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From: The.Firm [the.firm@internode.on.net]

To: 'LtGen David Hurley CCDG <david.hurley@defence.gov.au>'
Cc: 'APA Peer Review Group'; 'Crosland, Glenn MAJ'

Subject: FOLLOW UP RESPONSE TO YOUR REQUEST

Dear Lt Gen Hurley,

Thank you for taking my call and for your time this morning.

I believe the list of nine points on page 87 of Section 3 to Submission No 20 provides the overview
requested. A copy is attached along with a copy of Part 3 of Submission No 20 (consisting of
Section 3 and 4 plus endnotes) should you wish to drill into the detailed results of the supporting
analyses.

As with nearly all our papers/submissions, this has been peer reviewed by domain experts both here
in Australia and overseas, many of whom have ‘the wisdom that comes from having been there
before’.

This “air dominance’ capability responds to and supports the Denial Strategy outlined in the Defence
2000 White Paper with a single but fundamentally important amendment; being, a definition of the
area of regional interest more appropriate to a post 2010 region with its emerged and emerging
capabilities.

On the issue of costs, despite those who say that ‘the Kopp and Goon proposals are out of the ball
park, cost wise’ and would lead to Defence ‘having to mothball the Army and/or the Navy’, the aim
and the resulting outcome would be the exact opposite. Given the chance, this can be demonstrated.
Moreover, when people say such things about these proposals, might | suggest you ask to see their
analyses; or, in T&E terms, test the evidence.

As for the list on Page 87, most if not all the capabilities proposed could be funded within the
envelope of the budgetary requirements of the existing Defence plans. This would be through the
cost/capability improvements and related savings embodied in the Industry Proposals provided to
Defence back in 2001/02, as amended to the current day. Also, since the related plans are
evolutionary in nature, discretely packaged, and intentionally structured under Australian control,
the flexibility exists to modify these plans and related expenditures during implementation should
there be changes in the conditions upon which these plans are based.

Specifically on the NACC capability needs, the force mix option proposed by Industry is more
capable than; more cost effective than; and far less risky than current plans. Again, given the
chance, these attributes can be demonstrated, both quantitatively and qualitatively.

The cost effectiveness of this option leads to significant cost/capability improvements and related
savings out to 2015 and 2020. In summary, these take the form to 2015 of more than $4,500 million
(2004 PV discounted dollars) of savings in operations, maintenance and upgrade costs, and over
US$2,000 million (in ‘then year’ dollars) of savings in capital item acquisition costs.

I am surprised there are people, particularly Air Force people, who are so dismissive of what has been
proposed yet are not prepared to test the evidence or support their views with hard data. All that has
been proposed can be achieved within the budgets that are required for the current plans and,
therefore, will not, as some claim, “distort Defence’s budget at some expense to land and maritime
capabilities”. In fact, the basic aims behind these proposals include greater complementarity with and



support for the Land and Sea elements of Australia’s Defence; for example, greater ISR and strategic
air lift capabilities than are currently planned.
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3.3 Planning Force Structure to Achieve Air Superiority 87

The ADF has no choice, if the intent is to maintain Australia’s strategic position in this
region, than to properly develop the full spectrum of capabilities for achieving and main-
taining air superiority, in credible numbers. Any other approach to this problem creates
significant medium and long term weaknesses which will leave Australia at a disadvantage
in the regional strategic context.

Australia will have to invest in all of the key capabilities required to achieve air superiority:

1. A high capability category air combat fighter capability, rather than the low capability category
small fighters operated since the 1940s.

2. A high capability category strike capability, enhancing the capability currently provided by the
F-111.

3. A robust aerial refuelling fleet in numbers matched to the numbers of combat aircraft, in a
ratio of at least one medium sized tanker aircraft per four combat aircraft.

4. Robust Airborne Early Warning and Control capability, in greater numbers than the currently
planned six aircraft.

5. Robust capability for imagery intelligence, other than satellite imagery, with sufficient capacity
to support combat operations in the areas of interest.

6. Robust capability for electronic and signals intelligence gathering, with sufficient capacity to
support combat operations in the areas of interest.

7. Robust capability for electronic combat, using support jamming aircraft, with sufficient ca-
pacity to support combat operations in the areas of interest.

8. Robust capability to support aircraft, systems, weapons, infrastructure, both deployed and at
permanent basing.

9. Fuel storage and replenishment infrastructure at northern Australian bases to sustain a credible
rate of effort using all RAAF combat aircraft, aerial refuelling tankers and other supporting
assets.

It is necessary to include airfield fuel replenishment infrastructure to essential prerequisites to achieve
air superiority. Where insufficient capacity exists to replenish consumed aviation fuel, the air force
using these facilities will be severely limited in how many sorties it can fly. The useful size of the
force would be limited by the fuel replenishment infrastructure rather than the number of aircraft in
service.

The need for a high capability category air combat fighter capability derives from the simple reality

that most regional operators are acquiring high capability category air combat fighters, specifically
the Sukhoi Su-27/30 series and the Boeing F-15. Indeed, within the region only Australia, New
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