seems to be prolonged fiscal pressure that will challenge our ability” to remain technologically ahead of the Chinas of the world, Breedlove said. “We’re flying the oldest air force we have ever flown.” The Air Force has to find a way to refurbish its air fleet, modernize its satellites and design a new bomber — even as it chops $49 billion out of its five-year budget. 
--AirSea k2 China

The AirSea Battle program is essential to ensuring deterrence, preventing prolif and containing China however fiscal times put the program at risk
Mazza 11- MA in international relations and program manager for AEI's annual Executive Program on National Security Policy and Strategy, (“The Real Costs of Cutting Defense”, http://blog.american.com/2011/07/the-real-costs-of-cutting-defense/)JCP
 Fortunately, the Department of Defense does have an answer to the Chinese military challenge. AirSea Battle, a new military operational concept, would enable the U.S. Navy and Air Force to operate more closely together to deter and, if necessary, defeat Chinese forces. But putting AirSea Battle into practice is a capital-intensive undertaking, requiring significant investments in both new and existing capabilities. With defense budget cuts looming, the effort is already at risk.

The Navy, already suffering from a lack of resources, would in particular be severely hamstrung by further cuts:

    Spending cuts will further encumber the Navy’s already withering fleet, which plays a central role in AirSea Battle. The Navy says it needs 328 ships compared to the current 284, but that goal remains out of reach. Further starving the already under-resourced Navy guarantees that the Navy will never have the number of ships it needs.

    The nuclear attack submarine fleet, for example, will certainly come under additional strain. The Navy’s stated requirement is 48 such boats, a number that will increase with the demands of AirSea Battle. Yet if the Navy’s 30-year shipbuilding plan does not receive additional funding the Navy will have substantially fewer than the 48 subs it needs. There is also no provision in the plan for surging production to meet China’s own growing sub acquisitions. China has fielded on average more than two subs annually for 16 years. It now has more than 60 attack subs in its fleet, with more in the pipeline. And unlike the U.S., which spreads its fleet among the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian Oceans, China operates all of its boats in Asia.

When the U.S. Navy can no longer patrol Asian waters unhindered, the long peace that has held in the region–a peace which has benefited Americans and Asians alike–will begin to whither away. An era of peace and prosperity will give way to one marked by Chinese aggression, energetic arms races, and nuclear proliferation–an era in which America will not be able to sit idly by.  Such are the real costs of cutting the defense budget. 
Impact - Nuclear Terrorism
Effective LRSS is essential to responding to “lose nuke” scenarios and preventing nuclear terrorism

Watts 8 - Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments where he focuses on net assessment, airpower and the emergence of guided munitions, Air Force transformation, and the military use of space (12/31/2008, Barry D., “The Case for Long-Range Strike: 21st Century Scenarios”, http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/2008.12.31-The-Case-for-Long-Range-Strike.pdf)JCP
Today the United States’ situation is quite different. The US force posture is increasingly expeditionary rather than forward-deployed for major combat operations. For example, prior to al Qaeda’s attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on the morning of September 11, 2001 (9/11), who in the US government took seriously the possibility of conducting operations in land-locked Afghanistan? The requirement to strike targets there was a major surprise, even though, as things worked out, the United States did have a number of weeks to redeploy forces and gain some theater access before kicking off Operation Enduring Freedom. But consider the possibility of Pakistan’s abrupt collapse with the loss of government control over the country’s nuclear arsenal.45 The resulting “loose nukes” scenario could arise virtually overnight. In response, even if US leaders chose to utilize special-operations forces to secure some of the weapons, others might have to be struck from distant bases in a matter of hours. In that case, there would be little or no time for forward-deploying strike assets or negotiating in-theater bases with countries inclined to support American intervention. Time, presumably, would be at a premium, and the chances of arranging access to overseas bases not already being utilized by US forces would be minimal. One would hope that any loose weapons that had to be neutralized from the air, rather than secured on the ground, could be handled with conventional munitions or, preferably, with non-kinetic means. But regardless of the tactical and “weaponeering” details, the potential urgency of an effective response is clear. 
Extinction
Morgan, 9 - Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea (Dennis, Futures, November, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race,” Science Direct)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10].

Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well.

And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war.

In other words, once Pandora’s Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, ‘‘everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors’’ [10]. In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter.

--Solves terrorism

The next generation bomber is essential to deterring and solving all threats including rouge states, nuclear and conventional terrorism, cyber-warfare and peer competitors
Blakey 8 -President and Chief Executive Officer of the American Industrial Asociation (August 2008, Marion C., “U.S. Defense Modernization”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/report_modernization_aug08.pdf)JCP
Being wrong slowly is a luxury no global leader can afford. Our adversaries could be nuclear-armed rogue states, vowing to wipe their neighbors from the map and possessing the means to influence events far beyond their borders. They might be Al-Qaeda or some similar organization, launching attacks from state-sponsored safe havens. They might be rising or resurgent powers employing cyber attacks. They might be a peer, or near-peer, competitor. It is highly likely that a near-peer competitor will emerge in the 2018 to 2050 timeframe.

A new strike platform must assure the capability for decisive offensive power in any of these situations. To meet the challenges of the new operational environment, the 2006 QDR determined that the next-generation bomber should be fielded in 2018 rather than 2037 as the previous roadmap had stated. 

A long-range strategic strike bomber is essential to solving nuclear terrorism, Iranian first strike and ASAT attack and can bolster us diplomatic capability current bombers are not sufficient
Grant 9- PhD., senior fellow at the Lexington institute (June 19, 2009, Rebecca, “Congress Should Move Forward On A New Bomber”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/congress-should-move-forward-on-a-new-bomber?a=1&c=1129) JCP

Picture this: a nuclear weapon in terrorist hands loose in the remote regions of Pakistan. How about a mobile missile deep in Iran with a nuclear warhead standing by? Or a space launch complex in some other nation, whose leaders are threatening to take out global satellite systems? If America wants to take action or bolster crisis diplomacy in future situations like these, a lot of the military options will depend on precision weapons and long-range bombers. 

 So it’s risky indeed that the Pentagon’s current budget plan has eliminated a new long-range bomber. The current bomber force is too old and too small and isn’t a match for serious adversaries today, let alone in the years ahead. Until April 6, 2009, the Air Force had a new bomber development program funded. Press accounts suggested it was a classified “black” program due to be unveiled in the 2010 budget. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates instead zeroed the money and put off the bomber until, he said, “we have a better understanding of the need, the requirement, and the technology.” 
Turns Aerospace / Industrial base
The new bomber will provide jobs and revitalize the Aerospace industry
LA Times 5/11 – (5/11/2011, “New bomber could bring a jobs payload”, print)JCP

 The military’s top weapons buyer quietly visited the Palmdale facility this month to talk with leading aerospace executives about plans to build a fleet of radar-evading bombers that the military hopes to have ready for action by the mid-2020s.

The plane would be the first long-range bomber built in the U.S. since the last of the 21 bat-winged B-2 stealth bombers by Northrop Grumman Corp. rolled off the assembly lines at Plant 42 more than a decade ago. The Air Force owns the 5,800-acre industrial park and leases space to aerospace contractors.

Now on the Pentagon wish list is a proposed fleet of 80 to 100 nuclear-capable bombers that could operate with or without a pilot in the cockpit.

Pentagon weapons acquisition chief Ashton Carter met separately with representatives of Northrop, Boeing Co. and Lockheed Martin Corp., Pentagon spokeswoman Cheryl Irwin said. These companies are expected to vie for the estimated $55-billion contract that is expected to provide jobs and decades of work for Southern California’s aerospace industry.

Although the contractors declined to discuss the high-level meetings, Northrop and Boeing were quick to express interest in competing for the contract when the acquisition plan is laid out.

“Northrop Grumman employees in California designed, produced and currently maintain the nation’s newest bomber in the U.S. Air Force fleet, the B-2 Spirit stealth bomber,” said Randy Belote, a Northrop spokesman.

“Our people and capabilities in California and across the company,” he said, “stand ready to assist the Defense Department and the U.S. Air Force in meeting the nation’s future requirements for the long-range strike mission.”

A Boeing spokesman said the company “will compete in the bomber competition,” and Lockheed declined to comment.

This program may also have a broad effect on the mom-and-pop machine shops and other contractors that could be called upon to make parts for the bomber, said Fred Downey, a national security analyst with the Aerospace Industries Assn., an Arlington, Va.-based trade group.

Federal spending is under major scrutiny in Washington, and Congress certainly would examine any proposal for a new jet. But Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, who himself has advocated scaling down Pentagon spending, has repeatedly defended the need to acquire bombers.
A new bomber can be constructed within 7 years and the cancellation of the program would destroy the US industrial base
Blakey 8 -President and Chief Executive Officer of the American Industrial Asociation (August 2008, Marion C., “U.S. Defense Modernization”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/report_modernization_aug08.pdf)JCP
Technology readiness. A new bomber can be fielded in 2018 using existing or near-term technologies. Recent advances in technologies are ready to be integrated into an operational long-range strike platform. They will enable light, strong airframes; efficient, high-performance engines; multi-spectral sensors; high-bandwidth communications; effective electronic countermeasures; and affordable, maintainable, low-observables treatments. 

Preservation of the industrial base. Management of the combat air systems industrial base has traditionally followed the dictum “Let the marketplace decide.” That notion doesn’t fit the reality of defense contracting today. National defense is clearly a government-regulated industrial base administered by the rules and oversight required by law because of the importance of national defense and because of poor performance seen in some programs in the past. There will be few major program starts in the foreseeable future, and so idle design teams might be disbanded. Lost industrial capability will be all but impossible to reconstitute at a later date. 

The new bomber program is all that is keeping the defense industrial base alive without it there are not enough design and development jobs

Aviation Week 11 (Jan 31, 2011, “Industry Looks To New Bomber For Design Work”, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=defense&id=news/awst/2011/01/24/AW_01_24_2011_p52-279700.xml&headline=Industry%20Looks%20To%20New%20Bomber%20For%20Design%20Work)JCP
Meanwhile, F-22 production is wrapping up and while the F-15E and F/A-18E/F (and possibly F-16) lines will continue through 2015 and the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter program still plans production beyond 2030, the growing issue for industry is the lack of design and development work. The only near-term prospect is the family of long-range strike systems the U.S. Air Force is looking at to replace its planned next-generation bomber program, which was suspended in 2009. While the system is likely to include new strike weapons for existing platforms, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates this month said the Air Force will invest in a new long-range, nuclear-capable penetrating bomber.

Funding to begin the program is expected in the Pentagon’s Fiscal 2012 budget request, to be unveiled in February. Gates says the aircraft, which will have the option of being remotely piloted, will be designed and developed using proven technologies to ensure it can be delivered on schedule and in the quantity required. 
Turns Tech Leadership
The new bomber program is essential to maintaining the US Industrial base and keeping aviation technology leadership alive without the program we will quickly fall behind
Scully 11-  Megan Scully has covered defense and national security for National Journal since April 2005. She previously worked for several defense trade publications, including Defense News and Inside the Army (January 26, 2011, Megan, “Industry looking for indications of new bomber” National Journal, http://www.govexec.com/dailyfed/0111/012611nj2.htm)JCP
When the Pentagon sends its fiscal 2012 budget request to Capitol Hill next month, many lawmakers and defense industry officials will scan the lengthy document for any hints about a future long-range bomber the Air Force plans to build to modernize a fleet whose average age is 33 years.

The effort, which Defense Secretary Robert Gates publicly endorsed earlier this month, is one of only a handful of new developmental programs -- and the only new major aviation program -- the cash-strapped Pentagon is proposing.

In a January 6 speech otherwise remembered for a list of programs he wants to terminate or scale back, Gates said conventional deep-strike capabilities, including a new bomber, are a "high priority for future defense investment," considering the challenges and more sophisticated adversaries the United States could face in the future.

"It is important that we begin this project now to ensure that a new bomber can be ready before the current aging fleet goes out of service," Gates said.

His remarks were not lost on the industry, which has been clamoring for another chance to design, develop and build a bomber since Gates axed the manned bomber program in 2009. At the time, Gates said before moving forward that he wanted a more thorough understanding of the need and requirements for a new bomber.

Industry giants Boeing, Lockheed Martin and Northrop Grumman are all expected to vie for the program, a multibillion-dollar, optionally manned, nuclear capable bomber.
Winning the contest would be a huge financial victory for any one of those firms, while also giving them a priceless opportunity to preserve a highly skilled workforce that hasn't seen much work in the last two decades. Indeed, the last bomber built for the U.S. military was the B-2, a Northrop Grumman program whose maiden flight was in 1989.

Design teams capable of creating a bomber are nearing retirement age. And, without new work soon, it will be difficult for the outgoing workforce to pass along the skills to a new generation of designers and engineers.

"We have an army of engineers who are extremely highly trained and competent [and who] frankly need the work," said Mark Gunzinger, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments who recently served as a senior adviser to the Air Force for the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review of military capabilities and requirements.

There is concern, Gunzinger said, that without a new bomber program, the expertise culled during the development and production of the military's mostly Cold War-era bombers could potentially take decades to replace.

"Those design teams basically won't exist unless the [Department of Defense] pays for them," said David Berteau, an industry analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "DoD has to spend enough money to keep enough design teams in play that they have enough competition." 
Turns Hegemony

Failure to develop a next generation bomber will threaten US global leadership
Blakey 8 -President and Chief Executive Officer of the American Industrial Asociation (August 2008, Marion C., “U.S. Defense Modernization”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/report_modernization_aug08.pdf)JCP
Now is the time to start a new bomber program. The program is technically achievable with acceptable risk, is affordable and can provide initial operational capability in 2018. The NGB will provide decisive offensive power in conflicts with near-peer adversaries in the future and augment the current force against current threat capabilities. Failure to seize this opportunity could render our forces unable to influence events in some of the most dangerous areas of the world and threaten the status of the United States as a global power. 

Now is the critical time to develop a new bomber, we have the tech and any delay could result in the loss of American hegemony but development will ensure global stability and peace
Grant et al. 8- PhD., Senior fellow at the Lexington institute, other members of the group included General John Jumper, USAF, Ret., General William Hartzog, USA, Ret., General Gregory S. Martin, USAF, Ret., Admiral John B. Nathman, USN, Ret., Lieutenant General Gordon Fornell, USAF, Ret., Lieutenant General Lansford Trapp, USAF, Ret., Major General Don Sheppard, ANG, Ret., and Major General Rick Lewis, USAF, Ret (September 2008, Rebecca, “Technology Readiness for a New Long Range Bomber”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/technology-readiness.pdf)JCP
 For more than ten years, the Air Force has prudently waited out new technology development before investing serious money in a new bomber. Now the time is here. 

While praising the work of the B-52 and B-1, Chief of Staff General T. Michael Moseley explained in 2006: 

“we’re not going to be able to fly these old airplanes into the 21st Century and keep them survivable and be able to penetrate a 5th Generation threat array. We can stand off now with some of the finest aircraft ever built….And when you control the air space you can park yourself over the top of a set of targets and hold them at risk with the B-1 and B-52. But against a fifth-generation defensive system, this is not going to work for us.” 14 

Threat estimates have accelerated, and the steady research on stealth fighters, UAVs and better radars and data transfer have created the “perfect storm” of conditions for making the investment in a new bomber. “I don’t think there is a question that we can bring a bomber on by 2018,” said General Bruce Carlson, who was head of Air Force Materiel Command. “It will have to be a block-type program and we will have to walk through this with our eyes open and restrain requirements,” he added. 15

With more mature technologies than ever, the new bomber program can go forward with more technology maturity and less risk than any other stealth aircraft in history. That is the payoff of the technology maturity gained over the past two decades. Timelines are tight to meet the threats beyond 2015, but well within the realm of the possible.

In 1947, Army Chief of Staff General Dwight D. Eisenhower testified to Congress that America should have an independent Air Force because of “the paramount influence of air power upon modern warfare.” 16 

America entered the 21st Century at peace, but was attacked just nine months later. So far this century has been dominated by the struggle against terrorist networks and safe havens. It is impossible to predict where, or when, the United States will find itself involved in conflict in the next 30 years. “We cannot accurately characterize the security environment of 2025; therefore, we must hedge against this uncertainty by identifying and developing a broad range of capabilities,” said Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Peter Pace in the Chairman’s assessment of the 2006 QDR.17 

What does seem assured is that America will remain an active guardian of world order. In this, readiness at every level of the spectrum of conflict will be important. This is no time to shortchange the mission of long-range airpower. 
LRSS Bomber solves ASATs
A new LRSS bomber is critical to stopping ASAT attacks from China and Russia, conventional air-power is not enough
Watts 8 - Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments where he focuses on net assessment, airpower and the emergence of guided munitions, Air Force transformation, and the military use of space (12/31/2008, Barry D., “The Case for Long-Range Strike: 21st Century Scenarios”, http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/2008.12.31-The-Case-for-Long-Range-Strike.pdf)JCP
Why might assets located this deep in a country such as China be potential targets in the event of a future conflict? In the case of the PRC, military theorists and planners in the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) have made it clear in their writings that they understand how dependent the US military is on information from space.40 In recent years the PLA has been exploring a wide range of options for exploiting this vulnerability. The most unambiguous evidence of this came in January 2007, when a Chinese medium-range ballistic missile, fired from a mobile transporter-erector-launcher (TEL), lifted off from the Xichang space facility in southern China and orbited a kinetic kill vehicle that smashed head-on into an aging Fengyun-1 weather satellite.41 The impact destroyed the satellite and generated the worst debris field ever seen in low earth orbit. Spaceports such as Jiuquan and Xichang are, of course, fixed facilities. However, this demonstration raised the possibility that US forces might, in the event of a military encounter with China, find it necessary to hunt down PRC TELs located deep in the country’s interior. After all, China’s successful January 2007 antisatellite (ASAT) demonstration was not an isolated event. It had been preceded by three attempts between September 2004 and February 2006, all of which failed.42 

Nor are spaceports and TELs for launching direct-ascent ASATs the only targets that might require long-range, highly survivable strike platforms in a US-PRC conflict. In 2006 it emerged that the Chinese had been firing high-powered lasers at US low-altitude reconnaissance satellites to see if they could be blinded when over PRC territory.43 While the power needed to blind or interfere with electro-optical (or even radar) reconnaissance satellites is several orders of magnitude less than would be required to disable them, it is not difficult to envision future conflicts in which ground-based laser facilities deep inside the territory of a hostile power could become high-priority targets for US forces. In that case, long-range strike systems would certainly be required. China is simply the most obvious candidate in future decades for a military adversary with geographic depth. There are other countries, notably Russia, with comparable geographic depth. Presumably any prospective competitor with the option to protect critical facilities by locating them in defended airspace beyond the reach of American tactical aircraft and other short-range systems will be inclined—indeed, highly motivated—to do so. 
Effective long range strike is essential to deterring asymmetrical attacks from China including ASATs and ballistic missiles

Gates 9-Former Secretary of Defense under Bush and Obama, recently retired (February 2009, Robert M, “National Defense Strategy” , http://www.andyross.net/us_defense.htm)JCP
Other nations may be unwilling to challenge the United States fighter to fighter, ship to ship, tank to tank. But they are developing the disruptive means to blunt the impact of U.S. power, narrow the United States' military options, and deny the U.S. military freedom of movement and action.

In the case of China, Beijing's investments in cyberwarfare, antisatellite warfare, antiaircraft and antiship weaponry, submarines, and ballistic missiles could threaten the United States' power in the Pacific. This will put a premium on the United States' ability to strike from over the horizon and employ missile defenses and will require shifts from short-range to longer-range systems.

Impact – Conventional Deterrence
The Next Generation Bomber is critical to deterrence, power projection and combat effectiveness, our current fleet is inadequate and increasingly vulnerable
AFA 9-  The Air Force Association (AFA) is an independent, nonprofit, civilian education organization promoting public understanding of aerospace power and the pivotal role it plays in the security of the nation. AFA publishes Air Force Magazine(5/4/2009, “The Next Generation Bombmer”, http://www.afa.org/grl/pdfs/NGB.pdf)JCP

The Next Generation Bomber 

Global reach, global power—the ability to yield strategic effects by striking targets anywhere in the world at anytime—is the core mission of the US Air Force’s long range strike fleet. Whether used as an element of deterrence or through actual employment, long range strike platforms have sufficient range to span the globe, can attack dozens of targets on a single sortie, are able to respond rapidly to fleeting targets, and require minimal forward-based logistical support. These attributes maximize the options available to combatant commanders far past what is afforded by tactical assets fleet. However, the current long range strike fleet averages over forty years in age and while elements of the force are still capable in certain threat environments, the proliferation of advanced anti-access weaponry is curtailing when and where many of the legacy assets can successfully operate. The next generation bomber, currently scheduled to be fielded by 2018, will be a critical step in ensuring that global reach and global power are sustainable tenants of US defense policy into the future. 

Early air power theorists rapidly identified the potential of long range strike, but it took nearly 80 years for aerospace technology to mature to a point where aircraft possessed sufficient range, payload capacity, survivability, and precision weaponry to transform their theories into reality. While some rudimentary long range strikes did take place in WWI, aircraft of this period were too primitive to have a meaningful impact past the tactical realm. By WWII, the Army Air Force had developed heavy bombers like the B-17, B-24, and B-29 that took part in massive strategic bombing campaigns, which facilitated the destruction of vital enemy targets and hastened the end of the war. However, these platforms lacked precision strike capabilities and ended up destroying vast swaths of Europe and the Pacific through collateral damage. Additionally, enemy defenses took a dramatic toll on the bombers—with over 6,000 B-17s and B24s lost in the European theater alone. During the Cold War the payload capacity of the strategic bombers increased markedly and aerial refueling transformed the fleet into a global force, but these aircraft remained vulnerable to enemy defenses and lacked the precision strike capabilities required for modern campaigns. By the end of the Cold War, developments in precision guided munitions and stealth technology finally transformed the long range strike fleet into the force envisioned by airpower theorists—systems that could mount a precise, sustainable, and effective bombing campaign anywhere in the world, at any time. 

Despite these advancements in stealth, 87% of today’s bomber fleet is predates this technology. Twenty B-2s are the only long range strike assets in the Air Force inventory that can access high threat environments and survive. These aircraft have not been in production since 1997 and so there is there are no viable replacements to backfill losses. When a B-2 crashed in Guam in 2007, the Air Force lost 5% of its stealthy long range strike fleet. The B-52 and B-1 have been upgraded numerous times to take advantage of new technology such as precision strike, GPS, and targeting pods. However, stealth can never be incorporated into these aircraft and they will remain vulnerable to attacks by surface-to-air missiles and fighters. It is important to remember that in the final days of Vietnam the Air Force lost 15 B-52s in 12 days during Operation Linebacker II. Air defenses have advanced markedly since then but 47% of the long range strike fleet is comprised of these same B-52s. 

Looking to the future, modern long range strike platforms are a fundamental pillar of conventional deterrence and power projection. Modern bombers can penetrate air defense systems, respond rapidly to strike fleeting targets, and operate over long distances without excessive logistical support. The tactical strike fleet, while capable, simply does not have the range and payload capabilities to fulfill many of these missions. The Air Force recognizes that it needs to recapitalize the long range strike fleet by 2018 and AFA strongly supports this goal. 

Deterrence prevents the escalation of regional disputes - Preserving our ability to quickly respond to a crisis is key 

Gerson & Whiteneck 9 – Research analysts @ Center for Naval Analyses, a federally funded research center, where he focuses on deterrence, nuclear strategy, counterproliferation, and arms control   [Michael Gerson (M.A. in International Relations from the University of Chicago) & Daniel Whiteneck, “Deterrence and Influence: The Navy's Role in Preventing War,” CNA Analysis and Solutions, March 2009)
Although implicit or explicit nuclear threats may lack credibility against non-WMD regimes, many current and potential adversaries do believe that the United States will use conventional firepower, especially because we have significant conventional superiority and a demonstrated willingness to use it. 15 Consequently, when dealing with non-WMD-related threats, conventional deterrence will be the most credible mechanism for deterring undesired actions.

Conventional deterrence also plays an important role in deterring non-nuclear aggression by nuclear-armed regimes. Regional nuclear proliferation might increase not only the chances of nuclear weapons use, but, equally important, the possibility of conventional aggression and mischief below the nuclear threshold. The potential for conventional conflict under the shadow of mutual nuclear deterrence was a perennial concern throughout the Cold War, and this scenario remains relevant today. A future nuclear-armed adversary may be emboldened to use conventional force against U.S. friends and allies, or to sponsor terrorism, in the belief that its nuclear capabilities provide it with an effective deterrent shield against U.S. retaliation and/or intervention in regional conflicts.11 

In this context, conventional deterrence can be an important mechanism to foreclose options for opportunistic regional aggression. Given current U.S. force advantages, a state is more likely to attack its neighbors if the regime believes that it can accomplish its objectives before substantial U.S. forces can be deployed to the theater. In other words, a nuclear-armed regime may be more likely to undertake conventional aggression if it believes that a favorable local balance of power provides an opportunity for a "fait accompli" whereby the regime strikes quickly and achieves victory before the United States can intervene. The hope is that, after achieving a relatively quick and inexpensive victory and making explicit or implicit nuclear threats, American (and perhaps coalition) forces would choose not to intervene.

By deploying robust conventional forces in and around the theater of potential conflict, the United States can credibly signal that its forces can respond to conventional aggression at the outset, and therefore the regime cannot hope to accomplish a fait accompli buttressed by nuclear threats. Moreover, if the United States can convince an opponent that U.S. forces will be engaged at the outset of hostilities - and therefore sustain the human and financial costs of war from the beginning - it can help convince opponents that we would be highly resolved to fight even in the face of nuclear threats because American blood and treasure would have already been expended. Similar to the Cold War, the deployment of conventional power in the region, combined with significant nuclear capabilities (and, today, Ballistic Missile Defense), can provide a powerful deterrent to aggression below the nuclear threshold.

Bounding the Study

Deterrence is a complex and dynamic concept involving political, psychological, cultural, and military elements. Given the multifaceted nature of deterrence, our initial task was to develop and define the parameters of our research. After consultation with the project sponsor, we bound the study in the following ways:

First, we have limited our analysis to conventional deterrence. Although nuclear deterrence remains an essential element of U.S. national security strategy, many future contingencies are likely to stem from conventional threats. As discussed above, U.S. conventional power is likely to be the most credible deterrent when dealing with these security challenges.

Moreover, although the body of academic literature on deterrence is vast, the majority of it is focused solely on the nuclear component. Given the centrality of nuclear deterrence throughout the Cold War - the period in which deterrence theory was developed - there has been significantly less examination of deterrence at the conventional level. Consequently, one objective of this study is to provide fresh analysis on the theory and practice of conventional deterrence.

Second, our analysis is focused on identifying the range of maritime capabilities and operations that can contribute to deterrence, rather than which specific combination is most likely to have the largest deterrent effect in any particular context. ' The Navy has a wide range of kinetic and non-kinetic tools that can be used to protect, acquire, and otherwise further U.S. interests, and in order to develop and implement effective deterrence strategies, it must first identify which assets, capabilities, and operations are applicable and useful for the deterrence mission. Effective deterrence requires all elements of national power across the D.I.M.E. (diplomatic, information, military, economics) spectrum, and our objective is to determine how and where maritime power provides important and unique contributions to deterrence within this broader framework.

Third, based on the sponsor's guidance, this study is focused on U.S. deterrence strategies against sovereign states. While there has been a significant amount of attention in recent years to deterring terrorists and other non-state actors, the potential for inter-state conflict still remains. In the coming decades, shifts in the balance of global military, economic, and political power can create new possibilities for international competition, crises, and conflict, especially over global energy resources. Consequently, our objective is to analyze how U.S. conventional power can help deter state-on-state crises and conflicts.

Fourth, we pay particular attention to extended deterrence - the threat of force used to deter attacks on friends and allies. We do not deny or downplay the critical importance of deterring direct attacks on the U.S. homeland, especially given global trends in the proliferation and modernization of ballistic missiles. In fact, most of our analysis is applicable to both extended deterrence and "central" deterrence (the threat of force to deter attacks on one's homeland). But, in general, extended deterrence is more challenging than central deterrence because it can be difficult to convince others that the United States would actually be willing to run potentially significant risks to protect another country.

As Thomas Schelling observed,

...the difference between the national homeland and everything 'abroad' is the difference between threats that are inherently credible, even if unspoken, and the threats that have to be made credible. To project the shadow of one's military force over other countries and territories is an act of diplomacy. To fight abroad is a military act, but to persuade enemies or allies that one would fight abroad, under circumstances of great cost and risk, requires more than a military capability. It requires projecting intentions. It requires having those intentions, even deliberately acquiring them, and communicating them persuasively to make other countries behave."

Developing credible extended deterrence strategies is especially important because it is likely that many future security challenges will involve deterring attacks against friends and allies. The two scenarios that currently dominate planning and procurement for Major Combat Operations (MCOs) involve issues of extended deterrence - the protection and defense of South Korea and Taiwan. Similarly, many concerns about direct Russian or Iranian aggression are focused on threats to states in their respective regions, such as Ukraine and Georgia in the case of Russia, and Israel, Turkey, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia for Iran.

Finally, we examine conventional deterrence in peacetime, crises, and in the opening stages of conflict. According to the new Maritime Strategy, in an increasingly globalized and interconnected world, international crises and conflict can have devastating ripple effects on the peaceful and productive functioning of the global system." In order to prevent severe disruptions to the global system, deterrence efforts must begin during peacetime (Phase 0), contribute to the peaceful resolution of crises (Phase 1), and, if conflict erupts, provide decision-makers with useful tools for quick termination of the conflict on terms favorable to the United States (Phase 2). Although most of our analysis is centered on conventional deterrence before conflict begins, we will briefly examine the role of deterrence and other forms of military coercion at the outset of conflict to demonstrate how threats of force - including the limited use of force - can help deter escalation and terminate conflicts.  

--Key to conventional deterrence

Forward basing is no longer enough to ensure power projection, a long range bomber is key and programs like the JSF are not enough to solve
Watts 9 – (4/30/2009, Barry D., “Long Range Strike” http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2009/April/Watts%2004-30-09.pdf)JCP
Granted, from the Korean and Vietnam wars to the current conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq, the U.S. military has been able to rely primarily on in-theater bases and short-range strike systems to project power in distant overseas theaters. Looking ahead to the second decade of the twenty-first century, however, it seems clear that the era in which the United States could get away with forward basing for power projection by short-range systems is coming to a close. As Secretary Gates himself stated in an article in the January/February 2009 issue of Foreign Affairs, the Chinese military, among others, is fielding a range of disruptive systems to blunt the impact of U.S. power, narrow the United States' military options, and deny the U.S. military freedom of movement and action. 

The force-structure implications of these developments for the United States are also clear. China’s growing anti-access/area-denial capabilities will, as Gates wrote in his Foreign Affairs article, “put a premium on the United States' ability to strike from over the horizon . . . and will require shifts from short-range to longer-range systems, such as the next-generation bomber.” Moreover, this article does not constitute the only occasion when Secretary Gates articulated the need to shift from short-range to long-range systems. In a speech at the National Defense University in September 2008, he used virtually the same language to support the need for a follow-on LRSS. It is difficult, therefore, to see why, in April 2009, a better understanding is suddenly needed of a “need” that appeared clear as recently as January is suddenly called for. 

The pre-April 2009 Secretary Gates is right. The U.S. military needs to begin shifting its force structure more in favor of long-range systems. However, investing exclusively in short-range systems such as the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) in the near term is not going to bring about the needed shift. 
Bombers are vital to deterrence

Carpenter, 9 – Air Force General and Commander of the Barksdale Air Force Base (Floyd, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE PRESENTATION TO THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, 6/3, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2009/June/Carpenter%2006-03-09.pdf)

To be sure, all components of the Strategic Triad are critical to our National Security Strategy but the bomber force has and will continue to be unique in its ability to assure allies, shape environment, dissuade potential adversaries, complicate adversary planning, provide escalation control, and offer alternatives to our combatant commanders and the President and Secretary of Defense. Bombers are the only platform in the Strategic Triad which can be employed in either conventional or nuclear roles. As our forces continue to redeploy from forward bases around the world, long-range strike aviation will remain one of our nation’s key power projection capabilities in the foreseeable future. This long-range strike capability provides the nation the most powerful means to rapidly respond or attack around the globe and offers our nation’s leaders freedom of choices and freedom of action in the new world environment. Our national security will increasingly depend on strategic bombers to meet the demands of responding rapidly and decisively to security threats. Thank you for this opportunity. I look forward to your questions.

Impact – Nuclear Deterrence

Next generation LRSS bombers are essential to maintaining nuclear deterrence and eliminating the risk of nuclear strike, our current system is falling apart

Watts 8 - Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments where he focuses on net assessment, airpower and the emergence of guided munitions, Air Force transformation, and the military use of space (12/31/2008, Barry D., “The Case for Long-Range Strike: 21st Century Scenarios”, http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/2008.12.31-The-Case-for-Long-Range-Strike.pdf)JCP
Although the principal reasons for moving ahead with a follow-on to the small inventory of B-2s (twenty airframes since one crashed at Guam in February 2008) lie in conventional scenarios, a case can be made for not completely ignoring the nuclear role. Against regional adversaries with small nuclear arsenals and lacking intercontinental reach, the threat of nuclear use for deterrence and compellence is conceivable—in extremis and as a last resort—much as it was during the late 1940s and early 1950s. However, from a psychological perspective, manned bombers seem preferable to ballistic missiles because they permit more time for second thoughts or last-minute changes of the president’s mind. Additionally, the B-2 was designed in the 1980s whereas the SA-21 is just now being fielded; if the US military is to maintain a penetrating bomber among its nuclear forces, a follow-on to the B-2 will eventually be required. The point is not to advocate increased reliance on nuclear use. Breaking the post-Nagasaki taboo against employing nuclear weapons is clearly a threshold US decision-makers would prefer not to cross. Rather, the point is just to argue that the next LRSS should be sufficiently hardened against EMP during production to permit limited nuclear operations in the event that the United States is forced to cross the nuclear threshold. 
Strong bomber capabilities are vital to both conventional and nuclear deterrence

Carpenter, 9 – Air Force General and Commander of the Barksdale Air Force Base (Floyd, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE PRESENTATION TO THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, 6/3, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2009/June/Carpenter%2006-03-09.pdf)

Chairman Nelson, Ranking Member Vitter, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to represent the men and women of the Eighth Air Force and to answer your questions regarding the use of bomber aircraft in the United States Air Force. A key component in our nation’s ability to conduct long-range strike missions is found within our Air Force bombers. This unique capability is not possessed by any other branch of our armed services or by any other nation. Globally, the distance of our potential adversaries and lack of basing options hampers our ability to perform in a variety of theaters and scenarios. Long-range strike aviation is one of the few hedges our nation maintains to mitigate these fundamental challenges. Air Force strategic bombers are a critical element of our National Security Strategy and National Military Strategy, providing unique capabilities to fulfill combatant commanders’ mission objectives from shaping and deterring to large scale conventional operations and even nuclear scenarios. Despite the age of our nation’s three bombers, the Air Force long-range bomber force is unmatched in its ability to provide conventional power for initial response to regional crises within hours. Additionally, our bombers can provide sustained operations in any region of the world employing either conventional or nuclear options. As we move away from forward overseas basing, the speed, range and payload of today’s manned bombers allow for a US presence anywhere on the globe within 24 hours. 

The end of the Cold War brought about a false feeling of global security, especially surrounding the long feared use of nuclear weapons between the Cold War superpowers. Shortly after the end of the Cold War we saw the world in its new form—violent and unstable. Different from the last century, non-state actors, specifically radical fundamentalists, moved to the 3 forefront of the international stage. Our national security debates centered on not only how to counter this threat, but whether insurgent radical fundamentalism is the likely dominant form of warfare for the 21st century. These are critically important questions when deciding the best national military force structure size and composition. But in an effort to “tailor” our force structure we would be remiss if we were to assume this type of warfare will totally dominate the global security horizon for the foreseeable future. For at least the first 25 years of the 21st century, instability, violence, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and cultural/religious clashes will be center stage on the global arena. However, we must guard against absolute predictions of what forms of warfare may occur in the future. As we moved into the 21st century, the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review revealed that the Cold War’s Triad was limited in scope and in need of an update. Our deterrence foundation still relies on our strike capability composed of a formidable balance of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM), Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBM) and manned recallable and re-targetable bombers. In today’s threat environment where non-state actors and counter insurgency operations are center stage, the importance of our bomber force to deterrence is often overlooked and little understood. The strategic bomber is unique in its ability to assure allies, shape the environment, dissuade potential adversaries, complicate adversary strategy, provide the President and Secretary of Defense escalation control options, and ultimately offer alternatives to the insertion of precious ground forces on foreign soil. 

Unquestionably, there are a myriad of applications for the use of bombers. These include but are not limited to: 1) the demonstration of national resolve through force generation and arming with either conventional or nuclear weapons; 2) upon order, covert or overt dispersal 4  within the US or deployment to forward locations; 3) strike operations from single-aircraft to multi-aircraft conventional and/or nuclear packages, which, most importantly, can be executed, retargeted, or recalled; and 4) employment of a vast array of weapons to include conventional unguided general purpose bombs, cluster munitions, precision guided munitions, hard target penetrators, nuclear gravity weapons, and conventional or nuclear cruise missiles. Further, bombers have a unique ability to communicate de-escalation through visible down-loading and removal from alert status and/or redeployment to home stations. Overall, and possibly most notable, bombers are differentiable from other strategic nuclear weapon systems—there-by not forcing an enemy into assuming a worst case nuclear scenario. In the new Strategic Triad, it is the bomber that provides the most flexibility to US command authorities, with this flexibility being multifaceted and unique among the triad components. Air Force bombers are recallable, scalable, directional and visible and provide our President and Secretary of Defense with both assurance and deterrence at the same time. This deterrence flows not only from the bombers’ nuclear strike capability but also from the robust demonstrated conventional capability that can hold any target on the planet at risk. Another unique feature of our bomber force is the ability to deter even while strike operations are being executed. Simply put, deterrence from bombers can continue despite shots being fired. Furthermore, by enabling the effectiveness of other US and partner instruments of power, bomber conventional capability can provide alternatives for deterrence beyond the obvious threat of annihilation. The most illustrative example is US bombers operating in conjunction with indigenous ground forces in Serbia, which ultimately helped facilitate enemy capitulation without large scale NATO ground force insertion. 5 
A new bomber is essential to keeping the Nuclear Triad and maintaining deterrence we are running out of nuclear capable bombers now which causes overreliance on ballistic missiles which are ineffective deterrents
Gunzinger 10-Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, senior advisor to the Air Force for the 2010 QDR, Director for Defense Transformation, Force Planning and Resources on the National Security Council (9/14/2010, Mark, “Sustaining America’s Strategic Advantage in Long-Range Strike”, http://www.csbaonline.org/publications/2010/09/americas-strategic-advantage-long-range-strike/)JCP
The 2010 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) determined that DoD must maintain a nuclear triad in order to sustain the nation’s strategic deterrence posture, provide extended deterrence to US allies and partners, and hedge against changes in the security environment or unforeseen technological failures of one or more triad legs.164 

Despite the NPR’s conclusion, the nuclear triad is on a glide-slope toward a “dyad” of SLBMs and ICBMs. The Defense Department’s nuclear-capable bomber force program of record consists of twenty penetrating B-2s and seventy-six standoff B-52s.165 When the B-2 loses its ability to penetrate, the air leg of the triad will be reduced to B-52s equipped with nuclear-tipped standoff ALCMs that are approaching the end of their service life and are unsuited for attacking relocatable targets such as road-mobile ICBM launchers of the type being fielded by China, Iran and Russia.166 

There are options that will permit DoD to sustain a nuclear-capable bomber force and hedge against uncertainty. First, DoD should develop a new nuclear-capable cruise missile capable of surviving advanced air defenses. Unlike the ALCM, the new missile should be able to carry conventional as well as nuclear warheads and to be launched from a variety of Air Force and Navy aircraft. A smaller, more versatile cruise missile with a range of 500–600 nm that can be carried by fighter-sized aircraft as well as bombers would permit DoD to take advantage of the economies of scale via a larger procurement and increase the overall size of the standoff missile magazine. 

Second, the Defense Department should design a new bomber to preserve this option for delivering nuclear weapons. Under New START, the Air Force has the latitude to incorporate basic nuclear weapons requirements into a new bomber design without fully equipping, testing, certifying, and declaring it as nuclear-capable. With this in mind, a new bomber should: 

>> Withstand the effects of nuclear weapons (blast/shock, thermal effects and EMP);

>> Incorporate wiring and weapons management systems that are compatible with nuclear weapons and can be certified to meet nuclear safety requirements at some future date; and

>> Provide space and power for components needed to control and release nuclear weapons.
Bombers are vital to deterrence – the ability to conduct prompt strikes and hit bunkers makes them critical for escalation dominance

Bender, 10 (Bryan, Boston Globe, 1/3, “Obama presses review of nuclear”, factiva)

Nonetheless, there remains fierce resistance to scrapping the nuclear bombers both inside and outside the Air Force. Supporters assert that, unlike land-based missiles already on alert in fixed locations or nuclear subs that must remain undetected, bombers, by being sent aloft, can signal US intent to use nuclear weapons to help defuse a possible crisis, such as with North Korea or Iran.
In other words, it is the only nuclear saber that can be rattled.
"Rolling the bomber fleet onto the flight line could be the first step in escalation," said Adam B. Lowther, a faculty researcher at the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama.

There are other military arguments to support maintaining the bomber leg. For example, only bombers are currently outfitted to carry the special version of B61 nuclear bomb designed to strike deeply buried targets, which some assert might be needed to take out the nuclear program of a threatening nation or terrorist group.

"Bombers are and will remain critical components of the strategic nuclear triad because they possess great flexibility and versatility," said General Frank Klotz, commander of the Air Force Global Strike Command at Barksdale Air Force Base.

There is also likely to be significant political opposition. Like the land-based missile and submarine forces, the bombers have strong political backers in the states where they are located, including Louisiana, Missouri, and North Dakota.

Nuclear bombers are the linchpin of deterrence credibility – the signaling effects and ability to be recalled uniquely communicate resolve

Mackey, 9 - Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Army (Retired), is a combat veteran of the invasion of Panama, Desert Storm and Operation Iraqi Freedom. He was Assistant Professor of Military History at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, and served on the Army Staff and Joint Staff at the Pentagon (Robert, “The Argument for Manned Nuclear Bombers,”  Obsidian Wings blog, 12/16,  http://obsidianwings.blogs.com/obsidian_wings/2009/12/the-argument-for-manned-nuclear-bombers.html)
My biggest argument for manned nuclear bombers isn't even their multi-role capability (e.g., they can drop conventional bombs, use cruise missiles, or even drop leaflets).  No, it is political.

Military planners often forget that nuclear weapons are not really "weapons" in the conventional sense. They are political tools, created and employed for political means. They are Clausewitz in concentrated form.  Consequently, you have to examine the political uses of nuclear weapons before any other consideration, to include cost and ease of employment.

A manned bomber can be prepped, armed, manned and sent off an airbase in a matter of hours.  In those hours, diplomats can let a potential adversary know that the US is serious, can attempt to find a solution and can do what they are meant to do.  An ICBM in a silo in the Midwest can be launched in minutes.  It can strike its target in less than 30 minutes.  A submarine-based missile can be sent on its merry way in an even shorter time, and strike targets in half the time of a land-based ICBM.

And neither land-based nor sea-based missiles can be recalled. Once launched, they are gone.  The nature of submarine warfare and the security of missile sites in the US mean that there will be no "warning" of attack to an adversary to make them negotiate.  No, the first time they know the US is serious is when a mushroom cloud appears. 

In short, it is the ICBM that is obsolete--it is a relic of the Cold War and Mutually Assured Destruction.  I'm all for a handful of failsafe missiles on Trident submarines; they would serve as a final deterrent. But put men and women in the airplanes, capable of making decisions, listening to orders, and able to be recalled to base when an unexpected peace breaks out.
--Nuclear bomber stops EMP attack
The next generation bomber is vital to deterrence credibility and coercive diplomacy – also prevents nuclear terrorism
Watts, 8 – senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (Barry, The Case for Long-Range Strike: 21st Century Scenarios, http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/PubLibrary/R.20090203.The_Case_for_Long-/R.20090203.The_Case_for_Long-.pdf)  LRSS=Long Range Strategic Strike
From the standpoint of whether the next LRSS ought to have enough hardening to deliver a nuclear weapon or two without adverse effects on the aircraft’s electronics, the decisive issue is not whether nuclear deterrence or coercion worked during 1948–1953 but that they were thinkable choices for the US government before the Soviet nuclear arsenal acquired the capability to wreak catastrophic destruction on the United States. The huge nuclear arsenals that began emerging on both sides in the late 1950s are what made general war ever more suicidal as the Cold War unfolded. However, the situation regarding countries such as Iran or Syria looks much more like the atomic period than the thermonuclear one that followed. In extremis and as a last resort, limited nuclear use against such countries is thinkable. Indeed, this very fact could be exploited as part of a long-term US strategy to bolster deterrence against authoritarian regimes with small atomic arsenals and less than intercontinental reach.

The key step in underwriting deterrence of nuclear use by authoritarian regimes inclined to support terrorism against the United States or its allies, however, is for their rulers to be persuaded that American presidents have credible nuclear options. In this regard, the argument for ensuring that the follow-on to the B-2 can conduct limited nuclear strikes hinges on a simple psychological point. In extremis, any American president will surely want to have the greatest capacity possible to recall a nuclear strike even at the very last moment. A survivable manned bomber satisfies this criterion better than a ballistic missile. A ballistic missile, once launched, cannot be recalled, and any LRSS that the United States is capable of fielding by 2018 will most likely cruise at speeds under Mach 2.0, which means the aircraft will take hours to reach an overseas target from North America. Once inside defended airspace, though, and given the potential consequences of having a nuclear-armed bomber downed by enemy air defenses, the platform must be highly survivable.

What kinds of scenarios might provoke an American president into seriously considering even a very limited nuclear response against a regional adversary with a small atomic arsenal and non-intercontinental delivery means? Immediately after the Cold War, RAND’s Project Air Force ran a series of policy exercises aimed at exploring US options against a regional adversary with a small but survivable nuclear arsenal. The outcome was that most participants in these exercises were reluc- tant to use even conventional force against such an opponent:

In the face of an aggressor equipped with a small, survivable nuclear arsenal—particularly one based on survivable mobile ballistic missiles—most participants judged that U.S. force projection plans on the order of Desert Shield placed too much at risk. Put simply, several of the exercises indicated that a nation with a small, survivable nuclear arsenal has the potential to undermine current U.S. national military strategy for dealing with regional conflicts—the central foundation of current U.S. force structure plans [italics in original].97

Much has changed since these words were written. Especially in the wake of regime change in Iraq, the incentives for nations like Iran to acquire nuclear weapons as a way of neutralizing US superiority in large-scale conventional operations have intensified. If the United States ever had a genuine opportunity to preclude the Iranian theocracy from acquiring nuclear weapons by non-military means, that opportunity probably occurred in mid-2003, immediately after Saddam Hussein’s regime fell. But that opportunity, if it existed, was ignored. More recently, evidence that in September 2007 Israeli warplanes destroyed a Syrian reactor, which, with help from North Korea, was only weeks away from beginning to produce plutonium, only underscores the prospect that the Cold War nonproliferation regime is fraying badly.98 And in the aftermath of 9/11, the possibility of a crude nuclear device being detonated in an American city is far more real than it was in 1993, as is the probability that, sooner or later, the US military will be forced to confront a choice between staying its hand or intervening overseas against a nuclear-armed regional adversary. Yet even RAND’s “The Day After...” study acknowledged that if truly vital American interests were at stake, US decision-makers might make different choices regarding the use of military force than they would for lesser stakes. One suspects that the detonation of even a crude atomic device in lower Manhattan would create a mindset regarding “thinkable” responses rather different from those that dominated “The Day After...” exercises.

One could attempt to go beyond what has already been said and develop nuclear scenarios in greater detail. As has been stressed, though, there is far greater uncertainty today about when and where the United States may next consider using military force than there was in 1993. Insofar as more detailed predictions as to the precise circumstances that might lead an American president to consider using nuclear weapons are concerned, the Arabs got it right: He who predicts the future lies, even if he tells the truth. What does seem clear, though, is that incorporating sufficient EMP hardening for limited nuclear operations into the next LRSS is a prudent hedge against the uncertainties of the future security environment in the early twenty-first century.

EMP hardening is vital to deterrence credibility – future regional WMD scenarios could involve nuclear use against US forces

Watts, 8 – senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (Barry, The Case for Long-Range Strike: 21st Century Scenarios, http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/PubLibrary/R.20090203.The_Case_for_Long-/R.20090203.The_Case_for_Long-.pdf)  LRSS=Long Range Strategic Strike
In addition, though, there are nuclear scenarios that not only merit consideration, but may strengthen the argument for both mov-ing ahead with the 2018 LRSS and ensuring that it has adequate EMP hardening. These scenarios are far more speculative, and vastly more debatable, than the conventional ones. They hinge on the hypothesis that, in the case of small atomic arsenals in the hands of regional adver- saries such as Iran, limited nuclear options may again be thinkable, just as they were from 1945 until the early 1950s. Whether the threat of nuclear use against a regional power with limited nuclear weapons and reach is used to deter or compel, manned bombers seem preferable to ballistic missiles because they give the president more time for second thoughts and allow the strike to be aborted at the last possible moment.

This is the vital internal link to the psychology of deterrence

Watts, 8 – senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (Barry, The Case for Long-Range Strike: 21st Century Scenarios, http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/PubLibrary/R.20090203.The_Case_for_Long-/R.20090203.The_Case_for_Long-.pdf)  LRSS=Long Range Strategic Strike
Although the principal reasons for moving ahead with a follow- on to the small inventory of B-2s (twenty airframes since one crashed at Guam in February 2008) lie in conventional scenarios, a case can be made for not completely ignoring the nuclear role. Against regional adversaries with small nuclear arsenals and lacking intercontinental reach, the threat of nuclear use for deterrence and compellence is conceivable—in extremis and as a last resort—much as it was during the late 1940s and early 1950s. However, from a psychological perspective, manned bombers seem preferable to ballistic missiles because they permit more time for second thoughts or last-minute changes of the president’s mind. Additionally, the B-2 was designed in the 1980s whereas the SA-21 is just now being fielded; if the US military is to maintain a penetrating bomber among its nuclear forces, a follow-on to the B-2 will eventually be required. The point is not to advocate increased reliance on nuclear use. Breaking the post-Nagasaki taboo against employing nuclear weapons is clearly a threshold US decision- makers would prefer not to cross. Rather, the point is just to argue that the next LRSS should be sufficiently hardened against EMP during production to permit limited nuclear operations in the event that the United States is forced to cross the nuclear threshold.

AT: Conventional Bombers Solve

Sole conventional reliance drives nuclear prolif- only a mix of capabilities deters

Lowther, 9 - faculty researcher and defense analyst at the Air Force Research Institute, Maxwell AFB, Alabama (Adam, Strategic Studies Quarterly, “The Logic of the Nuclear Arsenal,” Winter, http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Winter/lowther.pdf)

Second, to support the abolitionist position, readers are persuaded that American conventional capabilities are a substitute for nuclear weapons. The Bush administration’s “New Triad” was partially built on this view. This leads to a logical conclusion that conventional and nuclear forces generate the same strategic effect. But, if this is true, conventional forces are also a threat to stability and must also be reduced or eliminated. In fact, there is little reason to believe that the world will be more stable without nuclear weapons but with an overwhelming US conventional capability. Because America’s adversaries know they cannot match US conventional capabilities, nuclear weapons may become an even more attractive option. Fear of US conventional capabilities is a driving force behind nuclear weapons programs in North Korea and Iran, not the fear of America’s nuclear arsenal.17 

Conventional and nuclear weapons are different—very different. If this were not the case, why is 9 August 1945 the last time that a nuclear weapon was used in war? The same cannot be said of conventional weapons. As Ellen Collier of the Congressional Research Service illustrated in 1993, rarely did a year go by during the Cold War that US troops were not engaged in a conventional conflict.1 The same is true of the post–Cold War period. 

Dual-capable is vital for long-term planning – inevitable prolif makes nuclear use in a future regional conflict likely, this will SHATTER all conceptions about the utility of conventional deterrence

Watts, 8 – senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (Barry, The Case for Long-Range Strike: 21st Century Scenarios, http://www.csbaonline.org/4Publications/PubLibrary/R.20090203.The_Case_for_Long-/R.20090203.The_Case_for_Long-.pdf)  LRSS=Long Range Strategic Strike
The context in which the US defense establishment thinks about long-range bombers has changed dramatically since the end of the Cold War. The basic trend has been to see bombers increasingly as systems for conventional operations only. Not only is the role of nuclear forces an area of increasing neglect, but there is no longer any consensus on the place of bombers in nuclear deterrence despite growing evidence that weapons of mass destruction (WMD) may proliferate markedly in coming decades. If indeed they do, the chances will grow over time that the post-Nagasaki taboo against nuclear use will eventually be broken. This prospect poses a fundamental challenge for thinking about the USAF’s next bomber.

The next two sections explore the requirements that should shape the design of the next generation of bombers, starting with the platform’s use in non-nuclear or conventional operations. Given America’s grow- ing neglect of nuclear capabilities and lack of agreement on their role in US security, it may be tempting to make the next-generation bomber a conventional-only system. This temptation, however, should probably be resisted. Hardening against electromagnetic pulses as well as against non-nuclear high-powered-microwave weapons is best undertaken dur- ing design and production, not after the fact. To this extent at least, it may not be wise to think about the 2018 LRSS exclusively in terms of delivering guided munitions in non-nuclear strike operations.

Dual capable bombers are vital for flexibility and tailored deterrence, conventional can’t meet all threats

Myers, 9- senior consultant with ABS Consulting in Arlington, Va. He is a retired Air Force officer with extensive experience in nuclear policy and aerospace and joint doctrine concept development (Gene, Armed Forces Journal, “Endangered species: It’s time to save our long-range bomber fleet,” September, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2009/09/4219121/)

Since its unveiling 15 years ago, the B-2 has been criticized as a “relic of the Cold War.” The critics do not or will not recognize that no other weapon has the capability of the land-based heavy bomber — B-52, B-1 and B-2 — to project global non-nuclear as well as nuclear firepower on short notice. And 20 B-2s are not enough to carry the load into the most hostile environments the nation expects in the 21st century. 

And even more to the point, the U.S. can’t afford single-purpose bombers. Bombers can operate across a variety of adversaries and operational environments and can be anywhere in a matter of hours. They can be applied when precision is mandatory and can strike where low collateral damage is required — or make a real mess of things too, if that is needed. There just are not enough of them to fill all potential demands. Flexibility is the key to keeping a disparate collection of enemies and potential enemies at bay. It would be a mistake to further diminish our global non-nuclear strike capability, but the U.S. still needs an air-breathing nuclear strike force. 

Conventional reliance accelerates proliferation

Allison, 10 - Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs; Douglas Dillon Professor of Government; Faculty Chair, Dubai Initiative, Harvard Kennedy School (Graham, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, "Nuclear Disorder: Surveying Atomic Threats" http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19819/nuclear_disorder.html)

Even more important than proposals for future programs are lessons learned from recent actions. The George W. Bush administration designated Iran, Iraq, and North Korea as "an axis of evil" and then proceeded to attack the one state that demonstrably had no nuclear weapons and give a pass to the state that had two bombs' worth of plutonium. The British strategist Lawrence Freedman summarized the lessons drawn by national security analysts around the world this way: "The only apparently credible way to deter the armed force of the US is to own your own nuclear arsenal." Many Iranians, and even a few Iraqis, have wondered whether the United States would have invaded Iraq in 2003 had Iraq been armed with a nuclear arsenal as large as North Korea's current one.

A2:Bomber Cuts inev
The budget for the bomber is secure now and has strong support despite fiscal difficulties

LATimes 11- (May 22, 2011, “Pentagon weapons buyer quietly visits California to discuss bomber planes”, http://articles.latimes.com/2011/may/22/business/la-fi-new-bomber-20110522/2)JCP
 Federal spending is under major scrutiny in Washington, and Congress certainly would examine any proposal for a new jet. But Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, who himself has advocated scaling down Pentagon spending, has repeatedly defended the need to acquire bombers.

"It is important that we begin this project now to ensure that a new bomber can be ready before the current aging fleet goes out of service," he said at a news briefing this year. Gates is slated to hand over the reins of the Pentagon to CIA Director Leon Panetta next month.

Rep. Howard P. "Buck" McKeon (R-Santa Clarita), chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, supports the project.

"The Air Force and the Defense Department have made clear that replacements are needed for America's aging bomber fleet and that long-range strike should be a priority," McKeon aide John Noonan said. "The chairman concurs with their assessment." 

 There is $197 million set aside for developing the bomber in the 2012 fiscal budget, and $3.7 billion is allocated for the program over the next five years, said Maj. Chad Steffey, an Air Force spokesman.

The program's prospects in Congress also look strong, with the support of prominent congressional Republicans such as McKeon.
"The Defense Department is serious about doing this program," said Todd Harrison, a defense analyst for the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments in Washington, D.C. "The last time they tried to upgrade their bomber force, they bought 21 B-2s. That's not nearly enough to modernize the fleet."

The B-2 fleet now numbers 20 — one crashed in Guam in 2008. The Air Force also has 66 B-1 bombers, built in the 1980s, and 85 B-52 bombers, which were built in the 1960s and modified for use today.

Any congressional budget cuts in the status quo will come from the F-35 program right now the Air Force is able to sustain the bomber program

Fulghum 5/12-Senior Military Editor at Aviation Week, Graduate degrees in Diplomatic history at Georgetown and an undergraduate in journalism (5/12/2011, David A., “Acquisition Armageddon”, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/blogs/defense/index.jsp?plckController=Blog&plckScript=blogScript&plckElementId=blogDest&plckBlogPage=BlogViewPost&plckPostId=Blog:27ec4a53-dcc8-42d0-bd3a-01329aef79a7Post:20a0b91d-2d06-4e1d-b9aa-7d8fdad15905)JCP
With the Pentagon facing yet another round of budget cutting there are hints that the U.S. Air Force’s new bomber program is popular and the increasingly expensive F-35 program is not.

“The [new] bomber is incredibly important to us,” says Erin C. Conaton, Under Secretary of the Air Force. “To remain a world-class power, we need a penetrating bomber force that can touch difficult-to-reach areas of the globe.

For cost reasons, “The mandate is to not look at exquisite capabilities, but rather at a requirement set that isn’t trying to do everything on board a single platform,” she says. “That’s part of the reason we’re looking at a family of systems [with] intelligence, reconnaissance, electronic attack and communications partnering with that strike platform to get it where it needs to be.”

So far, the service has begun standing up a program office, Conaton says. A considerable amount of analysis has gone into making decisions about the family of systems, but the detailed requirements work is still ahead
'We got a general mandate to stand up the program office. There is a fair amount of analysis that went into decisions about the family of systems, but the detailed requirement work is still to come.'

Asked about the vulnerability of the F-35 program to additional cuts, Conaton hinted that because of rising costs and the need to make up in some degree for the retirement of 1,500 fighters and strike aircraft, Joint Strike Fighter spending will be regularly scoured for more savings and additional “efficiencies.”

“We’re committed to recapitalizing our fighter force,” Conaton says. “There’s no doubt though, [that]  we are going to look at every part of our budget – acquisition, people and O&M. I can’t give a precise answer about where [the F-35 spending] is going to be. [But,] we’re going to look at a range of programs that might be ripe for additional efficiencies.”

A2:Not Nuclear
The next generation bomber will be dual use and capable of delivering nuclear weapons
Murch 8-US Air Force Fellow, Foreign Affairs, Defense and Trade Division (March 7, 2008, Anthony,“The Next Generation Bomber: Background, Oversight Issues, and Options for Congress”, http://congressionalresearch.com/RL34406/document.php?study=The+Next+Generation+Bomber+Background+Oversight+Issues+and+Options+for+Congress)JCP
The Air Force expects the 2018 bomber to serve as an “interim fix” to bridge a bomber capability gap, allow it to retire a portion of the current bomber fleet, and position itself for development of a follow-on bomber with more advanced technologies such as hypersonic (faster than Mach 5) drive engines. While the Air Force has yet to release a formal bomber Request for Proposal, defense and industry experts expect the 2018 bomber program to call for the acquisition of around 100 stealthy bomber aircraft capable of high-subsonic flight and delivery of both nuclear and conventional munitions. It remains to be seen if a portion of the “next generation” 2018 bomber fleet will be designed to be unmanned. Both congressional and DOD mandates, however, point in the direction of at least a portion of the planned new fleet being unmanned. 

The next generation bomber will be nuclear capable

Air Force Times 11 – Citing Michael Donley Air Force Secretary (“New bomber could conduct long-range missions”, http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2011/02/air-force-new-bomber-could-do-long-range-missions-021211w/)JCP 

The Air Force will develop a bomber that can fly more than 5,000 nautical miles without refueling and conduct intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance inside enemy air defenses, according to current and former service officials and industry analysts.

Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced the project Jan. 6, but the Air Force refuses to disclose details of the aircraft or how many it intends to buy until it lays out its fiscal 2012 budget proposal later this month.

Service leaders, however, have talked in general about the new bomber, and a recently retired general officer puts the number to be ordered at 175.

Air Force Secretary Michael Donley has given the most complete official look at the aircraft, telling reporters Jan. 12 that the bomber would be an optionally unmanned, nuclear-capable, long-range aircraft that is part of a “family of systems” and will conduct ground surveillance and electronic attack. 
--xt Nuclear

The next generation bomber will be dual use and can be tested as early as this year
Murch 8- US Air Force Fellow, Foreign Affairs, Defense and Trade Division (March 7, 2008, Anthony,“The Next Generation Bomber: Background, Oversight Issues, and Options for Congress”, http://congressionalresearch.com/RL34406/document.php?study=The+Next+Generation+Bomber+Background+Oversight+Issues+and+Options+for+Congress)JCP
Analysts have noted that it is highly unlikely that all of these attributes can be achieved in a single aircraft by the 2018 timeframe. However, Rebecca Grant of IRIS  notes the following list of capabilities and program milestones are solidifying with respect to the 2018 bomber:

! Total Buy: ~100 aircraft
! Combat Radius: 2000 Nautical miles minimum (unrefueled)

! Payload: 28,000 lb.
! Speed: “High Subsonic”

! 2 Engines

! Very Low Observable — Improved Stealth technology
! Manned cockpit

! Nuclear-capable


! Technology reaching maturity by 2009

! Demonstration flight by 2011 


A2: Tech barriers
The tech for a next generation bomber exists today and the bomber is certain to be dual use
Grant et al. 8- PhD., Senior fellow at the Lexington institute, other members of the group included General John Jumper, USAF, Ret., General William Hartzog, USA, Ret., General Gregory S. Martin, USAF, Ret., Admiral John B. Nathman, USN, Ret., Lieutenant General Gordon Fornell, USAF, Ret., Lieutenant General Lansford Trapp, USAF, Ret., Major General Don Sheppard, ANG, Ret., and Major General Rick Lewis, USAF, Ret (September 2008, Rebecca, “Technology Readiness for a New Long Range Bomber”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/technology-readiness.pdf)JCP
What does the Air Force need to do to deter and counter the threats beyond 2015? How ready is the technology?

“In order to make 2018, you have to use the far end of the technology you have your hands on,” said General Ron Keys, Air Combat Command, when discussion of the new bomber heated up in 2006.5

 The good news is that while the operational risk forecast has darkened, there’s a “silver lining” in increased technology readiness. Several technologies have progressed in recent years to the point where the USAF can develop and deploy a much more advanced stealth bomber. Design and manufacturing for low observables is much more mature now that major hurdles in stealth coatings and software have been mastered. Beyond this, it’s possible to combine stealth and electronic countermeasures to a greater extent than ever before. This bomber will have offensive and defensive sensors, data and communications links akin to those of the F-22 and the F-35. Key subsystems which weren’t yet in operation when the B-2 was developed are now at significant levels of maturity. 

Based on this technology progression, the Air Force has outlined characteristics of the new bomber in broad form:

•
 Combat radius of about 2000-3000 miles
•
 Payload of up to 28,000 lbs.
•
 Subsonic engines capable of speeds just below Mach 1

•
 Improved stealth signature 

•
 Manned systems, at least in the first tranche

•
 Nuclear and conventional-weapons capable
The Air Force has done well to set for industry a broad set of requirements. Final specifications for the bomber may vary. For example, early proposals for the B-2 bomber discussed 12,000 lbs. of payload but the bomber ended up able to carry 40,000 lbs. Trade-offs to set final performance parameters will depend on how the industry teams approach the top-level requirements, and how the customer, the Air Force, ultimately sets its threat assessment and finalized operational concept. 
AT: Mitchell Institute Study That Says Bombers Don’t Effect Deterrence

The Mitchell Institute didn’t consider threats from new proliferants or terrorists

Gonyea, 9  - Reserve Officer Association Assistant Director of Communications (Andrew, “Determining Our Nuclear Course,” 12/15, http://reserveofficer.blogspot.com/2009/12/determining-our-nuclear-course.html)

Despite the Mitchell Institute recommendations, we are likely to see more come out of the 2010 QDR on this topic. The 2010 QDR process has already indicated the potential need for a new bomber. This review will likely include focus on possible rogue threats such as Iran and responses to terrorist access to nuclear weapons – threats that the Mitchell paper admittedly does not consider. The paper focuses only on potential threats from nuclear-capable peer countries Russia and China. A review of comprehensive threats may determine a need to retain a nuclear triad.

The Mitchell Institute paper never even considered regional WMD in its calculus for deterrence

Johnson et al, 9 – senior analyst with the Northrop Grumman Analysis Center, study was commissed by the Mitchell Institute for Airpower Studies (Dana, “Triad, Dyad, Monad? Shaping the Nuclar Force for the Future”, December, http://www.afa.org/mitchell/reports/MP5_Triad_1209.pdf)

This paper examines alternative options for optimizing deterrence and stabil- ity while reducing numbers of operationally deployed warheads (ODW) and strategic delivery vehicles. Here we focus on deterring the nuclear forces of peer or near-peer states—Russia and the People’s Republic of China (PRC)—and do not address threats posed by rogue states, fractured states possessing weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capabilities, or global terrorist threats. While not addressed in this paper, we presume that future force planning will take appropriate steps to deter and defend against these emerging threats.6

AT: Nuclear Bombers Hurt Crisis Stability

Bombers are the most important tool of crisis stability – they signal intent and demonstrate deterrence credibility

Johnson et al, 9 – senior analyst with the Northrop Grumman Analysis Center, study was commissed by the Mitchell Institute for Airpower Studies (Dana, “Triad, Dyad, Monad? Shaping the Nuclar Force for the Future”, December, http://www.afa.org/mitchell/reports/MP5_Triad_1209.pdf)

Signaling alert/readiness changes: An important element of stability is the capability to send signals during a crisis. Bombers are the most flexible tool in this regard. Bombers can be used to signal concern by increasing alert levels, dispersing, or flying to airborne alert orbit locations, but because of their slow flight speed (relative to missiles), they do not pose a serious threat of a surprise “bolt-from-the-blue” attack. Bombers can also be recalled once launched—a capability that missiles do not possess. SSBNs can embark from their ports to increase the number of submarines on station—transmit- ting highly significant signals that alert levels (and concern) are increasing. Conversely, SSBNs on station can surface to show themselves or return to port, demonstrating that tensions have eased. Mobile ICBMs, like SSBNs, can also deploy from garrison to send signals, but ICBMs in silos have little capability in this regard. In all of these moves, there is a delicate relation- ship between sending signals of resolve, thus enhancing deterrence, and positioning forces for a strike, thereby decreasing crisis stability.

AT: Nuclear bomber training unsafe

Nuclear safety is improving under the new Global Strike Command

Global Security Newswire, 9 (“Air Force Missile Wings Pass Snap Inspections,” 12/15

http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20091215_4148.php)

The new U.S. Air Force Global Strike Command last week conducted its first unannounced inspections of the three nuclear missile wings it oversees (see GSN, Dec. 2).

In the Dec. 8 nuclear surety checks, groups of nine or 10 inspectors watched wing personnel carry out security and maintenance work and examined qualifications and certifications for the units. The inspection officials included members of U.S. Strategic Command and representatives from the Air Force Inspections Agency.

"Inspections will be a big part of how we do business in Air Force Global Strike Command. These initial inspections are a way for us to gauge two things: both our own ability to carry out inspections as a new command and to gauge our readiness to properly carry out the mission at our three missile wings," Lt. Gen. Frank Klotz, head of the Global Strike Command, said in a press release.

The nuclear command began operations in August as part of an Air Force effort to improve oversight over its nuclear arsenal. The move follows security lapses that included the accidental transfer of nuclear-armed cruise missiles across the country and the accidental shipping of nuclear missile parts to Taiwan.

The command on Dec. 1 took over management of the 90th Missile Wing at F.E. Warren Air Force Base in Wyoming, the 91st Missile Wing at Minot Air Force Base in North Dakota and the 341st Missile Wing at Malmstrom Air Force Base in Montana.

"The idea of a spot, or no-notice inspection like this is to ensure we in Air Force Global Strike Command are doing the right thing, the right way, every day," Col. Sandy Finan, the nuclear command's inspector general, said in the statement. "The fundamental question we were trying to answer was, 'Are the airmen we are sending to the field properly trained and certified to accomplish the tasks they are doing?'"

Securing and maintaining part of the U.S. nuclear arsenal "requires an uncompromising adherence to standards and superior technical weapons systems expertise. We are proud and delighted to have gained highly skilled and disciplined teams from Air Force Space Command," Klotz added (U.S. Air Force release, Dec. 14).

Overall nuclear bomber training and readiness is increasing

Grossman, 9 (Elaine, Global Security Newswire, “Report Calls for Moving to U.S. Nuclear “Dyad,” Dropping Triad’s Bomber Leg,” 12/16, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20091216_4020.php)

Without top-level support from Defense Secretary Robert Gates, though, it is unclear whether Air Force Secretary Michael Donley or Chief of Staff Gen. Norton Schwartz might be expected to embrace such an argument.

Gates last year fired Donley's and Schwartz's predecessors -- then-Secretary Michael Wynne and Chief of Staff Gen. Michael Moseley -- citing a "lack of effective Air Force leadership oversight" and commitment when it came to nuclear weapons. The highly public ousters followed revelations about major incidents in which the service had lost tight control over nuclear weapons and components (see GSN, June 6, 2008).

Since then, the Air Force has altered its bomber aircraft training to improve security and readiness, among other measures. However, some critics charge that the Defense Department has overreacted in ushering in these Air Force changes, sapping resources and focus away from crucial conventional combat missions (see GSN, April 27).

The Air Force is revitalizing the nuclear mission

Sirak, 9 (Michael, Air Force Magazine, “The Nuclear Force Revival,” 2/5, http://www.stratcom.mil/news/article/56/the_nuclear_force_revival/)

With the release last October of the strategic planning document "Reinvigorating the Air Force Nuclear Enterprise," USAF unveiled a comprehensive plan to strengthen its handling of ICBM forces and nuclear-capable bombers. The service says that implementing this plan is top priority.

Now under way are numerous projects that seek to transform Air Force organizations, operations, and culture. They include the mammoth task of establishing a new major command, Air Force Global Strike Command, to bring together oversight of nuclear-armed Minuteman III missiles and B-2A and B-52H bomber units.

The goal is to restore high-quality, Cold War-style stewardship to USAF's daily execution of its nuclear mission and, in the process, remove any lingering doubts about the service's dedication on this score. Indeed, the standard by which airmen are judged will be nothing less than perfection.

That’s the root cause of their accidents arguments

Congress and Law, 9  (Congress and Law blog, “U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces: Bombers” 11/2, http://congressandlaw.blogspot.com/2009/11/us-strategic-nuclear-forces-bombers.html)

This focus began to shift, however, in 2008. Several recent studies have noted that a lack of attention paid in the Air Force and, more broadly, in DOD, to the bombers’ nuclear mission seems to be one of the factors that led to the episode in August 2007, when a B-52 bombers flew from Minot to Barksdale with six cruise missiles that carried live nuclear warheads. 71 The Air Force is pursuing a number of organizational and procedural changes to increase its focus on the nuclear mission and “reinvigorate” its nuclear enterprise. For example, it plans to “stand-up” a B-52 bomber squadron that will focus specifically on the nuclear mission.72 This new unit would add 10 bombers to the 12 already deployed at Minot. While all the B-52 bomber crews and aircraft will retain their nuclear roles, this added squadron will participate in a greater number of nuclear exercises and training missions. The aircraft in the squadron will rotate from other missions, but will remain designated as the nuclear squadron for full year. The Air Force hopes this construct will improve not only the operational proficiency of the crews, but also their morale and their confidence in the value of the nuclear mission. The Air Force expects the new squadron to begin its operations late in 2009 or early in 2010. With this change, Secretary of Defense Gates stated, in April 2009, that the Air Force now planned to retain 76 B-52 bombers.
***F-35

1NC F-35

C) F-35 dodged a bullet recently but is still on the table for upcoming cuts McCain will use spending as an excuse to campaign against it
Clark 7/5 – former editor of DoDBuzz and Pentagon correspondent for Military.com, found the Washington Aerospace Briefing and former national security issues correspondent for Congressional Quarterly, now editor of AOL Defense (“SASC Anger With Lockheed's F-35 Put Program Near Death”,http://defense.aol.com/2011/07/05/sasc-anger-with-lockheeds-f-35-put-program-near-death/)JCP

Washington: A little-noticed but extraordinary event took place during the Paris Air Show and it had nothing to do with the show. The Senate Armed Services Committee came within a whisker of officially killing the F-35 program.

The June 21 vote in a closed committee session came on an amendment offered by Sen. John McCain of Arizona, the self-styled crusader against Pentagon cost-overruns and sharp critic of the F-35 in recent times.

The amendment basically said that if the JSF Lot 4 cost rose more than 10 percent over the target cost the Pentagon's largest weapon system would, as happened with the V-22, would be placed on probation. If costs kept rising at the same rate for a year then the program would be canceled. That's right -- the Senate Armed Services Committee nearly voted to approve a measure that could result in the world's largest program being canceled in 18 months should costs keep rising.

Just how significant was this vote? "The idea that the Senate came within one vote of almost killing the program is almost beyond belief," a Capitol Hill source said. The problem continues to be that several professional staff members -- and thus their bosses -- share "the perception that the program does not have a lot of controls in place," the source said, adding that several staffers feel strongly that Lockheed is getting "a lot of money" thrown at the F-35 program "but no one has actually solved the problems." And the assertion that Ash Carter, head of Pentagon acquisition, made that the F-35 might cost too much but is the Pentagon's only alternative -- what the source called the "too big to fail" argument -- angers the Hill aides "because it ties their hands."

McCain's comments after the vote would seem to substantiate that analysis.

"If this weapon system continues to have horrific cost overruns, as it has, then we've got to end it," McCain was reported saying by my Aviation Week colleague Jen DeMascio. And even though the measure died in markup, McCain told her he will keep pressing for it when the bill makes it to the Senate floor.

Lockheed, not surprisingly, declined to say much about why the vote occurred or what it might portend. "This vote occurred in a markup session that was closed to the public and we have no insight as to what was specifically discussed and why the vote turned out the way it did," said F-35 spokesman Michael Rein.

While it seems extremely unlikely the program might actually be killed -- who can imagine Lockheed letting costs get that far out of control after being confronted with such language -- McCain has shown over the years he is nothing if not persistent. And this measure clearly flows from his recent questioning of Carter during the SASC's F-35 hearing about what alternatives there might be to the JSF. Of course, McCain's House colleagues are unlikely to approve anything close to McCain's measure.

D) 
F35’s uniquely key to air superiority—multiple warrants

McHale 10 — executive editor of Military & Aerospace Electronics magazine(John, 4/20/10, “F-35 avionics: an interview with the Joint Strike Fighter's director of mission systems and software” http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/display/article-display.articles.military-aerospace-electronics.exclusive-content.2010.04.f-35-avionics-an-interview-with-the-joint-strike-fighters-director-of-mission-systems-and-software.QP129867.dcmp=rss.page=1.html |Daniel)

 What performance advantages does the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter have over current fighters including the F-22 Raptor? A: The F-35 is the only stealth multi-role fighter in the world. F-35's very low observable stealth properties enable deep penetration of the most sophisticated air defenses, including those expected to emerge in the 2020 time frame. With a full internal weapons payload (5500+ pounds), the F-35 can fly at Mach 1.6, launch air-to-air weapons at maximum speed, and even launch 2000-pound JDAMS supersonically. The F-35 possesses the most comprehensive and powerful avionics suite of any fighter that has ever flown, providing unprecedented situational awareness, command-and-control and network-centric warfare capability. The F-35 and F-22 are not competing designs. Each does some things better than the other, by design. The F-35 builds on much of the stealth, aerodynamic, and sensor technology pioneered on the F-22, but the F-35 is a decade newer, and carries more sensors and nearly four times more software code than the F-22
F-35 on the table

Misperceptions about the F-35 budget make it particularly susceptible to cuts – congress sees it as an approaching failure
Thompson 10- PhD. and Chief Operating Officer of the non-profit Lexington Institute and Chief Executive Officer of Source Associates,  e was Deputy Director of the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and taught graduate-level courses in strategy, technology and media affairs at Georgetown and Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government (Loren B., November 5, 2010, “Pentagon Factional Disputes Are A Key Driver Of F-35 Cost Increases”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/pentagon-factional-disputes-are-a-key-driver-of-f-35-cost-increases?a=1&c=1171)JCP

When the Pentagon released its latest cost estimates for the tri-service F-35 joint strike fighter program, many outsiders were aghast at the projected price-tag for the planes. Everyone knew it was the defense department's biggest development program, but the per-plane costs were a good deal higher than most people were expecting. Now Tony Capaccio of Bloomberg Business News is reporting that acquisition costs could go even higher due to development delays -- only a few months after policymakers restructured the program, supposedly to put it on a more predictable, executable path. So this program must be really fouled up, right?

Wrong. The same Pentagon report that disclosed the high cost projections also stated that all three variants of the plane were meeting key performance requirements and doing well in tests. It also said no major design or engineering concerns had been identified in any of the variants. That is still the case today. Minor engineering issues arise the same way they would in any other cutting-edge technology project, and software is taking longer than expected to generate and test, just as it seems to in every other new weapons program. But the F-35 program is basically in good shape. So why is there an endless drumbeat of bad news about the program's schedule and cost? 

The F-35 is becoming a target for future cuts
Thompson 7/18 -PhD. and Chief Operating Officer of the non-profit Lexington Institute and Chief Executive Officer of Source Associates,  e was Deputy Director of the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and taught graduate-level courses in strategy, technology and media affairs at Georgetown and Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government (Loren B., July 18, 2011 “A Bad Week For U.S. Air Power”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/a-bad-week-for-us-air-power?a=1&c=1171)JCP
 What made last week a little different than usual was news of two letters that senior members of the Senate Armed Services Committee sent to the Pentagon, criticizing programs intended to replace some of the oldest planes in the Air Force's fleet. One letter, from committee chairman Carl Levin and ranking minority member John McCain, complained about rising costs in the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter program, and requested an estimate for terminating the program. Another letter, from McCain alone, warned that Congress would not tolerate cost overruns in the KC-46 program to develop the Air Force's next-generation aerial refueling tanker.

The F-35 program is at extreme risk of being cut
Donnelly 7/21- a defense and security policy analyst, is the director of the Center for Defense Studies. He is the coauthor with Frederick W. Kagan of Lessons for a Long War: How America Can Win on New Battlefields ((Thomas, July 21, 2011, “Warning: Hollow Force Ahead!” http://www.aei.org/paper/100237)JCP
 Today America's military flies the same basic planes (e.g., F-15, F-16 and F/A-18 fighters; B-52, B-1 and B-2 bombers and a variety of support aircraft), sails the same basic ships (e.g., Trident ballistic missile and Los Angeles-class attack submarines, Aegis-equipped destroyers and cruisers, Nimitz-class aircraft carriers), and employs the same basic ground systems (e.g., Abrams tanks, Bradley fighting vehicles, Black Hawk and Apache helicopters) that it did at the end of the Cold War. The White House and Congress prematurely terminated, or never brought to production, follow-on systems such as the F-22 fighter, the Seawolf-class sub, or the Comanche helicopter. As a result, tens of billions have been invested on development with little fielded reward.

The F-35 fighter remains the sole major pillar of post-Cold War procurement--yet even that has been whittled away and now stands in danger. In his final day at the Pentagon, Secretary Gates said that purchases of F-35 fighters "might be cut back as part of the Pentagon's new budget review." Indeed, he had already placed the Marine Corps' variant of the F-35 on a two-year "probation." At the same time, while the Air Force has reduced its total F-35 procurement plans to about 1,700 aircraft, it has also identified a fighter shortfall of about 800 aircraft. The Air Force thus finds itself forced to extend the life of its existing F-15 and F-16 fleets. The Navy is in the same boat, and is extending its buy of F-18s fighters. Even these efforts to maintain an aging legacy fleet and buy additional fourth-generation tactical fighters are at risk due to budget cuts already underway. 

The F-35 program is on the table, bipartisan support is gaining against it the pentagon is fighting to keep it alive now

Tuscon Citizen 7/17 – qualified because the f-35 program is produced in Tuscon so it’s something frequently reported on in the Tuscon Citizen which is a local newspaper (“Glendale Luke AFB transitions, new missions could ripple”, http://tucsoncitizen.com/arizona-news/2011/07/17/glendale-luke-afb-transitions-new-missions-could-ripple/)JCP
 Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., although a staunch supporter of the F-35 mission’s coming to Luke, has been critical of the program as a budget hawk in Washington.

McCain recently called the program “unaffordable” and said “out-of-control” costs threaten to “put at risk every other major Defense procurement program.”

Republican and Democratic senators in May asked whether the military should seek alternatives to the F-35.

Despite problems, too much money and time have been poured into developing the F-35 to abandon the program, said John Schell, Peoria intergovernmental-affairs director.

“There’s too much at stake for these issues not to be figured out,” he said. 

F-35 is on the DOD chopping block

AFP 5/19 (AFP, one of the three largest news agencies in the world with Associated Press and Reuters, “Defense Department: F-35 fighter jet is ‘unaffordable’”, 5/19/11, http://www.rawstory.com/rs/2011/05/19/defense-department-f-35-fighter-jet-is-unaffordable/)
WASHINGTON – The cost of building the F-35 fighter jet, set to replace a large part of the US warplane fleet, is "unaffordable" in its current version and must be reviewed, the Pentagon's top acquisition official said Thursday.

"Over the lifetime of this program, the decade or so, the per-aircraft cost of the 2,443 aircraft we want has doubled in real terms," said Ashton Carter, the under secretary of defense for acquisition, technology and logistics.

"That's our forecast for how much the aircraft's going to cost.

"Said differently, that's what it's going to cost if we keep doing what we're doing. And that's unacceptable. It's unaffordable at that rate."

The cost of the plane has jumped to $385 billion, about $103 million per plane in constant dollars or $113 million in fiscal year 2011 dollars, said Christine Fox, the Defense Department's director of cost assessment and program evaluation.

Republican Senator John McCain called the figure "truly troubling," considering the original price was $69 million per airplane.

"The facts regarding this program are truly troubling," said McCain. "No program should expect to be continued with that kind of track record, especially in our current fiscal climate," said McCain.

"It seems to me we have to start at least considering alternatives"

The F-35 or Joint Strike Fighter (JSF), made by Lockheed Martin, is the Pentagon's most costly weapons program.

An additional appropriation of $4 billion brings the cost of development of the plane to $51 billion, "dismaying" figures," said Michigan Senator Carl Levin, who chairs the Senate Armed Services Committee.

"These are dismaying; indeed, they are disturbing numbers in costs to us and to the taxpayers of the United States," Levin said.

Carter attributed the cost overruns and delays to the plane's complexities and its radar-evading equipment, as well as the short-takeoff and vertical takeoff versions. And he said the culture of easy money at the Pentagon since 9/11 was also to blame.

"In the decade of ever-increasing defense budgets, which we just enjoyed, it was always possible for our managers, when they ran into a technical problem or a difficult choice, to reach for more money," said Carter. "And the money was available in the decade after 9/11."

F-35 on the chopping block

Cassata 5/19 (Donna, Political Editor for the Associated Press, “Lawmakers troubled by spiraling F-35 costs” 5/19/11, http://www.navytimes.com/news/2011/05/ap-military-lawmakers-spiraling-f-35-costs-051911/)

WASHINGTON — Estimates of the cost of the next generation fighter jet are unbelievable, a senior Pentagon official said Thursday as he insisted the program’s price tag must be reined in for the military to purchase more than 2,400 aircraft for the Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps.

Ashton Carter, who oversees acquisition, said there are no alternatives to the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, and the Defense Department was working to make the program affordable. The jet fighter’s costs have increased 26 percent while its schedule has slipped five years due to design changes, problems with software development and technical problems.

Democrats and Republicans on the Senate Armed Services Committee expressed frustration with the program, the Pentagon’s largest acquisition effort. Ten years into the program, the cost has jumped from $233 billion to $385 billion. Recent estimates say the entire program could exceed $1 trillion over 50 years.

“We can’t afford to pay that much,” Carter told the Senate Armed Services Committee. “ … Our objective is to make sure that those estimates don’t come true and that we do have an affordable program.”

Exasperated members of the committee pressed the Pentagon officials and a Lockheed Martin executive on what steps they were taking to get the program in line, explaining that Washington’s push for fiscal austerity would not allow excessive spending on the aircraft.

“We cannot sacrifice other important acquisitions in the DoD investment portfolio to pay for this capability,” said Sen. Carl Levin, D-Mich., chairman of the committee.

The panel’s top Republican, Sen. John McCain of Arizona, put it more bluntly.

“No program should expect to be continued with that kind of track record, especially in our current fiscal climate,” McCain said.

F-35 trades off

The F-35 is viewed as a bill-payer for other programs
Thompson 9- PhD. and Chief Operating Officer of the non-profit Lexington Institute and Chief Executive Officer of Source Associates,  e was Deputy Director of the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and taught graduate-level courses in strategy, technology and media affairs at Georgetown and Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government(Loren B., August 27,“What Cutting F-35 Would Mean For America”http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/what-cutting-f-35-would-mean-for-america)JCP

 The Pentagon's decision to kill the F-22 fighter was barely public before proponents of other priorities began calling for cuts in the nation's only other stealth fighter program, the F-35 Lightning II (also known as Joint Strike Fighter). Washington seems to be drifting into a low-threat / high-deficit era where there is no agreed framework for formulating future military priorities. The combination of receding terrorist threats and trillion-dollar annual budget shortfalls will put huge fiscal pressure on defense spending, with weapons programs likely to take the brunt of reductions.

In such an environment, it is likely that F-35 -- the biggest future weapons program -- will be continuously eyed as a bill-payer for other needs. We have been down this road before with programs like F-22, and we knows where it leads: each cut drives up the unit cost of the weapons system, setting the stage for further cuts in subsequent years. That cannot be allowed to happen to F-35, because the Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps are all counting on the program to preserve their tactical aircraft capabilities through mid-century. So are nine allies such as Israel, Italy and the United Kingdom, a number that will doubtless grow if the program is kept on schedule. 

The F-35 program has already had portions eliminated to make fund other programs – the next program might signal the end

Epoch Times 6/28 – A print and web news service that publishes in 17 languages, 33 countries and five continents (6/28/11, “Congressional Republicans Open to Defense Cuts” http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/united-states/congressional-republicans-open-to-defense-cuts-58382.html)JCP
In early January, Secretary Gates proposed his own cuts in the hopes of forestalling steeper cuts by Congress. Making the assumption that the United States will have largely withdrawn from Afghanistan by 2014, Gates announced a reduction of 27,000 Army troops, 15,000 Marines, and a 10 percent reduction in the defense contractor budget.

In an attempt to deal with Pentagon overhead, he also announced a plan to freeze civilian pay and suggested structural changes and delays in the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter program, including canceling the F-35’s F136 alternative engine.

In addition, Gates recommended canceling the Marine Expedition Fighting Vehicle and decided to put the Marine version of the Joint Strike Fighter, the F-35B, “on probation” for two years.

Gates argued against deeper cuts in the belief that they would jeopardize national security.

The F-35 is a prime target for cuts, empirical bipartisan support for loping off chunks of the program

NYT 11 (February 15, 2011, “House Votes to End Alternate Jet Engine Program” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/17/us/politics/17-f-35-engine.html)JCP

 In a sign that more than half the Republican freshmen are willing to cut military spending, the House voted 233 to 198 on Wednesday to cancel an alternate fighter jet engine that the Bush and Obama administrations had tried to kill for the last five years.

The vote was another instance in which some of the new legislators, including several affiliated with the Tea Party, broke ranks with the House speaker, John A. Boehner, Republican of Ohio, where the engine provided more than 1,000 jobs.

Of the 87 new Republican members, 47 voted to cancel the alternate engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, while 40 others voted to keep it alive.
Many of the freshmen Republicans in the House had been hesitant to trim military spending as part of their drive to reduce the nation’s large budget deficits.

But after forcing Mr. Boehner and other Republican leaders to propose greater cuts in domestic programs, they agreed to include $16 billion in military cuts in this year’s spending bill, which is being debated on the floor this week.

Killing the engine would cut an additional $450 million and save up to $3 billion over the next several years.

The Joint Strike Fighter is the nation’s most expensive weapons program, and eliminating the alternate engine would be one of the most noteworthy cancellations this year.

F-35s are on the chopping block and austere budget proposals will force tradeoffs

Cox 1/6 (Bob, political analyst for Newsweek, The San Francisco Chronicle, The New York Daily News, Congressional Quarterly, The Washington Examiner, and The Fort Worth Star-Telegram, “Gates expected to slice orders for F-35 as part of spending cuts”, Jan. 06, 2011, http://www.star-telegram.com/2011/01/05/2747365/gates-expected-to-slice-orders.html)
Lockheed spokesman John Kent said the company would not have any comment until Gates has announced his plans.

Until recently there had been speculation that Gates might decide to kill the F-35B, the complex short-takeoff-vertical-landing version for the Marines. It has had problems with component reliability, and testing is behind schedule.

Instead, most observers say, Gates agreed with the Marines to push back the timetable for the F-35B to allow fixes and adequate time for testing. But the delays add to the already rising cost of the aircraft.

Just a year ago, Gates restructured the F-35 program and committed additional funding to cover cost increases. He also fired the Marine general running the program and ordered an extensive review to determine what further problems were lurking.
That "technical baseline review," by new F-35 executive Vice Adm. David Venlet, has been used by Defense Department officials to fashion the new program schedule and budget. The F-35 is the largest defense program ever, and the Pentagon estimated a year ago that total costs would top $382 billion for development and acquisition of more than 2,400 jets.

Analysts say Gates is taking bold steps to try to spare the Pentagon from even deeper budget cuts, as newly elected Tea Party activists pledge that no government program should go unexamined.

The Pentagon was told by the White House to whittle down its long-range budget by as much as $150 billion, Thompson said, but Gates argued that only about $80 billion was practical. Still, the Obama administration directed the Defense Department to create a spending plan for 2012 that doesn't exceed $554 billion, instead of the $566 billion requested. The figure does not include war spending.

"Gates has done a good job so far in protecting the budget," Thompson said. "But the deficit is so huge and the other claims on the budget so big that he is starting to lose ground."
McCain hates F-35

McCain is ready to destroy the F-35 program,  new defense spending provides the opportunity he is looking for

The Hill 7/14 (7/14/2011, “Aide: McCain will oppose Pentagon plan to pay for new F-35 fighter cost spike” http://thehill.com/news-by-subject/defense-homeland-security/171601-aide-mccain-will-oppose-pentagon-plan-to-pay-for-new-f-35-cost-spike)JCP

Senate Armed Services Committee Ranking Member John McCain (R-Ariz.) will oppose a Pentagon request to transfer $264 million from other accounts to begin paying for a new $771 million cost spike, a Senate aide tells The Hill.

That news comes two days after McCain revealed this on Twitter: "Congress notified that first F-35 jets have cost overruns of $771M."

McCain, long a critic of the Lockheed Martin-led program, and one of the Senate's most outspoken and blunt members let his feelings about the new cost spikes be known in the same tweet. "Outrageous! Pentagon asking for $264M down payment now. Disgraceful," he tweeted.

The $771 million overrun covers the first 28 F-35s the Pentagon is buying. The Pentagon informed lawmakers on Monday of a need to move monies within its budget for a $264 million down payment, as the aide called it, via a reprogramming request sent across the Potomac River in June.

“I intend to strongly oppose future ‘reprogramming requests’ unless they can be fully justified to the American taxpayer," McCain said later Thursday in a statement.

“Any new requests for additional funding by the Department of Defense should be submitted to the Congress for formal review, debate, amendment, and approval by the appropriate defense committees and the full body of both Houses of Congress," McCain said. "This should be done as a request for emergency funding or be funded through supplemental appropriations legislation by Congress and offset against commensurate, identified cuts in spending.”

McCain and SASC Chairman Carl Levin (D-Mich.) wrote Defense Secretary Leon Panetta on Thursday to raise their concerns about the cost spike. 

Air Power

F-35 key to air defense, reconnaissance and military ground attacks but rising costs threaten it

Wardlaw and Gertje, 04/15 (Tanner and Conner for Lockheed Martin Corporation (the company that founded the F-35) “Lockheed Martin Corporation (NYSE:LMT)” on April 15, 2011 from http://leeds-faculty.colorado.edu/madigan/4820/Presentations%202011/Lockheed%20LMT%202011%20Wardlaw%20Gertje%20Report.pdf)

F-35 Lighting II – The F-35 is a multirole fighter designed for air defense, reconnaissance, and ground attack missions for the U.S military. The original intention of the government was to buy 2,443 F-35’s at a cost of $323 billion ending in approximately 2018, however rising costs of the program have placed that production amount in doubt, as demonstrated by the program being placed on a cost watch in January 2011. This stems from the Nunn-McCurdy process, which states the requirement “that a program be terminated if cost estimates increase by 50% above original program baseline, unless the [Department of Defense] makes prescribed Findings about the program.” However, the DoD certified that the continuation of the F-35 program is “essential to national security”, which provides some assurance that the program will continue with minimal to no cuts.The backlog for the F-35 increased in 2010 from 2009, meaning the orders of new F-35’s exceeded sales. One order of note, the Israeli government signed a letter of offer and acceptance with the U.S. government for the procurement of the F-35, and will be the first country to receive it through the government military sales process. As the fighter begins its introduction into service, it will drive future growth and offset future declines from the end of the F-22 program. 

F35’s key to air and ground superiority

Smith 07 — former U.S. Marine infantry leader, writes about military issues and has covered conflict in the Balkans and on the West Bank, author of six books, and his articles appear in a variety of publications. (W. Thomas, Jr., Jan 15 2007, “More Fighter than Pilot” http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/219713/more-fighter-pilot/w-thomas-smith-jr |Daniel

“This is the plane that — because of its stealth — will be able to go in and kick down the door on the first day of a war,” says Beesley. “If you look at last three wars, the first wave aircraft were the stealthy airplanes. Now we are coming into an era where rather than 50 stealthy airplanes, like the F-117; commanders of the future might have 500 to 1,000 to choose from.” KILLING MULTIPLE TARGETS In addition to stealth, speed, and maneuverability; the F-35 has increased range, and it carries a greater payload than the legacy fighters it is replacing (also a greater payload capability than the new F-22). It is able to simultaneously fight at least eight enemy planes, and, at the same time, lock-on to as many as 16 enemy ground targets. And it can track literally hundreds of targets for 360 degrees and at tracking distances that — though classified — far exceed the distances of the legacy jets.

F35’s uniquely key to air superiority—multiple warrants

McHale 10 — executive editor of Military & Aerospace Electronics magazine(John, 4/20/10, “F-35 avionics: an interview with the Joint Strike Fighter's director of mission systems and software” http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/display/article-display.articles.military-aerospace-electronics.exclusive-content.2010.04.f-35-avionics-an-interview-with-the-joint-strike-fighters-director-of-mission-systems-and-software.QP129867.dcmp=rss.page=1.html |Daniel)

 What performance advantages does the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter have over current fighters including the F-22 Raptor? A: The F-35 is the only stealth multi-role fighter in the world. F-35's very low observable stealth properties enable deep penetration of the most sophisticated air defenses, including those expected to emerge in the 2020 time frame. With a full internal weapons payload (5500+ pounds), the F-35 can fly at Mach 1.6, launch air-to-air weapons at maximum speed, and even launch 2000-pound JDAMS supersonically. The F-35 possesses the most comprehensive and powerful avionics suite of any fighter that has ever flown, providing unprecedented situational awareness, command-and-control and network-centric warfare capability. The F-35 and F-22 are not competing designs. Each does some things better than the other, by design. The F-35 builds on much of the stealth, aerodynamic, and sensor technology pioneered on the F-22, but the F-35 is a decade newer, and carries more sensors and nearly four times more software code than the F-22
Deterrence

F-35’s key to deterrence and air-to-ground superiority 

Lyle 09 — Tech Sergeant, Secretary of the Air Force Public Affairs (Amaani, April 3, 2009, “Air Force takes combat air acquisitions priorities to Hill” http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123142749 |Daniel)

WASHINGTON (AFNS) -- As airpower takes on an increasingly critical role in the joint fight, Air Force and Navy officials testified before the House Appropriations Committee March 25 here to outline the services' top combat air acquisition priorities. Lt. Gen. Mark D. "Shack" Shackelford, the acquisition deputy to the assistant secretary of the Air Force, and Navy Vice Adm. David Artchitzel, the principal deputy for research, development and acquisition, discussed the futures of their respective services' fighter and bomber fleets. General Shackelford compared and contrasted the two fifth generation fighters, the F-22 Raptor and the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Lightning II. Each model possesses unique complementary and essential capabilities that together provide the necessary speed, stealth and maneuverability to maintain superiority across the spectrum of conflict, he added. "F-22s from today's production line will be equipped with upgraded radar for enhanced ground mapping capability, while the F-35, through the Cooperative Avionics Test Bed, provides unprecedented risk reduction in a major weapon system not seen in any legacy program," the general said. F-22s can find, fix, track and target enemy air and surface-based threats, ensuring air dominance for all joint forces. General Shackelford said the F-22s are in year six of a 13-year planned two-part modernization. The general continued that the F-35 was designed from the bottom up to be the Air Force's premiere surface-to-air-missile killer and is "uniquely equipped for the mission with its cutting edge processing power, synthetic aperture radar integration techniques and advance target recognition." Using "smart" Joint Direct Attack Munitions and eight small-diameter bombs, the aircraft will have the capacity to find and fire upon still and moving ground targets. The system can also convey data to the pilot's helmet visor to facilitate target detection. "This is the timeless paradox of deterrence," General Shackelford said. "The best way to avoid war is to show your enemies, and potential enemies, that you have the ability, the will, and the resolve to defeat them." 

F-35 fighter jets are key to future military cost effectiveness and deterrence.

Goure 11 – Vice President at the Lexington Institute and former Deputy Director, International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (7/20, Daniel, Lexington Institute, “Defense Strategy, Budget Cuts, and the F-35B”, http://www.defpro.com/news/details/26477/?SID=91f8a86cb93d2911325ee863a4354a51) NYan

One commonly assailed program in a number of defense budget reduction plans is the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter and specifically the F-35B, the short takeoff and landing variant. This is a short-sighted approach that fails to recognize the additional operational flexibility DoD will gain by deploying the F-35B. The operation of U.S. and Italian Harriers in Libya is a clear demonstration of the value of vertical/short takeoff and landing aircraft. The F-35B will be able to operate from the U.S. fleet of large deck amphibious warfare ships, thus doubling the number of ships from which the U.S. can deploy high performance aircraft. Deploying the F-35Bs will reduce the demand on the Navy’s nuclear- powered aircraft carriers. A Navy task force consisting of an F-35B-equipped amphib, Aegis capable DDG-51/CG 47 and an SSGN or Virginia-class submarine with cruise missiles could defeat the next Libyan-class threat almost singlehandedly. 

A combination of large deck aircraft carriers and aircraft-deploying amphibs can address the current mid-intensity threat while providing deterrence of prospective future long-term high-intensity adversaries. It will be difficult for DoD to meet the range of challenges the nation is likely to face in the future cost effectively with a force that consists only of the big aircraft carriers. Moreover, operating the nuclear carriers is a very expensive proposition. Buying the F-35B makes sense both in terms of operational flexibility and overall cost-effectiveness. 

Heg

The F-35 program has become a target for future cuts and trade-offs, terminating the program would destroy US international leadership and aviation industry
Donnelly 7/18 - a defense and security policy analyst, the director of the Center for Defense Studies. He is the coauthor with Frederick W. Kagan of Lessons for a Long War: How America Can Win on New Battlefields (Thomas, “An Extremely Immodest Proposal” http://www.weeklystandard.com/print/blogs/extremely-immodest-proposal_576967.html?page=2)JCP
In a letter to new Defense Secretary Leon Panetta last week, Senators Carl Levin and John McCain, the top men on the Senate Armed Services Committee, suggested it was time to look into terminating the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter program. Angered by cost increases for the first three lots of low-rate production on the Lightning, the two senators asked Panetta to tell them “what would be our legal obligations and our costs if we were to terminate the F-35 program now.”

No doubt the legal and monetary obligations would be great, but the strategic, operational, and defense industrial consequences of terminating the F-35 program would be catastrophic. To begin with, the F-35 is a multinational program. To kill it would not only yank the rug out from under America’s closest friends and allies – long-time partners like Great Britain, Australia, and Canada, for example – but destroy the prospects for closer partnerships in the Middle East and, particularly, the Asia-Pacific, where Japan, Korea and Singapore are likely F-35 customers. And it would forestall the opportunity to share a common fifth-generation aircraft with others like India, which could only turn to Russia or try to develop such an aircraft on its own. Terminating the F-35 would be the clearest signal one can imagine, even beyond retreat from Iraq or Afghanistan, that the United States no longer will assume the burdens of international security.

Terminating the F-35, or simply terminating the F-35B short take off vertical landing (or STOVL), would be fatal for the Marine Corps as a serious war fighting service. The modernization of the Marines is already at risk; the V-22 Osprey tilt-rotor transport turned out to be more difficult and more expensive than anticipated, and last year the Obama administration cancelled the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle, which would have given the Marines both enhanced amphibious assault capability but, even more important, more firepower and mobility ashore. The Marines’ AV-8B Harriers – a development of the original British jump jet – are at the end of their service life, and the Marines’ F-18s cannot operate from Marine amphibious assault ships. And there’s hardly reason to have the big-deck amphibs without the F-35B. Conversely, operating a fifth-generation aircraft would give the Marine Corps a new viability in small-scale contingencies – think Libya – and allow them to contribute to more challenging “anti-access, area-denial” contingencies in East Asia or in an Iran-type operation. Similar challenges face the Navy; without a fifth-generation aircraft, its own aircraft carriers are increasingly irrelevant to high-end strike campaigns. 

Ending the F-35 program would also eviscerate what remains of the American military aviation industry. Only two companies in the world have prime contractor experience in building manned “stealth” aircraft, Northrop Grumman and Lockheed Martin. Northrop’s B-2 bomber, designed in the late 1970s, was last bought in 1997; only 21 of a planned 132 bombers. Northrop is no longer in that business. Lockheed built the F-117 Nighthawk, the first stealth fighter, another 1970s design and also long out of production.  Lockheed also builds the F-22 Raptor, but that program was ended (with just 187 of a planned 750 aircraft produced) two years ago and the last F-22 will soon roll off the line.  The F-35 line itself was sized (and the workforce planned) to build up to several hundred planes a year; under current plans, it’s not going to reach maximum efficiency. Indeed, the company may have to lay off workers. There’s no other place for the designers, engineers, or management to go; the investment, knowledge, and production experience to make stealthy, manned combat aircraft will rapidly disappear.

Of course, the two senators know all this; the letter is meant to pressure and publicly punish the Pentagon and Lockheed. But in this season of deficit, debt, and budget wrangling, politicians’ posturing can have consequences. Former Defense Secretary Robert Gates already had placed the STOVL variant of the F-35 on two-year “probation.” Gates also recently suggested – it was no surprise, really – that the new round of defense budget cuts introduced by the Obama administration (which have now risen from $400 to $500 billion in future spending, and are still rising) would result in fewer F-35s being bought. And with few other procurement programs left – across any of the military services – the F-35 is a big, juicy target for people wearing green eyeshades.

I thought that way once, more than ten years ago. As the principal scribe for the defense report of the Project for the New American Century, I argued that it would be preferable to buy more F-22s than to proceed with the massive F-35 program, which put so many eggs in a single basket with so many engineering problems still to be sorted out. But McCain and Levin are suggesting that we now do to the F-35 what was done to the F-22: terminate the effort with development and a tiny amount of procurement.

That’s no longer a responsible choice or a realistic position. I’ve only outlined the consequences of terminating the F-35 and closer analysis would only reveal more problems. Loren Thompson of the Lexington Institute described the McCain-Levin letter as part of a “bad week for U.S. airpower.” But it was more than that. The letter calls into question the future of American military power in its broadest sense. 

F35’s key to military superiority—30-40 years of sky domination, enemy defense infiltration, air support

Majumdar 5/16 — Military and Civil Aviation Examiner (Dave, May 15, 2011, “F-35 Tests Proceed, Revealing F/A-18-Like Performance” http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=6525163&c=AME&s=AIR |Daniel)

Thomas, who is also an F/A-18 pilot and a graduate of the Navy's Top Gun program and the Marines' Weapons and Tactics Instructor Course, agreed that all three variants should be lethal in the within-visual-range fight. Beyond visual range, the aircraft's radar and stealthiness will enable it to dominate the skies, Thomas said. Stealth will allow the F-35 to go into the teeth of enemy air defenses, which are becoming increasingly lethal, Thomas said. The Marines intend to operate the F-35 for 30 to 40 years, when stealth may be required even for close-air support. "Stealth is going to be a requirement," Thomas said, echoing a point one normally hears mostly from U.S. Air Force officials. Alongside stealth, the sensors and networking are crucial to the F-35 program.

Israel

F35’s k2 Israeli deterrence, security, and sense of security—also solves terrorism

Sweetman 10 — Editor in Chief of Defense Technology International (Bill, 8/16/10, “Israel, Deterrence and the F-35” http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/blogs/defense/index.jsp?plckController=Blog&plckScript=blogScript&plckElementId=blogDest&plckBlogPage=BlogViewPost&plckPostId=Blog:27ec4a53-dcc8-42d0-bd3a-01329aef79a7Post:711f4054-a5d5-4a96-b123-3073bc9d9398 |Daniel)

Israel's announcement of a forthcoming decision to acquire 20 F-35As, for delivery between 2015 and 2017, happened to come the week after the big Strategic Command symposium on deterrence in Omaha. One of the speakers was Avi Schnurr, executive director of the Israel Missile Defense Association, and what he said is, I think, relevant in understanding what Israel might do with a 20-strong F-35 force. Schnurr pointed out that Israel's deterrent philosophy is, first of all, based on the principle of "denying benefit" - that is, putting the adversary in a position where he is not confident that his attack will work: hence, the huge US-Israeli investment in ballistic missile defense (BMD). But, Schnurr adds, it is denying benefit "with a twist. It's not a win/loss calculation. It's the case of an ideologically driven enemy whose aim is to credibly project a vision of victory and intimidate other powers in the region." As a result, Israel sees the need to ensure that missile attacks visibly fail, and Schurr points out that there are three elements to missile defense: active BMD, passive defense and attack. "The combination of all three is very powerful", he told the Omaha meeting. Passive defense, by the way, goes beyond shelters: Israel is hardening its infrastructure against electromagnetic pulse and similar threats and developing recovery plans. Attacking adversary missile systems on the ground, meanwhile, "suppresses the launch rate and makes active defenses more effective." Schnurr says that the IDF learned a lot about counter-missile operations very quickly in the 2006 Lebanon war - and points out that the ideological opponent outlined above does not want to suffer a visible defeat. While I have taken issue with Lockheed Martin's claims that the JSF does everything better than any other fighter for less money, even its critics and competitors concede that it should do a competent job of doing what its biggest customer wanted: a sort of Super F-117, with the addition of adverse-weather and moving-target sensors, and the situational awareness and self-defense capability to survive in daylight. Moreover, if your goal was to use a small force of F-35Is as a counter-missile sniper force, there are a lot of things you could do to improve it, with greater or lesser difficulty. If you were willing to trade sortie rates and maintenance times for stealth (as was done on the F-117 and B-2) you could apply more external coatings. If your mission does not require supersonic speed you could even change the engine nozzle. You could also provide outside support in the form of stand-in jamming from UAVs. It's even conceivable - since Rafael is thinking in that direction - that a customized F-35 could pack its own active missile defense system, and its DAS would be quite useful in targeting something of that kind. That capability faces an adversary, particularly one trying to deploy nuclear missiles or other weapons of mass destruction, into a defensive posture. The missiles either have to be bunkered and vulnerable to a hard-target weapon attack, or mobile, which makes them hard to find, but also hard to defend and easy to kill. In either case they are susceptible to non-nuclear attack. 

--xt Israel will buy

Israel will buy F35’s—it’s key to deterrence and timing is key over capabilities

Pfeffer 3/9 — top Israeli journalist (Anshel, March 9, 2011, “In bid for air superiority, Israel may wait for better jets” http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/news/in-bid-for-air-superiority-israel-may-wait-for-better-jets-1.348009 |Daniel)

Israel might accept deliveries of the new F-35 fighter jet later than planned to make sure the planes have the capabilities the air force requires. The Israel Air Force is due to receive the planes from manufacturer Lockheed Martin beginning in late 2015. But the current development speed means that if Israel takes the planes on schedule, they will be from the first batch of production, lacking the advanced electronics, communications and radar functions that Israel demands. Third-batch jets that feature these capabilities will not be delivered before late 2016. Teams from the IAF and the Defense Ministry have left for the United States in the past two weeks to take part in discussions between Lockheed Martin and the U.S. Air Force. The sides will plan production and the various delivery dates. The Israel Air Force now believes that timing must be considered against capabilities. The IAF wants to acquire the jets as soon as possible to increase its technological lead over other countries in the region. This would bolster the air force's deterrent capabilities. However, the IAF also fears that even at the price of $100 million per unit, it may eventually end up with a jet lacking the advanced capabilities it needs. A meeting headed by the director-general of the Defense Ministry, Maj. Gen. Udi Shani, is scheduled to take place in two months to sum up the work of the teams that visited the United States and to decide whether the purchasing agreement of 25 jets already signed needs to be changed.

Israel will buy F35s

Defense Industry Daily 7/14 (July 14, 2011, “Israeli Plans to Buy F-35s Moving Forward” http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/israel-plans-to-buy-over-100-f35s-02381/  |Daniel

In an exclusive June 2006 interview, Israeli Air Force (IAF) chief procurement officer Brigadier-General Ze’ev Snir told Israel’s Globes publication that the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter was a key part of their IAF recapitalization plans, and that Israel intends to buy over 100 of the fighters to replace their F-16s over time. Since then, however, the expected cost of that purchase has more than doubled. The necessary contract ad to deal with that sticker shock, with issues like the incorporation of Israeli technologies and industrial work, and with slips in the internal F-35 program. Israel was even contemplating delaying its purchase, which would have removed an important early adopter for the multi-national program. In the end, however, Israel decided to forego other fighter options, and became the first foreign contract for operational F-35s… The IAF currently flies 27 F-15I “Raam” Strike Eagles and 102 F-16I “Soufa” fighters as its high-end strike force. Another 72 F-15 A-D and 224 F-16 A-D models form the backbone of its force, making Israel the world’s 2nd largest F-16 operator. The plan was that Israel would phase out its F-16A “Netz” models in particular, as a smaller number of new F-35s replaced first the Netz fighters, and then more advanced F-16 A-D models. A 100-plane F-35A deal would have cost at least $5 billion under Israel’s original estimates, and would involve the F-35A conventional take-off Air Force version. Snir added that: “The IAF would be happy to equip itself with 24 F-22s but the problem at this time is the US refusal to sell the plane, and its $200 million price tag.”

Tech Leadership

Budget reductions will target the f-35 program which is essential to US tech leadership

Horgan 7/22- reporting for iPolitics.ca he has also written for Calgary Herald and the Globe and Mail ipoltiics CA is a news service for Ottawa (7/22/11, Colin, “Second F-35 delivered, think tanks lament possible cuts to program”, http://ipolitics.ca/2011/07/22/second-f-35-delivered-think-tanks-lament-possible-cuts-to-program/)JCP *Canadians are highly interested in buying F-35 jets once they are produced so their media reports on production issues frequently

According to a statement from Lockheed Martin, the jets will be used at the base for training F-35 pilots and mechanics who will begin course work at Eglin’s new F-35 Integrated Training Center in the fall.

At the same time, three U.S. think tanks jointly released a small report on the challenges faced by further defence budget cuts. The paper, compiled by the American Enterprise Institute, the Heritage Foundation, and the Foreign Policy Initiative is titled “Warning: Hollow Forces Ahead!” It argues further cuts will make the U.S. military a “’hollow force,’ characterized by fewer personnel and weapons systems, slowed military modernization, reduced readiness for operations, and continued stress on the all-volunteer force.”

“If realized, this modern day ‘hollow force’ will be less capable of securing America’s interests and preserving the international leadership role that rests upon military preeminence,” it says.

The backgrounder paper then lists a number of assumptions about the U.S. military, and sets to debunk them.

One of the myths highlighted by the think tanks is that the U.S. armed forces “will continue to enjoy a technological advantage over any and all adversaries.” The paper argues this isn’t true, and uses the F-35 as an example.

Citing Secretary of Defense Robert Gates suggestion that purchases of F-35 fighters might be cut back, the fact that the F-35B variant has been put on probation, and that the Air Force has reduced its planned procurement to 1,700 planes, the paper argues that the cuts have “mortgaged the future to pay for the present.”

“The looming budget cuts will diminish the number of current procurements like the F-35 fighter, while also delaying the day when more revolutionary capabilities will be developed and fielded,” the paper states. 

A2: F-35 cuts inev

The DoD is fighting to keep the F-35 alive now but new spending would jeopardize its chance of surviving
Bloomberg 5/24 – (May 24, 2011, “Gates Says Military Troop Cuts May Protect F-35, Submarine” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-05-24/defense-secretary-says-cuts-needed-to-protect-core-priorities.html)JCP
Outgoing U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said the Pentagon may have to cut pay, benefits and the size of the armed forces to reduce costs while protecting weapons programs such as Lockheed Martin Corp. (LMT)’s F-35 fighter jet.

President Barack Obama’s goal of paring $400 billion over the next 12 years from the defense budget won’t be accomplished by piecemeal trimming or efficiency savings, Gates said in a speech at the American Enterprise Institute, a policy group in Washington. Meeting the goal will require “real cuts” and “real choices,” he said.

“To reduce the resources and the size of the U.S. military, people need to make conscious choices about what the implications are for the security of the country,” said Gates, who plans to retire next month once the Senate likely confirms his successor, Central Intelligence Agency Director Leon Panetta.

“To shirk this discussion of risks and consequences and the hard decisions that must follow, I would regard as managerial cowardice,” said Gates, 67, who first entered government service in 1966.

Boeing Co. (BA)’s new Air Force refueling tanker and Lockheed Martin’s F-35 Joint Strike Fighter are among the programs that must be retained, Gates said. Other priorities include building more Navy ships and replacing its ballistic missile submarine fleet, he said. 
Cuts to the F-35 program are coming- it’s just of question of how much.

Capaccio and Gienger 6/29 (Tony and Viola, Bloomberg, “Lockheed F-35 May Face Cuts in Budget Review, Gates Says”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-29/lockheed-s-f-35-strike-fighter-may-face-cuts-in-budget-review-gates-says.html) NYan

Lockheed Martin Corp. (LMT)’s F-35 fighter program might be cut back as part of the Pentagon’s new budget review, even as there is a strong need for the program, departing U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said today.

“The issue will be less ‘whether’ we go forward with the plane than how many we ultimately buy,” Gates said during an interview with Bloomberg News on his last full day at the Pentagon.

Asked if the Pentagon’s costliest weapons program was endangered because of deficit reduction pressures, Gates said, “potentially, one of the issues could be the size of the buy.”

A2: We trade with other programs

The F-35 JSF Program is the most likely program to be cut by the DOD

Pennartz 10 (Sam, Senior Project Engineer on the VH-71 Presidential Helicopter Program at Lockheed Martin. Who specializes in acquisition & sustainment logistics engineering, enterprise resource planning, and industrial production management, “F-35 JSF Program faces cuts from Federal Deficit pressure”, November 17, 2010, http://www.glgroup.com/News/F-35-JSF-Program-faces-cuts-from-Federal-Deficit-pressure-51531.html)
The post midterm election voter-induced new found mood among Congressional members appears to be; to not increase taxes or reduce entitlements.
Although the DoD is only 20% of the federal budget, the most likely DoD target for cutting spending will be the most expensive weapon system Acquisition program on record; the upwards of $382 Billion dollar F-35 JSF Program.  Lockheed Martin is the Pentagon's prime contractor for the over schedule, over budget, F-35 Program.
According to the U.S. Treasury Department, "social spending (e.g., Health and Human Services, HUD, and Agriculture) is the largest item in our federal budget", not the Department of Defense.  In fact the DoD share of the FY2011 budget request is only at $712 Billion of the $3.5 TRILLION federal spending plan.
The proposed FY2011 DoD budget provides $11.5 billion for the F-35 Program, which includes the procurement of a total of 20 aircraft for the Navy and Marine Corps and 23 aircraft for the Air Force.  A recent British defense and security review said that the UK would reduce F-35 operating costs 25 percent by dropping the USMC STOVL model. This could cause the unit cost of the USMC's F-35B STOVL model to go up, possibly enough to make it unaffordable.  However, allowing Israel to purchase $3 Billion dollars worth of F-35 aircraft could alleviate some of the unit cost dynamics.

Specifically, F-35s get cut


Goozner 2/10 (Merrill, independent author, former journalism prof @ NYU, “$382 Billion for a Slightly Better Fighter Plane” http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2011/02/10/F-35-Has-Plenty-of-Support-in-Congress.aspx) 
Critics ranging from the president’s bipartisan fiscal commission to former military officers to a coalition of liberal and conservative groups backing steep Defense Department cuts have put the F-35 at the top of their list of Pentagon programs that could be scaled back or eliminated without damaging national security. The Fiscal Commission, for instance, called for cutting the program in half. Their report suggested the fighter fleet could remain at its current size by extending production of modernized F-16, F-18 and A-10 jets, which would save $9.5 billion over the next five years.

“The unit cost of F-35 aircraft is estimated at about $133 million compared to $40 million for an F-16 and $80 million for an F-18,” the fiscal commission report said. “The U.S. Air Force and the U.S. Navy, the military’s current fourth-generation fighters – the F-15, the F-16, and the F-18 – are superior to Chinese and Russian aircraft, and they are less expensive than the F-35,” noted Gordon Adams and Matthew Leatherman in an article in the latest Foreign Affairs.

**Cyber-defense

1NC Cyber-Defense

The DOD is stepping up cyber defenses now but funding is vulnerable to cuts

Miller, 11 - PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY (James, Testimony before Congress, 3/16, http://armedservices.house.gov/index.cfm/files/serve?File_id=b7f67779-2ccf-476c-a800-7f355087feeb 
The Department is investing heavily in information technology – $38.4 billion proposed for FY2012 – because it is an enormous force multiplier for military, intelligence, and business operations. In fact, DoD has over 15,000 networks and seven million computing devices, across hundreds of installations in dozens of countries around the globe. 

Yet DoD’s networks – as massive as they are – represent only part of our nation’s growing reliance on cyberspace. Virtually every realm of civilian life now depends upon access to the Internet and other data-transmission networks. We use these networks every time we draw money from an ATM, open a webpage, or use our cell phones. With this reliance comes vulnerability; now that so many of our essential civilian and military functions depend on computer networks, we must recognize that any large-scale interference with such networks represents a potentially significant threat to our national security.

Understood in this context, DoD’s proposal to spend $3.2 billion for cybersecurity in FY2012, including $159 million for USCYBERCOM, represents a sound investment in our national security. 

We recognize that in the current fiscal climate, we must make hard choices about how we allocate scarce resources – both within the Pentagon and across the government. That is why I want to briefly describe the threats and vulnerabilities we face in cyberspace – as well as our plans to address them.

Threats and Vulnerabilities 

DoD networks are attacked thousands of times each day, and scanned for vulnerabilities millions of times each day. Over one hundred foreign intelligence agencies are attempting to get into DoD’s networks. Unfortunately, some incursions – by both state and non-state entities – have succeeded. These breaches have occurred mostly on unclassified networks, but in some cases on our classified networks as well. 

The capabilities of state and non-state actors to exploit, disrupt, or even destroy DoD information systems are increasing. State actors are boosting their investments in cyberspace capabilities, and pose a considerable threat to U.S. cybersecurity. Al-Qaida, the Taliban and Hizbollah have long used cyberspace to plan their operations and influence global populations. Al-Qaida has vowed to launch a cyber attack on the United States. As technologies improve, non-state adversaries will be capable of conducting increasingly sophisticated cyberspace operations.

Uniqueness

Limited funds mean that cyberdefense could get cut if budget pressure increases

Zyskowski, 11 (John, “Navy faces headwinds in critical IT plans,” Federal Computer Week, 6/15, 

http://fcw.com/articles/2011/06/20/buzz-navy-it-plans.aspx)

As if all the millions of dollars and untold effort the Navy spends on networks and IT systems weren’t enough to underline their importance, top service officials decided it was time to be more direct about that key role as they prepare to make some tough choices.

For the Navy, IT does not simply support infrastructure — it is a combat system, said Adm. Jonathan Greenert, vice chief of naval operations, in a keynote address at AFCEA's Naval IT Day earlier this month.

Unfortunately, it’s a combat system that has become bloated, inefficient and vulnerable, other Navy officials said during the conference, which Henry Kenyon and Amber Corrin covered for Federal Computer Week's sister publication Defense Systems. The Navy wants to fix those shortcomings, but it will take a significant effort to realign its operations and culture to support recognition of IT as a combat system.

The to-do list is long and growing as the Navy deploys new IT-centric capabilities, such as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and stouter cyber defenses. A tight fiscal climate and increasing pressure to downsize greatly complicate the task. The Navy is in the middle of a strategic review of all its operations as it looks for opportunities to pare unneeded programs and focus limited funds on critical and high-growth areas. The stakes are high.
“We are going to make decisions in the next two years that will set the stage for the [Defense Department] for the next 10 years or more,” Undersecretary of the Navy Robert Work said at the conference.

Cybersecurity is a target for tradeoffs – it is being trimmed to the bone now and all redundant programs will be cut

Sternstein, 11 (Aliya, NextGov, “Tighter Defense budget may mean tighter cybersecurity,” 5/20, 

http://www.nextgov.com/nextgov/ng_20110520_7168.php
President Obama's quest to shave $400 billion off the Pentagon's budget by 2023 may have the positive effect of forcing the services to eliminate redundant cybersecurity programs and combine networks Defensewide, senior Pentagon officials said Friday.

Budget analysts say the department's 2012 proposal for spending $3.2 billion on information assurance may contain duplicative spending because the services each have their own characterizations of what constitutes "cybersecurity" systems, services and staff. For example, the Air Force says it plans to spend $4.6 billion on cybersecurity next year, but, according to department-level officials, the service's projection includes items that the department does not consider information assurance or cybersecurity.

The confusion over cybersecurity needs was acknowledged by several Pentagon cyber officers at a lunch organized by the Armed Forces Communications and Electronics Association.

In undergoing combat training, "every airman has to have a certain understanding of cyber and we're trying to define that," said Maj. Gen. Edward "Ed" L. Bolton Jr., Air Force director of cyber and space operations.

Mark Orndorff, director of mission assurance and network operations at theDefense Information Systems Agency, predicted the looming budget cuts will root out overlapping endeavors and force the services to work in tandem on securing IT assets. This already is happening at the U.S. Cyber Command, where forces from the Army, Navy, Air Force and Marines are coordinating to centralize cyberspace operations, the officials said.

"We have a great motivator called a budget problem that will push us," Orndorff said. "I want to not have service-owned infrastructure. I want to have joint infrastructure. We're pushing it forward quickly."

Cyberdefense funding could be easily cut

Thomas, 10 (Mike, San Antonio Business Journal, “Air Force’s cyber command facing funding ambiguity,” http://www.bizjournals.com/sanantonio/stories/2010/08/02/story3.html)

One year after celebrating the Air Force’s decision to place its cyber command headquarters at Lackland Air Force Base with an estimated budget of nearly $1 billion, area IT security firms are still waiting for the flood of potential contracting opportunities to begin flowing.

But while things have gone well during the first year of operations, according to military officials, there is still a big question mark surrounding the actual budget that the 24th Air Force will have at its disposal in the near term.

Col. Mark Ware, director of operations and planning for the 24th Air Force, says there has been a lot of talk about the size and scope of the new command’s mission, but he says that is just talk until the funding to support it is on the table.
“I wish I could tell you when the money spigot will be turned on, but right now we don’t know,” Ware says. “We are still waiting to hear what the decision will be and whether they will put their money where their mouth is.”

Ware says the command can do a lot for a relatively small amount of money and notes that it has, in fact, accomplished a great deal during the past year. However, he says he will need more contract dollars in the future to retain the experienced civilian expertise that the 24th Air Force will need to accomplish its mission.

DOD cyberspace is likely to be cut – it lacks the ability to effectively compete for resources when tradeoffs are made

Murdock and Flournoy, 5 – CSIS senior advisors (Michele and Clark, Beyond Goldwater-Nichols: U.S. Government and Defense Reform for a New Strategic Era http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/bgn_ph2_report.pdf)

Finally, similar to force providers supplying capabilities in other domains, acquisition for networks and cyberspace must be improved. More focused management, advocacy, and improved planning are needed (see Chapter 6). In particular, information technology systems suffer complaints common among joint programs that are acquired individually by the Services, including failures of interoperability, weaknesses in multi-service functionality, and an inability to compete for resources. The result is a system with serious deficiencies that threaten effectiveness.

AT: Cyber-D Over-Funded

Cyberfunding can’t be trimmed – the total budget includes funding for all the military branches

Sternstein, 11 (Aliya, “Defense funding for cybersecurity is hard to pin down,” NextGov, 3/29, 

http://www.nextgov.com/nextgov/ng_20110329_4961.php
"This is a perfect example of 'What are we spending money for? It's unclear,'" said Burton, now a partner at the law firm Venable LLP in Washington. "Until that's well-defined, you don't really know what the money is going for." There might or might not be duplication in cyber spending across the department's agencies and services because each is characterizing cybersecurity funding differently, he added.

Defense spokeswoman April Cunningham said in an email, "The Air Force included things that we, [at the department's office of the chief information officer] categorize as IT infrastructure, or other activities -- not directly information assurance." According to the department, information assurance consists of five programs, including public key infrastructure, or digital certificates, as well as defense industrial base cybersecurity for private sector assets that support the military.

Cunningham said activities at the Air Force and other services that Defense considers to be "information assurance-cybersecurity" are captured in the total $3.2 billion figure. Based on this formula, the Army is requesting $432 million and the Navy $347 million. Defense agencies -- including DISA, the National Security Agency and the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency -- are asking for a cumulative $1.6 billion. Details on proposed cyber spending at all Pentagon components are shared with Congress in a classified budget book, she said.

***B-1

Uniqueness

The B-1 bomber program is up for budget cuts.
Thompson 10 – former winner of the Pulitzer Prize and reporter for TIME Magazine (6/28, Mark, TIME, “Bombers Away? The B-1 Could Be Near Its Demise”, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2000020,00.html) NYan
Nixon launched it, Carter killed it and Reagan resurrected it. In its infancy, the Air Force's B-1 bomber was a quick and dirty military metaphor — Republicans wanted to buy weapons to defend the nation from the Soviet Union, and Democrats didn't. Now it could become a different kind of symbol: the Air Force is thinking of retiring its total 66-plane B-1 fleet to hit budget targets set by Defense Secretary Robert Gates. Top Air Force officials met behind closed doors late last week to determine if permanently grounding the B-1 fleet makes sense.
The B-1 bomber program is on the chopping block.

Grant 10 (6/24, Greg, Defense Tech, “B-1B Lancer Fleet To the Boneyard?”, http://defensetech.org/2010/06/24/b-1b-lancer-fleet-to-the-boneyard/) NYan
Back to the Title 10 side of the house for a moment; the Air Force Council meets today to consider further cuts in aircraft to meet aggressive savings targets laid out by Defense Secretary Robert Gates. One option on the table: early retirement of all 66 B-1B Lancer bombers (the last delivery of which came back in 1988).

Force structure cuts might also extend to the air arm’s much cherished but currently under-utilized fighter force. The service already plans to early retire 250 fighters this year, Air Force Secretary Michael Donley said last month; gone are 112 F-15s, 134 F-162, and 3 A-10s.

K2 Scouting/Reinforcement
The B-1 is key to scouting and providing backup against insurgents- Afghanistan proves.
Wood 10 – former correspondent for Time Magazine, the Los Angeles Times, Newhouse News Service and the Baltimore Sun, winner of the Gerald Ford Prize for Distinguished Reporting on National Defense, and lecturer at the Marine Staff College, the Joint Forces Staff College and the Army's Eisenhower Fellows conference (11/21, David, Politics Daily, “Cold War's B-1 Bomber Emerges as Effective Weapon in Afghanistan”, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/11/21/cold-wars-b-1-bomber-emerges-as-effective-weapon-in-afghanistan/) NYan

The supersonic B-1 was designed almost a half-century ago to attack deep into the Soviet Union with thermonuclear bombs. Surprisingly, the "Bone'' has emerged as one of the most effective weapons of the counterinsurgency fight in Afghanistan, a turn of events that should humble today's analysts confidently predicting the shape of conflicts and weapons in the year 2060.
Its huge bomb capacity is not the main reason. Instead, it's the jet's ability to loiter overhead for hours and use newly acquired sensors to scan the ground, finding knots of Taliban fighters, watching remote compounds to see who comes and goes, detecting buried roadside bombs and sometimes even catching insurgents planting the improvised explosive devices.

The new sensors, and imaginative work by B-1 "crew dogs'' (click right for video of a B-1 on base) have led to new air tactics for a supersonic bomber, such as scouting ahead of friendly troops to locate the enemy -- and either guiding the troops into an attack, or helping them avoid an unnecessary firefight. On one recent mission over Afghanistan, Capt. Dan Alford, a B-1 Whizzo, used his infrared and TV sensors from high overhead to locate an American unit and guide a helicopter in to pick them up, scanning the area "to make sure nobody was sneaking up along the hillside,'' he said. And with its big fuel load and afterburners, the B-1 -- unlike the slow and cumbersome unmanned drones -- can dash across the country to provide cover for U.S. troops under fire.

"It's a great platform,'' enthuses Gen. David Petraeus, the top Afghan war commander. "We're not dropping bombs constantly -- it's up there, waiting.''

The B-1 is essential for ground support, surveillance, and reconnaissance. 

Santos 10 (4/26, Janie, Air Force Official Website, “B-1 adapts, remains effective after 25 years”, http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123201467) NYan
The non-nuclear B-1 Lancer has adapted from a strategic mission to a close-air support role, and will continue to play an effective part in today's fight in Afghanistan and Iraq, according to leaders here. 

While the remaining bombers in the Air Force inventory transferred to Air Force Global Strike Command, the B-1 has become the go-to airframe when combatant commanders want a show of force or support for ground troops.

"The predominance of what we are doing right now in theater is close-air support; non-traditional intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance; and armed overwatch" said Col. Charlie Catoe, 7th Operations Group commander. "We are supporting the troops on the ground."

"The B-1's very flexible. What makes us very useful in the current fight is that we have a large payload, we can carry a varied amount of weapons," Colonel Catoe said. "If you need to go kinetic, you have a lot of choices on what you can do."

Operating at approximately 20,000 feet, the B-1 waits or "loiters" with up to 35 tons of precision-guided weapons. When ground troops encounter the enemy, the bomber's aircrew can engage in minutes because of the B-1's readiness and speed. 

K2 Air Power

The Air Force is reliant on the B-1 as its bomber for the next 30 years.
Wood 10 – former correspondent for Time Magazine, the Los Angeles Times, Newhouse News Service and the Baltimore Sun, winner of the Gerald Ford Prize for Distinguished Reporting on National Defense, and lecturer at the Marine Staff College, the Joint Forces Staff College and the Army's Eisenhower Fellows conference (11/21, David, Politics Daily, “Cold War's B-1 Bomber Emerges as Effective Weapon in Afghanistan”, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/11/21/cold-wars-b-1-bomber-emerges-as-effective-weapon-in-afghanistan/) NYan

B-1s have been flying over Afghanistan without cease since 2001, and despite maintenance problems with the bomber, "it's meeting every requirement,'' said Lt. Gen. Philip Breedlove, operations and plans chief for the Air Force.

Still, the fleet of 66 B-1 bombers is scheduled for $1 billion worth of upgrades, and the Air Force will rely on the Bone to maintain its role as a strategic bomber for the next 30 years.
K2 ABL

The B-1 is key to the airborne laser project; tests are occurring now and expected arrival is 2014.
Santos 10 (4/26, Janie, Air Force Official Website, “B-1 adapts, remains effective after 25 years”, http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123201467) NYan
As the B-1 nears its 25th anniversary, a new chapter could be opening up for the bomber with an even more precise weapon, the airborne laser. The Air Force's chief scientist, Dr. Werner Dahm, flew on a Lancer recently to see if the crew could operate an airborne laser platform in the tightly spaced cockpit while continuing to do their duties. The laser is capable of precision targeting and minimizes unintended damage when the enemy places hostile networks near schools and mosques. The Lancer could be looking at a prototype laser by 2014.
"All of the new things that the B-1 is improving or changing are brought here to be tested and developed. And we also have the weapons school people who work the tactical end of it," Colonel Catoe said.
AT: Technology Fails

Current technological upgrades are increasing the B-1’s effectiveness.

US Air Force 9 (12/23, “B-1B Lancer”, http://www.af.mil/information/factsheets/factsheet.asp?fsID=81) NYan
Current modifications build on this foundation. Radar sustainability and capability upgrades will provide a more reliable system and may be upgraded in the future to include an ultra high-resolution capability and automatic target recognition. The addition of a fully integrated data link, or FIDL, will add Link-16 communications capability. FIDL combined with associated cockpit upgrades will provide the crew with a much more flexible, integrated cockpit, and will allow the B-1 to operate in the fast-paced integrated battlefield of the future. Several obsolete and hard to maintain electronic systems are also being replaced to improve aircraft reliability. 
irman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

***Navy

Uniqueness
Ballistic missile submarines and aircraft carriers are up for cuts.

Frost 7/14 (Peter, Daily Press, “Defense Department official says cuts to aircraft carriers, subs are on the table”, http://articles.dailypress.com/2011-07-14/news/dp-nws-carrier-sub-cuts-20110714_1_gerald-r-ford-class-aircraft-carriers-carrier-fleet) NYan

A top Defense Department official said Thursday that the Navy is considering delaying a future aircraft carrier and cancelling a new class of ballistic missile submarines, two crucial shipbuilding programs for the Newport News shipyard.

U.S. Marine Corps Gen. James "Hoss" Cartwright, the vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters at a Washington breakfast that the Defense Department is "looking at all the options," to slash its budget by at least $400 billion over the next decade, according to two media reports.

Aviation Week reported that Cartwright acknowledged the Pentagon is considering deferring the purchase of Newport News-built aircraft carriers and could look to cancel a future carrier as part of a plan to reduce the size of the carrier fleet.

His comments Thursday marked the first time a senior military official publicly acknowledged the cuts are being considered.

Sources told the Daily Press and other publications over the last week that the Navy is weighing a one- to two-year delay of the $10.3 billion John F. Kennedy carrier, the second ship of the Gerald R. Ford class, amid growing budget pressure. 

Huntington Ingalls Industries Inc., the parent company of the 19,000-worker Newport News shipyard, is the nation's lone builder of aircraft carriers. Under current Navy plans, it is scheduled to receive the contract to build the Kennedy, the second carrier in the Gerald R. Ford class, in fiscal year 2013, which begins next July.

Another program the Newport News shipyard hopes to play a role in building, a replacement class of ballistic missile submarines, also is in peril, Cartwright said.

Navy is threatened with cuts to multiple programs

Goure 7-21-2011 (Daniel is a Vice President with the Lexington Institute. He has a PhD in International Relations from John Hopkins. He has consulted for the Departments of State, Defense and Energy. He has taught at the Johns Hopkins University, the Foreign Service Institute, the National War College, the Naval War College, the Air War College, and the Inter-American Defense College. “Before We Gut The Navy, Think” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/before-we-gut-the-navy-think?a=1&c=1171) BW
Proposals for deep cuts in military forces are swirling through Washington. Among the ideas being put forward just for the Sea Services are to reduce the number of nuclear-powered aircraft carriers from 11 to 9 and delay the start of the next Ford class aircraft carrier, cancel the next generation ballistic missile submarines, reduce the planned production rate for nuclear attack submarines from two to one, eliminate a large portion of the amphibious warfare fleet and cancel both the Navy and Marine Corps variants of the advanced, stealthy F-35 Joint Strike Fighter. 

--Carriers

The John F. Kennedy aircraft carrier is being considered as an option for future budget trade-offs and reductions

Daily Press 7/11 – Local newspaper in Newport News Virginia where the construction of the aircraft carrier is taking place (“Navy Considers to Delay Purchase of USS John F. Kennedy”, http://articles.dailypress.com/2011-07-11/news/dp-nws-carrier-funding-20110711_1_aircraft-carrier-expensive-ships-john-f-kennedy-aircraft)JCP
NEWPORT NEWS — Amid a tightening defense budget, the U.S. Navy is weighing an option to delay the purchase of the Newport News-built John F. Kennedy aircraft carrier by as much as two years, a source familiar with the discussions told the Daily Press on Monday.

The possibility of delaying the carrier is a topic of the Navy's annual budget talks for 2013, which have been ongoing for months, said the source, who requested anonymity to discuss the Navy's internal process. The 2013 budget year begins July 1, 2012.

The move, likely one of several the Navy is considering in its budget deliberations, would save the government money in the short run but is projected to raise the overall cost of the carrier by hundreds of millions of dollars.

Huntington Ingalls Industries Inc., the parent company of the Newport News shipyard, is the nation's lone builder of aircraft carriers. Under current Navy plans, it is scheduled to receive the contract to build the Kennedy, the second carrier in the Gerald R. Ford class, next year. The carrier is expected to cost more than $10 billion.

The Newport News shipyard employs about 19,000 workers, who build and overhaul aircraft carriers and submarines for the Navy. Because the talks are early, it's difficult to gauge the effect of such a delay on employment.

If the Navy opts to delay the ship to 2015, it could have wide-ranging implications for the Newport News shipyard, the sea service's future budgets and the size and composition of the naval fleet, several sources told the Daily Press.

The item was first reported by Defense News, a Washington, D.C.-based trade publication.

"It's a very sensitive issue," an unnamed Navy source told the newspaper. "It's exceptionally unsettled. It's not a done deal, but it's definitely in the consideration process."

Internal Navy budget discussions often include a consideration of moving the purchase of aircraft carriers — by far the most expensive ships in the fleet — to make ends meet.

"This is a constant discussion," said a source familiar with the process. "Every time a budget comes in, (the Navy) starts with a pizza roughly the same size and has to decide what pieces it's going to cut and what size the other pieces are going to be."

But for the 2013 budget, the source said, the consideration of delaying the Kennedy contract is getting more attention because of uncertainty over the size of the federal defense budget. 

 That doesn't mean it's getting more traction, several sources said. The proposal to delay the Kennedy purchase is likely one of several the Navy is considering during the budget deliberations. 

The current fiscal climate makes aircraft carriers particularly susceptible to cuts and trade-offs

Aviation Week 7/14- A division of McGraw-Hill companie, serving over 1.2 million professionals in 185 countries, AVIATION WEEK is the largest information and services provider to the global commercial, defense, maintenance/repair/overhaul (MRO), space and business aviation communities (Jul 14, 2011, “Budget Concerns Put Carriers In Crosshairs”, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=aerospacedaily&id=news/asd/2011/07/14/02.xml&headline=Budget%20Concerns%20Put%20Carriers%20In%20Crosshairs)JCP
U.S. congressional budget cutters are once again taking direct aim at new aircraft carrier construction as the U.S. Navy struggles to fund its future shipbuilding plan.

Analyst and media reports include a range of recommendations, from delaying the Ford-class carrier acquisition work to sinking the planned second carrier of the class, the CVN-79 John F. Kennedy.

While there is nothing new about such funding attacks, Congress and the Obama administration may have to take special heed this time, given the nation’s current financial state. 

Aircraft carriers are on the table for future cuts and budget trade-offs
The Hill 7/13 (7/13/11, “Navy Department could face $10 billion in budget cuts”, http://thehill.com/news-by-subject/defense-homeland-security/171399-navy-could-face-10-billion-in-cuts)JCP
The Navy Department requested $161.4 billion in baseline funding for 2012. The House-passed 2012 defense appropriations bill proposed a $1.7 billion cut to department procurement accounts.

With the department facing a possible cut approaching $12 billion, weapons program cuts are on the table.

“One option under active consideration for most of the year has been to delay construction of the second aircraft carrier in the Ford class from 2013 to 2015,” Thompson said.
Rep. Randy Forbes (R-Va.), chairman of the House Armed Services subcommittee on Readiness, said the Navy Department also was considering removing another aircraft carrier from its long-term shipbuilding plan. 

That won’t sit well with lawmakers from districts and states that are home to U.S. carriers and their related industries. The so-called shipbuilding caucus would no doubt make a lot of noise if such plans were included in the department’s 2013 budget plan.

Two senior Navy officials testifying at the session did not directly respond to Forbes’s questions about either alleged change in aircraft carrier plans. 

The carrier moves, if enacted, would “severely impact” defense firms that build the big warships and their many subcontractors and parts suppliers, Thompson said. 

If the Navy’s budget is stretched aircraft carriers will be the first to go
The Hill 7/12 (7/12/11, “Rep. Forbes: Navy may nix one aircraft carrier and delay another”, http://thehill.com/news-by-subject/defense-homeland-security/171033-rep-forbes-navy-may-nix-one-aircraft-carrier-and-delay-another)JCP
Navy officials are considering removing one aircraft carrier from its plans as the Pentagon trims its budgets, Rep. Randy Forbes (R-Va.) said Tuesday.

As the Defense Department and other national security agencies prepare to cut $400 billion over 10 years — and perhaps more — each military service will be asked to shrink its budgets. 

It remains unclear just how much the Navy will be directed to cut from its annual budget.

During a House Armed Services Committee Readiness subcommittee hearing, Forbes said cuts of those sizes concern him. The potential ramifications on the sea service's fleet could be big, he said.

Forbes noted Navy officials are considering delaying buying the aircraft carrier John F. Kennedy (CVN 79) by two years, which was first reported by Defense News this month.

Then Forbes said he has heard the Navy also is considering stripping another future carrier from its long-term shipbuilding plan. That eyebrow-raising remark likely will send ripple waves across the Defense community

--SSBN on table

Budget adjustments will result in the elimination of the SSBN(X) submarine program
Aviation Week- 7/14(“Pentagon May Change Carrier, SSBN(X) Plans”, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=defense&id=news/awx/2011/07/14/awx_07_14_2011_p0-348037.xml&headline=Pentagon%20May%20Change%20Carrier%20and%20SSBN%28X%29%20Plans)JCP
The U.S. Defense Department is considering delaying, cutting back or canceling planned future aircraft carriers and ballistic missile submarines to meet its budget-reduction mandates, says U.S. Marine Corps Gen. James Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

“We’re looking at all the options,” Cartwright said July 14 following a Defense Writers Group breakfast interview session.

Cartwright acknowledges the Pentagon is considering delaying deliveries of the proposed next-generation Ford-class carriers — or even more severe options such as canceling one of the carriers and reducing the overall carrier fleet size.

Further, he acknowledges, the Pentagon is mulling whether to cancel the proposed SSBN(X) ballistic missile submarine replacement and instead use a more “evolutionary” approach by elongating SSN Virginia-class attack subs.

“It’s certainly something that’s being considered,” he says. “Nothing is off the table.” 
Ballistic missile submarines are on the chopping block now- cancelation leads to more costly and less feasible renovation of old submarines.
McDermott 11 (7/20, Jennifer, The Day, “Possibility of adapting Virginia class would change planning at EB”, http://www.theday.com/article/20110720/NWS09/307209916/-1/NWS) NYan

Marine Corps Gen. James E. Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters in Washington last week that "nothing is off the table" as the Pentagon looks to cut at least $400 billion from the budget through the 2023 fiscal year, according to a transcript.

Instead of building the new ballistic-missile submarine, Cartwright said, the Navy could make the Virginia class of attack submarines longer so they could carry ballistic missiles, according to published reports from the meeting.

EB spokesman Robert Hamilton said he could not comment on the issue.

This idea has been floated before but dismissed by many as unworkable due to the size of the ballistic missiles.

The latest generation of submarine-launched ballistic missile measures 44 feet and weighs 130,000 pounds. Ohio-class ballistic missile submarines, at 560 feet in length and 18,750 tons submerged, can carry up to 24 of the missiles. Virginia-class submarines are only 377 feet in length, with a beam of 34 feet, and weigh about 7,800 tons submerged.
"You cannot just take a Virginia-class submarine, drill a couple of holes and throw some missiles in it," said U.S. Rep. Joe Courtney, D-2nd District, explaining that it would take a "huge overhaul" of the submarine for it to be able to "fire these massive rockets."

The Navy would have to buy a smaller version of the missile, which would be expensive since it hasn't been produced in years, Courtney said.

"If you incorporate those costs into this modified Virginia-class sub, the hoped-for savings really start to diminish," he said.

Space Trades with Navy

Funding for the plan must come from the Navy budget

NSB 2005 (Naval Studies Board, “The Navy's Needs in Space for Providing Future Capabilities” http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=11299&page=62) 

Current responsibilities consistent with the DOD Executive Agent for Space structure require the Navy to program and budget not only for those space programs for which the Navy has been assigned the lead (for example, the MUOS program), but also for the marginal costs of other DOD space programs that meet unique naval needs. Examples of such potential, unique naval needs include broad ocean surveillance capabilities for SBR and specialized seagoing requirements for TCA. In addition, to the extent that space programs include a need for adequate terrestrial and shipboard communications terminals and antennae, these needs also warrant adequate resourcing. In general, the earlier that a Navy need can be prioritized and its utility clearly identified, the easier that need becomes to support through the requirements generation and acquisition process. The Navy will be much more successful in assuring that its needs are met if it can contribute the needed up-front involvement and provide incremental funding. In this regard, the committee recognizes that such arrangements require careful management attention in order to avoid the impression that a contributing Service is being taken advantage of. Nevertheless, experience shows that such arrangements can work well when carefully overseen. 

Cuts kill Navy
These cuts cripple the Navy – flexibility and shipbuilding industry

Goure 7-21-2011 (Daniel is a Vice President with the Lexington Institute. He has a PhD in International Relations from John Hopkins. He has consulted for the Departments of State, Defense and Energy. He has taught at the Johns Hopkins University, the Foreign Service Institute, the National War College, the Naval War College, the Air War College, and the Inter-American Defense College. “Before We Gut The Navy, Think” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/before-we-gut-the-navy-think?a=1&c=1171) BW

Naval forces also provide tremendous inherent operational flexibility. Due to their large volumes, U.S. aircraft carriers, large deck amphibs, SSGNs and cruisers allow commanders to employ them in novel ways, carry unusual cargoes and support a wide range of operations. This can include deployment of Army units and helicopters, the movement of humanitarian relief supplies and the operation of SOF. With the STOVL variant of the JSF, the F-35B, the Navy will double the number of ships that can deploy advanced combat aircraft. In the aftermath of the Japanese tsunami the aircraft carrier Ronald Reagan (CVN 76) went from conducting combat training to providing emergency assistance in the blink of an eye. No other navy or branch of the U.S. military could have done this. 

Proposals to delay ships and reduce build rates will have significant negative consequences on the entire shipbuilding industry. This is particularly true for the nuclear ship construction. Delay the next aircraft carrier and not only will its price rise but so too will the price of nuclear attack submarines and potentially the next generation ballistic missile submarine. Like proposals to eliminate the Jones Act, which requires that ships carrying cargo between U.S. ports be built in U.S. shipyards, cutting back on planned construction rates for nuclear-powered naval vessels actually could result in greater expenditures in the long-run. It is clear that those making such proposals have no clue about the integrated nature of the naval construction industry.

Navy Lead good

Other challengers are catching up – Naval dominance is key to US influence

Goure 7-21-2011 (Daniel is a Vice President with the Lexington Institute. He has a PhD in International Relations from John Hopkins. He has consulted for the Departments of State, Defense and Energy. He has taught at the Johns Hopkins University, the Foreign Service Institute, the National War College, the Naval War College, the Air War College, and the Inter-American Defense College. “Before We Gut The Navy, Think” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/before-we-gut-the-navy-think?a=1&c=1171) BW
Such proposals are ill-advised from a strategic, operational and even industrial base perspective. The world’s oceans are once again becoming a contested domain which ought to concern Americans since we are a trading nation and dependent on the movement of materials and goods by sea. China, which is deploying a ship-hunting ballistic missile, has also sent its first aircraft carrier to sea. Beijing is seeking control over the South China Sea despite equally valid claims from several other Asian countries. Iran, whose naval operations were once restricted to the Persian Gulf, has recently been seeking to significantly extend its naval reach. The regime in Teheran sent a naval squadron through the Suez Canal. An Iranian admiral recently declared that it is his country’s intentions to deploy warships as far away as the Atlantic Ocean. Russia is acquiring four Mistral amphibious warfare vessels from France and has planted a titanium flag at the bottom of the Arctic Ocean, asserting a claim over contested territory. 

Operationally, naval forces provide flexibility, continuous forward presence and sheer military power. Inherent in the way we have designed and built our ships and structured naval forces is the ability to conduct a wide range of missions from humanitarian assistance and counter piracy to major combat operations. The reality is that virtually all U.S. military operations are away games. Regardless of how the U.S. seeks to engage, influence or fight states and non-state actors alike it must first get there and protect its lines of communication and resupply from the United States. The most straightforward and cost-effective way to bring power to bear across vast oceans is with naval forces. Reducing naval forces means a disproportionate loss of U.S. influence, combat power and security. 

SSBNs k2 Deterrence

SSBNs kill deterrence Goure 7-21-2011 (Daniel is a Vice President with the Lexington Institute. He has a PhD in International Relations from John Hopkins. He has consulted for the Departments of State, Defense and Energy. He has taught at the Johns Hopkins University, the Foreign Service Institute, the National War College, the Naval War College, the Air War College, and the Inter-American Defense College. “Before We Gut The Navy, Think” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/before-we-gut-the-navy-think?a=1&c=1171) BW
Finally, the idea of foregoing the next generation of ballistic submarines is the height of silliness. The SSBN force is the truly secure retaliatory portion of the current nuclear triad. It provides two-thirds of the available warheads under the New START Treaty. The existing Ohio class boats will need to be retired starting around 2020. There is no alternative to building a new class of SSBNs, at least until we reach the nirvana of a verifiable global nuclear disarmament regime.

***Aff***

Defense Cuts Good

Base defense budget increasing deficit—wars, personnel, acquisitions, peacetime ops—cost growth will continue and rollback not easy

Harrison 7/16— Senior Fellow for Defense Budget Studies at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, worked in the aerospace industry developing advanced space systems and technologies and served as a Captain in the US Air Force Reserves (Todd, July 16, 2011, “Analysis of the FY 2012 Defense Budget” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/07/2011.07.16-FY-2012-Defense-Budget.pdf |Daniel)

The federal budget was last balanced in FY 2001, recording a budget surplus of $128 billion. Since then, the budget deficit has grown to a projected $1.6 trillion in FY 2011. While defense spending is not solely responsible for the deficit, growth in defense spending since FY 2001 has contributed to growth in the deficit. From FY 2001 to FY 2011, the annual defense budget grew by nearly $300 billion in real terms—about onesixth of the increase in the deficit over the same period. The sources of growth in the defense budget can be divided into four main areas, each of which is discussed in more detail in the following chapters: • WAR FUNDING: Funding for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan is responsible for 54 percent of the growth in defense spending since FY 2001. This funding is used for the cost of operations in these countries, including expendable items such as fuel and ammunition, procurement of equipment specific to the wars, and additional pay and benefits incurred due to deployments and the temporary increase in Army end strength. 29 • MILITARY PERSONNEL: Increases in military pay and benefits account for 19 percent of the growth. Since FY 2001, overall active-duty end strength has remained relatively flat, hovering between 1,451,000 and 1,510,000. But during this time Congress repeatedly enacted pay raises in excess of the employment cost index (ECI) 30 and added or expanded a number of benefits that increased the cost of military personnel on a per person basis by 46 percent in real terms. Military healthcare is a significant contributor to the growth in personnel costs, rising by 85 percent in real terms over the past decade. 31 • ACQUISITIONS: Sixteen percent of the growth in defense spending is due to increased funding for the modernization and replacement of weapon systems in the base budget. Despite the increase in funding over the past decade, the pace of recapitalization has not improved significantly from the 1990s. A number of major aircraft, space, and ship building programs experienced cost overruns, schedule delays, or terminations, and much of the procurement of ground vehicles has been financed through war funding. • PEACETIME OPERATIONS: Peacetime operations account for 10 percent of the growth in defense spending since FY 2001. This funding is used for the daily operations and training of air, sea, ground, and space forces, as well as base operations and administrative functions. Despite the growth in operations funding, the pace of peacetime operations generally declined, offset in part by the higher OPTEMPO of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, which is funded separately. Costs grew in part because items such as the cost per flight hour, cost per tank mile, and cost per steaming day all increased. Only half of the increase in defense spending since 9/11 can be attributed to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. This funding is not permanent and will decline as deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan subside. The other half of the growth, however, is built into the annual base defense budget in the form of higher personnel costs, higher operating costs, and higher acquisition costs. 32 It appears that the Department is spending more but not necessarily getting more. The base budget now supports a force with essentially the same size, force structure, and capabilities as in FY 2001 but at a 35 percent higher cost. But even if the cost growth in the base budget has been unjustified, rolling back this growth is no simple task.
Weapons programs will be cut now –leveling defense spending and personnel costs

Thompson 7/18 - Chief Operating Officer of the non-profit Lexington Institute (Loren, Forbes, “Pentagon Should Cut Bloated Head Count, Not Weapons Programs”, http://blogs.forbes.com/beltway/2011/07/18/pentagon-should-cut-bloated-head-count-not-weapons-programs/) NYan
In recent years as defense spending began leveling off, Pentagon policymakers canceled or cut back dozens of weapons systems, but they did little to reduce the bloated ranks of military and civilian personnel (not to mention contractors). In fact, former Secretary of Defense Robert Gates actually proposed adding 30,000 more bureaucrats in the same April 2009 press conference in which he announced his biggest weapons cuts. As a result, America’s supposedly high-tech defense posture is becoming increasingly labor-intensive, and rising personnel costs threaten to squeeze technology investments out of the Pentagon’s budget.

Among other things, the Pentagon has canceled both of the Bush Administration’s proposed new military satellite constellations, the Navy’s next-generation cruiser and destroyer, the Air Force’s future air superiority fighter, the Army’s planned family of networked combat vehicles, and the Marine Corps’ long overdue replacement of its amphibious landing vehicles. It stretched out construction of aircraft carriers, delayed development of a new long-range bomber, and started over on several helicopters. And according to an interview Bloomberg News did with the Pentagon’s comptroller in early July, more weapons cuts are on the way (the Army’s planned replacements for Cold War troop carriers and jeeps both look shaky).

GCV thumper

The GCV program will be the source of the funding

Ewing 7/6- Journalist and staff writer for politico he has reported from more than a dozen ships at sea, the Pentagon, the Capitol, the White House, Djibouti, Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere and appeared on NPR, he was also a reporter for Navy Times (Philip, “Panetta’s challenge: Not just cut, but cut quickly” http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/07/06/panettas-challenge-not-just-cut-but-cut-quickly/)JCP

All this is why Kaplan believes the Army will be the biggest target in Austerity America, because cutting soldiers, and their payrolls and other benefits, frees up that money on the balance sheet much faster.

And if you want to pick on the Army, you also could argue that one of its biggest and potentially most expensive priorities, the Ground Combat Vehicle, may not survive in its present form. Lawmakers have scratched their heads as to why the Army even needs a big new armored personnel carrier. Although the brass has a clear case — its current generation of vehicles is maxed out, in terms of size and power, and the Army needs something that can carry an entire squad — all the budget blades flying in Washington may find a quick and easy target in the GCV, given how early it is in development. It’s just like anything else: The more momentum the program gets, the harder it will be to stop. Everyone in the Building and on the Hill understands this, and they’ll no doubt push or pull accordingly.

--xt GCV

recent spending reduction requirements put the program at extreme risk
The Army Times 11 – The Army times is a prit and online newspaper under Gannett Government Media which is a subsidiary of Gannett Co. Inc the largest newspaper publisher in the US, The Army Times has been in publication since the 1940 and specializes exclusively in military reporting (March 9, 2011, “GAO questions need for Ground Combat Vehicle” http://www.armytimes.com/news/2011/03/defense-gao-army-gcv-030911/)JCP

Before the Army issues technology development contracts for the Ground Combat Vehicle (GCV) program, it needs to answer outstanding questions about the need for the new vehicle, the Government Accountability Office says.

Key questions remain about the urgency of the need for GCV, the analysis of alternatives, the seven-year delivery schedule and whether the vehicle will really use mature technologies only, GAO’s Michael Sullivan said during his March 9 testimony before the House Armed Services subcommittee on tactical air and land forces.

The subcommittee’s chairman, Rep. Roscoe Bartlett, R-Md., raised similar questions in his opening statement.

“How do we know that the GCV is the full spectrum vehicle that the Army needs,” he asked.

Army vice chief Gen. Peter Chiarelli affirmed that it was, saying it will allow for more space, weight and power, which are nearly maxed out on today’s vehicles. The vehicle is being designed to be able to take on future technologies as they become available, he said.

The GAO’s testimony included new details from the Army GCV Red Team report, which show the Army has also asked if the new vehicle is really needed.

The Army convened the Red Team last year to scour the program’s requirements and acquisition strategy. The group’s findings led the Army to rescind the original request for proposals in August and release a revised request in November.

In its study, the Red Team considered the urgency of the need for GCV in the next seven years.

Their report concluded “the funds that have migrated from the [Future Combat Systems] program were driving the events and activities of the program, versus a true capabilities gap,” Sullivan said.

The Army’s combat vehicle portfolio review, led by Chiarelli, should shed more light on why GCV is needed and why it is a top priority, Sullivan said. The reviews results are expected soon.

“Decision makers will have to decide if the Army has made a convincing case for the GCV before allowing it to proceed into the technology development phase,” Sullivan said.

Pentagon acquisition chief Ashton Carter will have to weigh that when he meets with Army officials in April for the GCV Milestone A decision. If the Army gets approval, it intends to award up to three contracts for a 24-month technology development phase.

With the release of the second request for proposals, the Army announced a $9 million to $10.5 million cost target for the new vehicle. This is far less than the first set of requirements would have cost, according to Sullivan’s testimony.

During the analysis of alternatives — conducted after the release of the first request for proposals — the Army determined the manufacturing unit cost for the vehicle would be $18 million to $24 million, Sullivan said.

The revised request for proposals is supposed to have shed many of the ambitious requirements that originally drove up the cost.

Only 130 of the original 900 requirements are now deemed critical, Lt. Gen. William Phillips, military deputy to the Army acquisition chief, said.

The Army has managed to keep the GCV program via budget reallocations and objective reorientation however the program is next in line for DOD cuts
Defense News 6/30 – a weekly print and electronic news sorce for defense decision-makers and experts in national defense, a subsidiary of Gannet media which specializes in military reporting (Jun 30, 2011,“GCV To Face Another DoD Review in July”, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=6966672&c=LAN&s=TOP)JCP

Questions have arisen about the Army's need for the GCV in the next seven years as specified by service officials. A report by the Government Accountability Office (GAO) found the funds from the canceled Future Combat Systems (FCS) program "were driving the events and activities of the program, versus a true capabilities gap," GAO's director of acquisition and sourcing management, Michael Sullivan, testified before Congress.

The review comes after a major Army leadership shakeup, with Chief of Staff Gen. Martin Dempsey becoming chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the upcoming retirement of Vice Chief of Staff Gen. Peter Chiarelli; and resignation of acquisition chief Malcolm O'Neill. The moves leave some wondering if the GCV program will maintain support at the service's highest levels of leadership.

Chiarelli had listed GCV as the Army's second-highest acquisition priority behind the Army's network.

The Defense Acquisition Board includes the four service secretaries, the vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other undersecretaries of defense.

Last August, the Army rescinded its original request for proposals after an internal review was done by the program's requirements and acquisition strategy. The Army issued revised requests with fewer requirements in November.

The second request for proposals dropped the cost target from the $18 million to $24 million of the first proposal to $9 million to $10 million per vehicle, Sullivan told Congress in March. However, the $10 million price tag could leave the GCV vulnerable to future budget cuts and put it at risk of suffering the same fate as the Marine Corps' Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle, according to analysis by the Congressional Research Service. 

The GCV has support now but if it comes to cuts it will be first to go – competing programs are more important
NDIA 11 - NDIA was established in 1919 it connects government officials, military and industry professionals, and organizations that represent the branches of the armed forces, homeland security, and first responders. The NDIA publishes a magazine, the National Defense, and holds over 80 yearly symposia. (March 2011, National Defense Industrial Association, “Ground Combat Vehicle Program May Not Yield What Army Intends, Analysts Say” http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/archive/2011/March/Pages/GCVProgramMayNotYieldWhatArmyIntends,AnalystsSay.aspx)JCP

The Army has many competing programs such as joint light tactical vehicle and Stryker fleet upgrades that could interfere with its GCV plans.

“Could things change? Sure,” says Smith. But the Army is hedging against all those factors by setting a strict timeline on GCV and cost targets of $9 million to $10 million per vehicle.

“The real question is, can you really afford a $10 million platform even if it gives you everything you want?” says Gouré. “Is this going to be a cost shoot-out above all else?”

The Army likely will receive help from congressional leaders who are sympathetic to the service’s need to replace its aging and battle-worn inventory of equipment, Wood says.

“For all the complaining about reduced budgets and all that, Congress … knows you need an effective, viable military for a variety of reasons, so you will see supporters and advocates who will make sure that a sufficient budget is available to replace key items,” he says.

Still, observers worry that this program may be destined to end up like FCS.

“What is the Army’s Plan B?” wonders one defense insider. “If the service cannot afford the ground combat vehicle, then will it buy more Strykers or modify Bradleys, or go back to the drawing board and start over?”

The army is fighting for GCV now but it’s a prime target for budget reductions
The Hill 4/11 (04/11/11,“Battle over budget snarls funding for revamped Ground Combat Vehicle” http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/155375-battle-over-budget-snarls-funding-for-revamped-ground-combat-vehicle)JCP

The Army and its industry partners could have a bumpy ride in the coming months securing full funding for a new wheeled combat vehicle program amid questions over how quickly it is needed.

Annual Pentagon budgets are expected to shrink in coming years, and defense officials already have cut $178 billion without terminating a major hardware program. 

Defense Department officials can’t avoid raiding procurement accounts forever, though, which means the new questions about the Army’s Ground Combat Vehicle (GCV) program are being raised at a precarious time.

Senior Army officials are standing by the program and the need for getting started now. So are industry executives who covet what could be the final major DoD ground vehicle program for some time. 

Mark Signorelli, a BAE Systems vice president, recently told The Hill the service needs the new vehicle as soon as it can get it because the Army’s current fleet of wheeled vehicles “are vulnerable” to improvised explosive devices.

“If the Army is going to operate and maintain force protection in the kind of spectrum of environment” envisioned by Pentagon planners, it will “need to do GCV and modernize the current fleet,” Signorelli said.

BAE is in the running for the GCV contract, along with industry teams led by SAIC and General Dynamics.

A report last month by the Government Accountability Office (GAO) introduced new questions about the program. It said work done by an Army commission to examine the program raised questions about whether the new ground vehicle was really needed in seven years. 

“In its August 2010 report, the Red Team that was convened by the Army questioned the urgency of the need for the GCV within seven years,” the report states. “The report concluded that the funds that have migrated from the FCS [Future Combat Systems] program were driving the events and activities of the program, versus a true capabilities gap.”

The auditors are not the only ones raising questions.

House Armed Services Airland subcommittee Chairman Roscoe Bartlett (R-Md.) told Army officials during a recent hearing that his panel didn’t understand why the Ground Combat Vehicle had to be completed under the timeline set by the Pentagon. He suggested the timeline could be delayed. 

The veteran defense panel member also said the Army needs to explain whether “the GCV is the full-spectrum vehicle that the Army needs.”

In the current fiscal environment any new weapons development will trade off with the GCV

Army Times 11 - The Army times is a prit and online newspaper under Gannett Government Media which is a subsidiary of Gannett Co. Inc the largest newspaper publisher in the US, The Army Times has been in publication since the 1940 and specializes exclusively in military reporting  (Apr 6, 2011 “Army budget chief wants a solution, and soon” http://www.armytimes.com/news/2011/04/army-budget-chief-wants-solution-040611w/)JCP
Stanton warned service officials and defense industry executives who attended the breakfast of deeper budget cuts in the future. Standing in front of a chart showing reductions to military funding after past wars, Stanton said the Army is already trying to balance where it could sustain cuts.

Army officials will have to “make trades” between force structure and future weapon programs, Stanton said. As personnel costs continue to climb, “it puts a lot of pressure on force structure,” he said.

The Army will take a close look at each weapon program to find savings, Stanton said. Programs such as the Ground Combat Vehicle and the Joint Light Tactical Vehicle will receive even more scrutiny in this budget environment than they might have in the past. 

Space increases now

DoD space budget increasing

Moore 2-11-2011 (Jack, staff writer “DoD to ‘Boost’ Space Spending?” http://www.executivegov.com/2011/02/dod-to-boost-space-spending/) BW

One of the biggest stories to come blasting out of the defense budget, which will be released next week, could be the increases in Defense Department spending on space and rocket programs, The Wall Street Journal reported.

That’s because despite the uncertain economic climate and the vigilance of deficit hawks, the Pentagon is actually expected to increase space-technology spending by buying in bulk in the upcoming year.

WSJ reports Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and other department leaders hope that by buying satellites and rockets in higher volumes, rather than one at a time (as DoD has historically done) the department will actually save money over the long haul.

The benefits are three-fold: It allows for more streamlined payments to subcontractors, keeps a stable of necessary equipment at the ready and heads off production-line delays and bottlenecks.

DoD’s acquisition chief Ashton Carter told WSJ the new purchasing plan could help end the inefficient “boom-and-bust” cycles that often plague defense space companies.

Boeing and Lockheed Martin, two government-contracting firms that provide the Air Force with rockets, would also stand to gain from the purchasing changes.

Tradeoffs good

Tradeoffs good- force us to cut excess programs which deescalate arms races.

Adams and Leatherman 11 (1/23, Gordon and Matthew, The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, “5 myths that keep U.S. from a disciplined defense budget”, Lexis) NYan

Excessive defense spending can make us less secure, not more. Countries feel threatened when rivals ramp up their defenses; this was true in the Cold War, and now it may happen with China. It's how arms races are born. We spend more, inspiring competitors to do the same --- without making anyone safer.

For example, Gates observed in May that no other country has a single ship comparable to our 11 aircraft carriers. Based on the perceived threat that this fleet poses, the Chinese are pursuing an anti-ship ballistic missile program. U.S. military officials have decried this "carrier-killer" effort, and in response we are diversifying our capabilities to strike China, including a new long-range bomber program, and modernizing our carrier fleet at a cost of about $10 billion per ship.

**F-35s
F-35 cuts inevitable

Obama’s looking to slash F-35s already
Reed 10 (Jon, the Washington, DC-based editor of Military.com’s Defense Tech blog and the associate editor of DoDBuzz.

Before joining Military​.com he was the air warfare staff writer for Defense News, where he covered major trends in military aviation and the defense industry around the world, “Proposed F-35 Cuts Could Put Program at Risk”, November 11th, 2010, http://defensetech.org/2010/11/11/proposed-f-35-cuts-could-put-program-at-risk/) 
Late yesterday afternoon, news broke that a presidentially-mandated panel is recommending the military slash numerous big-ticket weapons programs, including the F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter, as part of an overall proposal aimed at dramatically reining-in government costs. 

The panel calls for the Air Force and Navy to half their planned F-35A and C-model buys through 2015 and for the Marines to completely lose their short takeoff and vertical landing F-35B.  The greatly reduced numbers of JSFs would be supplemented by purchase of “new” F-16s for the Air Force and F/A-18EF Super Hornet buys for the Navy. 

These recommendations fly in the face of all the planning done by the Air Force officials in recent years who have put all their eggs in the F-35 basket and refused to consider buying new versions of F-16s or F-15s. Navy officials seem to have hedged their bets a little by recently buying an mix of 124 F/A-18E/F Super Hornets and EA-18G Growlers to offset a looming fighter gap.  Obviously, the Marines would be in the toughest spot if the recommendations become reality with their aging fleet of F/A-18 Hornets, AV-8B Harriers and EA-6B Prowlers that are all supposed to be replaced by the F-35B. 

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.”
**LRSS

Alt Cause – $ Management

The manner in which Science and Technology development is funded means that advancement is impossible, yearly budget cycles prevent innovation
Ehrhard 9- PhD in International Relations from Johns Hopkins, Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff of the US Air Force, (September 17, 2009, Tom, “An Air Force Strategy for the Long Haul”,http://www.csbaonline.org/publications/2009/09/an-air-force-strategy-for-the-long-haul/3/)JCP

The next-generation bomber (NGB) program presents a classic example of the Air Force’s self-induced S&T predicament. New systems like NGB enter the far-term planning horizon and huge amounts of S&T funding are promised to make the next system a transformational marvel. The Air Force S&T community starts working on plans and activities using its own budget, but the big S&T investments keep getting slipped at one-year increments. After several years of deferred, distracted S&T investment, the operational need for this system becomes so dire that its target deployment date is accelerated and, consequently, only “mature” (legacy) technologies can be employed. Thus, the current NGB design suffers from the unavailability of highly-efficient variable bypass engines and super-efficient advanced wing designs (such as Aeroservoelastic, or ASE), tow technologies that would have been ready today had they been accorded adequate funding over the past decade.127 When the S&T community complains that the S&T is not ready because adequate funds were never provided, they are told that another more advanced follow-on is being planned for some time beyond the planning horizon and the dysfunctional cycle begins anew. The result is that today’s Air Force is flying and applying band-aids to airplanes with 1970s-era aero, structural and propulsion technology.

Impossible to build

The industrial base is too weak to construct an LRS system now, and even if they did it would take more than a decade to complete

Gertler 9 – Senior fellow at the Center for Strategic & International Studies, For five years, Gertler oversaw the entire defense procurement budget, missile defense, and other matters on the professional staff of the House Committee on Armed Services. (December 22, 2009, Jeremiah, “Air Force Next-Generation Bomber: Background and Issues for Congress”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL34406.pdf)JCP
An industrial base to meet even modest LRS requirements does not now exist. Long-range strike programs require the cultivation and retention of large military airframe design and manufacturing know-how along with the ongoing evolution of other key technologies and disciplines, such as stealth, composite materials and advanced avionics. Additionally, technical issues related to electronic warfare and the integration of weapons strike capabilities must also be addressed.40 Design teams will have to be retained at a minimal level. But beyond any low-level design commitment, once a policy decision is made to eventually “ramp up” the program, industry will have to make conscious decisions to expand engineering and production teams as designs progress from concept development to advanced technology development and, ultimately. to system design and demonstration. 

A successful, long-range strike program will require a decade or longer commitment of time, assets and fiscal resources. Less than a handful of aerospace contractors are capable of being prime contractors for such a program. With very few major fixed-wing aircraft programs in development or on the horizon, dedicated corporate capital investments in long-range strike would be difficult, if not impossible, to justify without a clear demonstration of a government-backed policy and program commitment to the program over the long term.

Not nuclear

The next generation bomber will not have nuclear capacity
Tirpak 10 – Executive Editor Airforce-Magazine (9/13/2010, John A., “Conventional First”, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/DRArchive/Pages/2010/September%202010/September%2013%202010/ConventionalFirst.aspx)JCP
 Conventional First: The first iteration of the Air Force's next bomber-like aircraft will be oriented toward conventional warfare, top Air Force leaders said Monday.  Air Force Secretary Michael Donley, addressing the Air Force Association's Air & Space Conference, said,  "This time around … we are approaching long range strike capabilities mainly through conventional perspectives, where they are most likely to be used." Chief of Staff Gen. Norton Schwartz told the Daily Report immediately after Donley's speech that the aircraft won't have all the electromagnetic hardening necessary for nuclear strike, but will have "many of the basic electronics and subsystems" that a later nuclear version of the system could make use of.  Donley said the Air Force will try to avoid previous failed attempts at bombers which had "narrowly focused capabilities, high risk technologies, and high costs contributing to affordability problems leading to program cancellations and low inventories." He also said it's "critical" that USAF have aircraft that can "range the planet." 
Space-war turns

Without space based assets LRSS is impossible

Gunzinger 10-Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, senior advisor to the Air Force for the 2010 QDR, Director for Defense Transformation, Force Planning and Resources on the National Security Council (9/14/2010, Mark, “Sustaining America’s Strategic Advantage in Long-Range Strike”, http://www.csbaonline.org/publications/2010/09/americas-strategic-advantage-long-range-strike/)JCP
Striking from long range is a complex exercise even in benign threat environments, requiring the precise coordination of numerous disparate elements to place ordnance on target. US power-projection operations depend upon a number of critical support systems without which long-range strike would be nearly impossible. In concert with their efforts to deny US forces access to forward bases and freedom of maneuver at sea, potential adversaries are developing sophisticated capabilities aimed at disrupting or destroying these support systems in the event of a conflict. 

On January 11, 2007, the PLA successfully tested a kinetic anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon, destroying an aging Chinese weather satellite.49 The significance of this development and what it represents are difficult to overstate. US long-range operations depend heavily on space-based capabilities for everything from ISR to precision navigation and timing (PNT), satellite communications (SATCOM), and command and control for unmanned aviation systems. Making matters worse, these systems are not only crucial but also inherently fragile and hugely expensive to develop and deploy. Along with their demonstrated kinetic ASAT capability, the PRC also possesses laser dazzler-blinders and radio-frequency jammers potentially capable of disrupting US space-based capabilities essential for supporting long-range strike operations. 

**Other Scenario

A2:Cyber-Defense

Most cyberfat can be trimmed

Sternstein, 11 (Aliya, “Defense funding for cybersecurity is hard to pin down,” NextGov, 3/29, 

http://www.nextgov.com/nextgov/ng_20110329_4961.php
The area surrounding "cybersecurity" funding is gray, given that procedures to protect computers against attack are constantly changing as technology advances, say some observers. Still, the various interpretations of cybersecurity spending translate into real-world financial and national security costs, budget and technology experts note.

"The flaws in the definitions will follow into the procurement cycle and you will end up with the government buying maybe what it doesn't need," said Robert Burton, who served as the top career federal procurement official in the White House Office of Federal Procurement Policy during the George W. Bush administration. Fuzzy cybersecurity budgets likely will result in contract solicitations that contain ambiguous requirements for safeguarding federal networks, he said.

For instance, according to Air Force budget documents, the service's $4.6 billion cybersecurity funding request includes money "to maintain and sustain critical cyberspace capabilities," such as the development of one combined network that can manage information flow among air, space and terrestrial environments. "These migrations streamline and improve security, lower operational costs and standardize the system so airmen can access the network anytime, anyplace," wrote Maj. Gen. Alfred K. Flowers, Air Force deputy assistant secretary for budget.

Department-level officials explained that the Air Force's cyber figure differs from their own Air Force cyber calculation -- pegged at $440 million -- because the service's estimation includes "things" that are not typically considered information assurance or cybersecurity, a department spokeswoman said.

Cyber won’t get cut

Defense Industry Daily, 11 (“DoD Cybersecurity Spending: Where’s the Beef?,” 6/15, 

http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/cyber-security-department-defense-spending-06882/
As the US defense budget is seeing targeted cuts, one area that seems to be getting more money is cybersecurity. The US military has announced plans to spend billions on technology to secure its networks.

In response to this shift in priorities, traditional defense contractors, such as BAE Systems, General Dynamics, Lockheed Martin, and Northrop Grumman have been on a buying spree, snatching up cybersecurity firms left and right. At the same time, a number of these companies have proven vulnerable to cyber attacks themselves, with some analysts seeing a tie to a security breach at RSA, which provides technology for remote access of employees to their corporate networks.

This article examines this shift in the US defense industry and defense spending regarding cybersecurity. In particular, the article examines where the money being earmarked for cybersecurity is going and what kind of initiatives are being undertaken by the US military. Broader cyberwar issues will be pursued in a follow-up piece.

A2: GCV

The army will never cut the GCV they consider it critical priority and it fits within budget requirements

Gebhart 7/7 – Reporter for the US Army News Service(Brian, July 7, 2011,  “U.S. Army Releases Modernization Plan 2012” http://www.army.mil/article/61279/Army_releases_modernization_plan/)JCP
Along with the three priorities, the modernization plan also highlights seven systems which are identified as critical to the Army’s success in operations -- current and future. These systems are:

• Joint Tactical Radio System, which will provide simultaneous data, video and voice communications to dismounted troops, aircraft and watercraft. JTRS components include a Wideband Data Radio (Ground Mobile Radio), a Handheld Manpack Small and Rifleman Radio.

• Warfighter Information Network-Tactical, which will provide the broadband backbone communications necessary for operational forces. WIN-T extends an IP-based satellite and line-of-sight communications network through the tactical force, supporting telephone, data and video.

• Ground Combat Vehicle, the Army’s replacement program for the Infantry Fighting Vehicle in Heavy Brigade Combat Teams and the centerpiece of the Army’s overall Combat Vehicle Modernization Strategy.

• Distributed Common Ground System-Army, which provide integrated intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance data to airborne and ground sensor platforms and is the Army’s component of the Department of Defense Distributed Common Ground/Surface System family of systems.

• Joint Battle Command-Platforms, which enable a widely dispersed command and control capability across all formations and the entire spectrum of joint military operations.

• Paladin Integrated Management, which funds readily-available low-risk, upgrades that enhance the responsiveness, force protection, survivability and operational readiness of the self-propelled howitzer fleet.

• Kiowa Warrior, an OH-58 model upgrade which converts D models to F models with enhanced cockpit sensor upgrades.

“The equipment that we’re asking for is a blend of versatility and affordability,” said Donnelly. “It meets requirements of the FY-12 budget while maintaining balance between current and future needs,” he said.

The plan reflects the designed budget against the roles, missions and tasks that the Army could possibly face in the current strategy while keeping future operations in mind.
A2: B-1

B-1 cuts face opposition- deals signal the six bombers will be cut now, but no more.

Penzenstadler 11 (7/1, Nick, Rapid City Journal, “B-1 bomber cuts face stipulations in Congress”, http://rapidcityjournal.com/news/article_33dd0bc6-a3ab-11e0-825a-001cc4c002e0.html) NYan

Faced with plans to retire six B-1B Lancer aircraft, including two at Ellsworth Air Force Base, congressional representatives are looking to protect and invest in the fleet.

When President Barack Obama announced plans earlier this year to trim the number of B-1s, officials in both the U.S. House and Senate began work to refine the request.

A House version of the bill seeks to protect cuts to the combat aircraft at Ellsworth. Now, the Senate wants to ensure savings go back into the program and protect the fleet from further retirements in the next 10 years.
"A portion of the savings from this reduction would fund needed modifications and upgrades to the B-1, while the remainder would be re-invested in other U.S. Air Force and Department of Defense capabilities needed to balance war fighting capabilities across the force," said Col. Mark Weatherington, commander at Ellsworth.

A Senate Armed Services Committee document obtained by the Journal calls for at least 60 percent of the savings to be reinvested in the U.S. military's entire bomber fleet, of which 35 percent must specifically go back into the B-1.

Exactly how much money would be saved by the cuts is unclear, but the committee included a request to the Air Force for specifics in its budget document. Retiring two bombers at Ellsworth would equate to a loss of funding for 160 civilian and military workers at the base.

Another line in the Senate document calls for "a modernization plan for sustaining the remaining B-1 bomber aircraft through at least calendar year 2022."

That assurance seems to imply the fleet would be safe from further cuts for at least the next 10 years.

"It seems like they're saying: ‘If you must cut now, do so, but here are the parameters. Proceed with the cut of six, but that's it until 2022,'" said Chris Lien, chairman of the Ellsworth Task Force in Rapid City.

Sen. Tim Johnson, D-S.D., said that although he opposes the cuts, the added language should help protect the fleet in the future.

"I appreciate that the Senate bill emphasizes B-1 modernization and directs the Air Force to reinvest savings from the potential retirements back into the bomber fleet," Johnson said Thursday in a prepared statement.

The cuts will face opposition from Sen. John Thune, R-S.D., and Rep. Kristi Noem, R-S.D., as well as Sens. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Texas, and John Cornyn, R-Texas, and Rep. Randy Neugebauer, R-Texas, who represents the area around Dyess Air Force Base near Abilene, Tex. Four of the B-1s slated for retirement would come from the Dyess fleet and could result in a loss of up to 200 positions and $40 million, according a report in the San Angelo Standard-Times.

The House version of the bill, approved May 26, stipulates that no B-1s can be retired until 2018 or until a new long-range bomber is ready, whichever comes first.

The B-1 is outdated- large scale bombings are no longer needed and drones provide the needed services.

Thompson 10 – former winner of the Pulitzer Prize and reporter for TIME Magazine (6/28, Mark, TIME, “Bombers Away? The B-1 Could Be Near Its Demise”, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2000020,00.html) NYan

So, by default, the B-1 became a conventional bomber, capable of carrying more weapons — up to 24 tons of bombs — than anything else the Pentagon flies. But despite what airpower advocates maintain, the era of Dresden-like bombing is over. The current restrictions on bombing in Afghanistan — where ever smaller and more precisely guided bombs are delivered in ones and twos instead of dozens — show how bombing campaigns have evolved since precision-guided munitions first went mainstream in the Gulf War nearly 20 years ago. And unmanned drones are now capable of dropping bombs without jeopardizing pilots' lives.

The B-1 bomber is useless- lacks stealth and has no strategic purpose.

Thompson 1 – Ph.D., Chief Operating Officer of the Lexington Institute, and Professor at Georgetown University (8/21, Loren B., The Lexington Institute, “B1 Versus B-2: A Defining Moment for Donald Rumsfeld”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/b1-versus-b-2-a-defining-moment-for-donald-rumsfeld-) NYan

Shortly after the Kosovo air war ended, a senior Air Force officer called me into his office, closed the door, and said, "The B-1 bomber is a piece of shit. We ought to get rid of every one of them." He was right. The B-1 has been a disaster from day one. It isn't stealthy, its electronic warfare systems don't work correctly, and its support costs are astronomical. The Serbs -- no one's idea of world-class adversaries -- managed to shoot decoys off of them nine times, forcing changes in attack plans.
It's no coincidence that a "transformation panel" of outside advisors recommended the B-1 be retired in its first report to defense secretary Donald Rumsfeld. That recommendation changed after the Air Force chief of staff had a one-on-one with the panel chairman (himself a retired USAF four-star), saying the service couldn't afford to buy more stealthy B-2 bombers. So now the plan is to spend a billion dollars a year across the FYDP upgrading B-1's, fly them for another 40 years, and begin developing yet another new bomber.

That's pretty much what you'd expect from the Clinton Administration, but not from Bush. The B-1 is a clinical example of the kind of obsolete Cold War system the President has said should be retired. The only reason it was bought at all was to serve as an "interim" bomber until the more capable B-2 became available. The option of buying more B-2's still exists, and most of the administration's senior national-security managers have at one time or another endorsed doing so. So where's the plan?

Empirically denied- 33 bombers were cancelled in 2003.

Everstine 11 (7/17, Brian,  Air Force Times, “Lawmakers denounce plan to retire six B-1Bs”, http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2011/07/airforce-lawmakers-denounce-plan-to-retire-six-b1b-lancers-071711/) NYan

Thirty-three Lancers went to the bone yard in 2003 for the same reasons the half-dozen appear headed there now — money and spare parts.

When the Air Force retired the B-1s, it recouped operational and maintenance costs, and cannibalized the bombers to keep the rest of the fleet in the air.

No risk of impact- savings from cuts go back into the B-1 program.

Everstine 11 (7/17, Brian,  Air Force Times, “Lawmakers denounce plan to retire six B-1Bs”, http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2011/07/airforce-lawmakers-denounce-plan-to-retire-six-b1b-lancers-071711/) NYan

By retiring the six bombers, the Air Force estimates, it will get back $357.3 million over the next five years.
About a third of the savings, $125.4 million, will go back into the B-1 fleet — $80.7 million for avionics and $44.7 million for procurement of “critical spares,” according to Air Force figures.

The other $231.9 million will go toward strengthening the nuclear enterprise; intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance support; an investment in “building partnerships” capacity; and the modernization of Air Force inventories, according to the service.

Continued funding for B-1s trades off with funding for B-52s and B-2s.

Ewing quoting Representative Randy Neugebauer 11 – Representative for Texas (4/15, Philip, DoD Buzz, “The Twilight of the Bone”, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/04/15/the-twilight-of-the-bone/) NYan

He went on: “As of June 2010, the B-1 has flown more than 4,500 missions over the past 5 years. During this time, the 76 B-52s and 20 B-2s sat on the bench. Additionally, the B-1 is the least expensive bomber in the fleet. As you can see in the exhibit attached to my testimony, the B-52 is 23 percent more expensive to fly per Cost Per Flying Hour (CPFH). The B-2 is 179 percent more expensive. The attached exhibit also documents the astounding cost differentials when it comes to the cost of Period Depot Maintenance. In the business community we look for “good value” for our investment. In the military, they call is “bang for the buck.”

Neugebauer didn’t say so explicitly, but there was a clear message between the lines: To keep the B-1s flying, it might be worth cutting back the rest of the bomber fleet. What do you think — should the Air Force mothball some of its B-52s, or even B-2s, to free up cash for the Bone?

B-2 key to US air power- only US bomber which can carry large payloads long distances.

Northrop Grumman 11 (“B-2 Spirit Stealth Bomber, http://www.as.northropgrumman.com/products/b2spirit/assets/B2-Fact-Sheet.pdf) NYan

The U.S. Air Force's B-2 stealth bomber is the flagship of the nation's long-range strike arsenal, and one of the most survivable aircraft in the world. Its unique capabilities, including its stealth characteristics, allow it to penetrate the most sophisticated defenses and hold at risk high value, heavily defended enemy targets. The B-2 has demonstrated its capabilities in several combat scenarios, most recently during Operation Iraqi Freedom.
The B-2 is the only U.S. aircraft that combines long range, large payload and stealth in a single platform, giving it the ability to project air power anywhere in the world. It can fly more than 6,000 nautical miles unrefueled and more than 10,000 nautical miles with just one aerial refueling. With its ability to carry more than 20 tons of conventional and nuclear ordnance and deliver it precisely under any weather conditions, the B-2 also has the ability to change the outcome of a conflict with a single mission.

B-52s key to military readiness- has the highest mission capable rate out of all of the bombers.

Arana-Barradas 1 (7/24, Louis, Air Force News Agency, “'BUFF' and Tough - the B-52 bomber has been a valuable and effective member of the Air Force since 1955”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IBP/is_6_45/ai_77106313/) NYan

* quoting Joe Gootee an instructor pilot at Minot Air Force Base 

"No Air Force bomber has a higher mission-capable rate than the B-52," he said.

The Buff fleet's cumulative mission capable rate from March 2000 through March 2001 was 80.5 percent, said Air Combat Command officials. The B-1 Lancer's rate was 53.7 percent and the B-2 Spirit's 30.3.

Middle age

Way into its "middle age" years, there's no doubt Buffs still can do their job. Day or night, in any weather. They can fly in and drop tons of "dumb" bombs on a target. Or, stand off and fire cruise missiles, laser-guided bombs or joint direct attack munitions [See "Not So Dumb Bomb," Page 2]. And they can deliver a nuclear punch if needed. That flexibility gives commanders massive firepower. 

