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) Program Alternative 5 assumes the Air Force selects the F-17 ‘and

the Navy develops the F~17il discussed ahoye under Program Alternative 3,

{ Program Alternative 6 also assumes the Air Force selects the F-17
but the Navy develops.the independent VFAX discussed above under Prgaram.
14 Alternative 4,

The Tife cvele cost estimates for each of the prooram alternatives
are based on procurement of FEC aircraft for the Air Force and 870 for
the Havv and 15 vears oneration and surport for 432 UE aircraft in the
Ay Force and 420 UL afrcraft in the Mavv, The hicher buv for the Navy,
when viewed in terms of (£ operatine aircraft is required to offset the
3 higher attrition rates and piveline associated with carrier operations,

Table 1 1ists acovisition and operating costs for each of the
alternatives described above. '

1 Tahle 1

% COSTS OF ALTEPNATIVE AIR FODPCE/MAVY ACOUISITION PRNEPAMS
: (BiTTions of FY 75 o)

Acquisition 0&S 15 Year Life
USAF Navv Cost Cost Cycla Costs

F-16 1601 (F-100 encinz) a.3 10.0 10.3
F-16 1500 (F-401 engine) 10.4 10.4 20.8
F-16 F-17N 10.3 10.9 21.2
F-16 Independent VFAX 10.7 10.9 21,6
F-17 F-17M - 10,2 11.5 21.7
F-17 Independent VFAX | 3 [ G | % 23.1
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Alternative 1 is the most attractive alternative shown from a cost:
standooint since only minimal incremental PDTSE (%150M) was assur=d for
the Navy version of the sinole encine ACF, This results from maximum
commonality with Air Force avionics and 758% ccrmonality with the airframe,
4 However, it probably will not mcet Mavy renuirements,

Alternative 2 is €1 1/2 billion rore costlv than Alternative 1, since
it includas completion of the development of the F-4N1 enaine, a larcer,
less cormon airframe (20% by weight with the Air Force version), and
the costs of davelopina and procurina the laraer Navy radar. This
increased aircraft size and encine thrust imnacts unon fuel consumntion
as well. As in the case of Alternative 1, hinher attrition costs vere
included as a result of oneration of one enain= aircraft bv the Navv.

(In the case of the Air Force, hicher attrition costs are offset by
cemmonality savines of the F-100 encine with the F-15 program,)
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Alternative 3 retaing the F-16 for the fir Force, but includes costs
for complete developrzioi of a Mavv version of the F=17 with an unrated
J=101 enaine, a totally differant airframe, and the Navv's avicorics
packace, It was also costed assumina the hichar onerating costs of the
F-17 oreviously described for the Air Force vhich ara even more sionifis-
cant in the case of Yavv eperations, havina hicher attrition rates and
pineline., It is still half a hilTion cheaney than Alternatives 4 and 5,

Alternative 4, with the Air Force acouirina an F-1F 2nd the Mavy an
independent fiohter-attack aircraft, is alrast $2.5 billien more excvens
sive than Alternative 3. The increased costs are thnse assaciated with
the particular NACF assumed -- a larger aircraft than the F-17 requiring

an even higher thrust version of the J-~101,

AMternative 5, vhich approximates Alternative 4 in cost, is sirnly
the Air Force acruiring the F-17 and the Mayy buvina a variant of the
F=17. The costina was based on 1779 enaine commenalitv, 75% for aire
frame and avionics. Higher oneratino costs apnzar for this alternative
than any of those previously shown because both Services are emnlovino
the hicher fuel consumntion F-17,

Alternative 6, vhich exceeds Alternative 5 by $1 1/2 killion, assumes
Air Force operation of the F-17 and Havv eoreration of an indenendsntly
developed aircra®t built around J-171 encinss, It is the most costly
of the confiqurations priced since it includes the cost of tio complete
airframe develonrents and procurement and operation of a larcer aircraft
than the F-17 by the Navy.

The maximum hypothetical savinas associated with cormonality are
very real, e.a., alwost &2 1/2 billion (rouchly 12%) for proceeding
with a minirun variant of the F-1€ for hoth the Air Ferce and the flavv
(Alternative 1), as comnared with nrocurina the F-1f far th2 Adr Force -
and a different fichter aircraft for the Mavy (L1ternative 4). lovever,
as indicated bv the atove table, the additicral cnsts to beth the Air
Force and Mavy of acouirine and onerating the F-17 and F-17 variants
instead of the F-=15 and F-1A variants also appear to run about $2 billion
(AMternative 5 vs, Alternative 1).

It is also apparent that the F-1€ is sufficientlv less costly than
the F-17 so that the Air Force could procure the F-16 and the Havv pro-

A cure a major variant of the F-16 with th2 more powerful F-471 ennine
? vhose dovelopment is still incompiete (Alternative 2) -- and still save
! almost $1 billion relative to buvino the F-17 for the Air Force and &n
F-17N for the flavy (Alternative 5). '

Even if the Air Force buys the F-16 and the Havv buys a variant of
the F-17, savinas of half-a billicn are predicted (Alternative 3 vs,
Wilternative 5). Thus, despite the savinas associated with commonality,

e —



oy,




