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Program Summary 
Flight Test: A A-I successfully deployed to Eglin AFB, returning to LM Fort Worth 7 May 09. BF-1 
finished hover pit testing at LM Fort Worth on 7 May 09 and has entered a modification period. 

SJ)()/LRIP Production Status 
(As of 10 Ma~ 09) 
Forward Fuselage 12 Assembly 

8 - Mate/Sub-Systems/Final 
Center Fuselage 16 - Assembly/On-Dock 

8 - Mate/Sub-Systems/Final 
. Aft Fuselage IO - Assembly/On-Dock 
I 

Wing 

Fuselage Structure Mate 
(EMAS) 

I - ate u - systems ma. 8 M /S b S /F' 
12 ­ Assembly i 

8 - Mate/Sub-Systems/Final I 
4 - (BF-5, CF-3, CF-2 & BH-l) 

Final Assembly/Sub-Systems/Systems 8 - (CG-I, CF-I, AF-2, A F-3, BF-3, AG-I 
TestlLabs I AJ-l & BG-l) 
Field Ops/Ground Test/ITF 5 - (AA-l, BF-I, BF-2, AF-I & BF-4) 

As a result oflate to need design engineering changes, the aircraft manufacturing processes of special 
tooling a nd production planning has a bow wave of ba cklog. Late t 0 need de sign engineering 
configuration changes are being experienced at the supplier level as well as in-house fabrication, resulting 
in num erous part sho rtages. Short term Work-Around Plans are be ing generated t 0 support special 
tooling and production planning until long term corrective actions can be obtained. The aforementioned 
production inefficiencies are resulting in massive out of station tasks being accomplishing at Mate, Final 
Assembly and Flight op erations. Movement of manufacturing t asks to the Flight 0 perations environ, 
significantly increases the potential for build nonconformance and cost escalation, (as well as the control 
of additional pe rsonnel, tooling, pa rts m ovementltracking, w ork-in-process. visibility into impending 
changes, etc), this work i s intended t 0 be a ccomplished within the plant .The pr oduction schedule 
recovery surge is LM Aero's priority, at this stage of the contracts in work today (SOD, LRIP I & II). 
LM Aero has established focus teams in efforts to mitigate current issues as well future challenges. 

LM A ero is i n the process of increasing pr oduction t ouch I abor, qua Iity a ssurance engineers an d 
manufacturing engineers in an effort to reduce/resolve daily production constrains. Special Tooling that 
was procured to support rate production for the Forward Fuselage arrived and is being validated to meet 
design engineering requirements pr ior to release to pr oduction. New Wing Special Tooling pur chase 
orders ha ve be en released to resolve the Wing ove rJap inefficiencies, presently experienced. F-35 
production pr ocesses lack stability a nd ha ve yet t 0 be pr oven for pr oduction rates. The integrated 
corrective action system backlog continues to grow. 

Integrated Corrective Action System (lCAS): Review of F-35 n 
corrective act ion efforts raise co ncerns in the following areas: 
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ay I nan e rstand the 
programs I CAS ba cklog cons trains a nd possible resolutions. DCMA requested LM Aero Production 
Engineering furnish a mitigation plan for ICAS backlog concern on or before 18 May, 2009. A follow-up 
report will be generated as resolutions are obtained. DCMA considers this condition as further risk to 
quality, cost and schedule. 

shipped the last SDD Center Fuselage (AF-4) to LM Aero on 4 May 09. With the 
_ hardware deliveries are focused on ship loose parts and 
~e Advanced Composite Center ( ACC) manufacturing 

recovery an. ficant down time in April of the Precision Milling Machines 
(PMMs) has added to the backlog. ACC recovery plan burn down has slipped to Jun 09. AF-6 shipped on 
27 Apr 09 and deMive of AF-7 has moved from 13 May 09 to 1 June 09, due to unavailability of TOACs 
for the s hipset. is working toM aster Schedule 6.1 I ssue3AA and P MC' s Shop 0 perating Plan 
(SOP) Revision. 7 Feb 09). The production line is compressed, but. has expended the effort to 
maintain production flow. Year to date assembly operations have averag~a 37% overtime rate. Late 
parts have been extremely disruptive (14 May estimate is 202 late critical parts) to assembly operations 
creating inefficiencies. 

_ (Aft/Empennage): Three major assemblies s hipped in April; C F-2 Horizontal Tail (HT) and 
~al Tail (VT), and AF-4 Aft Fuselage. is not meeting the purchase order delivery datMs,er 
MS 6.1. Based upon historical performance, recovery to contract schedule has little merit 
present projection for recovery of the Aft F is Sept 2009). Sixteen HT and VT ies an 
Thirteen Aft Fuselage assemblies are scheduled for delivery in 2009. At the end of April, four 
sets behind the contractual delivery dates and two sets behind their current recovery plan present 
projection for rec~f the HT VT assemblies is April 20 10). CJ-I Aft Fuselage due (MS 
6.1) / 15 May 09 ~ recovery plan) is waiting on delivery of base plates to facilitate shipping. The 
GFE shipping stillage structure assembly, managed by LMFW, contributes to the late delivery of CJ-L 
There are nine sets of shipping stillage/containers in existence, which are cycled back to_ in support 
of Aft Fuselage shipment. In the CJ-I case, LMFW did not return the proper complement of shipping 
stillage components. With minimal assets, a cross-teammate process should exist to assure that the base 
plates are expeditiously returned to support the next shipment. 

Significant delays continue in the carbon fiber c -_ does not have a dedicated JSF 
composite fabrication facility (sharing a facility at ~ility has doubled their personnel 
in the JSF area to address the backlog and Line to meet the LM Aero critical path. 
Estimates are a two month recovery pi an for major pa rts a nd three month recovery plan for al ready 
planned omission parts. This must demonstrate significant improvement prior to LRIP 3. 

111_ is unable to provide Certificates of Conformance for equipment received from LM Aero. A 
preVIOUS agreement addressing this issue expired in October 2008. DCMA and the MOD had given. 
an extended suspense date of 2 Mar 2009 to resolve the issue, but a response has not been received. 

F-35 LMFW __Value Stream Map (VSM) Tri-Company conference form 11-13 May 09. 
The three companIes are ~elop mutually agreed futur. process. Notable topics discussed: 

F-35 Material Management.Sho"ae Trend projections, indicate significant spikes the weeks of25 
May, 15 Jun and 22 Jun 09. rOJecte shortage spikes are an~ed demand spikes associated with 
a convergence ofF-35 jig load activities. MFW is working with_ and. to mitigate. 
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Report Scope 
The Joint Strike Fighter - Lighting II Monthly Assessment Report (MAR) is focused on reporting the 
status of Customer Outcomes and associated Performance Commitments identified in the Memorandum 
of Agreement with the JSF Program Office. Interdisciplinary teaming between DCMA personnel is used 
to ensure customer outcomes are ascertained; risks to outcomes are identified and assessed. 

Maintain Cost and 
Schedule 

Y 

Resource requirements are 
aligned in support of funding 
and budget allocations. IEAC 
data and projections match 
actual performance within + I 
• 10% of contractors budget 

G 

Y 

G 

= Block 1,0 
Yellow = Block 1,0 OPC at least 73% but less than 
83% 

GRed Block 1,0 OPC <73% 

of properly claSSified minor 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 

G 
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Maintain LRIP Aircraft Delivery Rate 
PC - NSF198AJ17: Description: Maintain LRIP aircraft delivery to within 10 M-days of contract delivery date. The Maintain LRIP 
Delivery Rate is an Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) based metric of the monthly average (+/-) float manufacturing days (M-days) 
of all reported LRIP aircraft to their contract delivery schedule (00-250). Goal is to maintain delivery of LRIP aircraft to within 10 M­
days of contract delivery date. Nota: Float M-days are entered as positive values. but represent behind schedule status. 
Monthly IMS LRIP CORL data is directly used as data source. Data shall be updated NLT the 20th of each month. Total Float of all 
reported aircraft that have passed their baseline start date will be averaged monthly for metric. Green: s10 M-day variance to 

• delivery date, Yellow: 11 - 21 M-day variance, Red: >21 M-day variance to contract delivery date. 

YS-AlH DCMA LMFW F-35 NSF198Al17 Maintain LRIP Ad't Delivery 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
FY09 

• Target 

Metric Status: Red 

Trend: Degrading 

Summary of Metric Status: Metric is -27 Mdays for month end March. 

Root Causes: A F-6 critical path driver is the 0.5-v05.100 FCR being received late from SOD. AF-7 
driver is the!! BF-5 Assembly Jig unloading late. LRIP 2 impacts to the metric average are AF-II 
Wing pr e:= _ act ivities, AF-13 Vertical B ox de livery to L M A ero, and B F-6 Wing pr e­
assemblYIIIIIIIIII . 

There are 49 L RIP I pa st due items for month-end March, the majority of which continue to be in the 
Forward and Wing build areas, as well as ALIS. There are 83 past due LRIP 2 items, the majority are 
also in the Forward and Wing build areas. 

Future drivers -_ In an attempt to recover from schedule slippages, _ is currently operating 
under yet another recovery schedule which should bring them in line w it~irst recovery schedule 
(SOP 7 Issue 3) sometime in June 2009. 

Aft Component Assembly - _ pr oposed 75 Mdays A sSllmbl Span Time ( AST) for each AFT 
assembly for the remainder o~and throughout LRIP 2 - is not meeting the 75 Mdays AST. 
Instead, they are averaging 91 Mdays AST per AFT (last 3 units. e late line completions are the result 
of jig availability, intensive gauging process, increased line yields required to make up for late starts, late 
interdivisional ( composites) pa rts delivery tot he production I ine and engineering changes. Planned 
Production Intervals (PI) for t he A FT line during S DO varies de pending up on a ircraft version, b ut 
averages about 24 Mdays. LRIP I and 2 PI's average -17 Mdays. The actual PI during SOD is averaging 
about 29 Mdays - due mainly to late line starts caused by late interdivisional parts supply at station O. 

According to Recovery Schedule (SOP 7 Issue 3) _ wiIl be Green to the purchase or der delivery 
schedule, MS6.1 by AF-12 (LRIP 2) on 14 Se~~i11 be a very difficult to accomplish based on 
the historical actuals for AST and PI - DCMA_ projects AFT delivery of November/December 2009. 
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Empennage Component Assembly -_ proposed 60 Mdays Assembly Span Time (AST) for each VT 
and HT assembly, starting with CF-2~ remainderofSDD. LRIP 1 and 2 were proposed at 56 Mdays 
AST. Instead, they are averaging 103 Mdays AST per VT and 117 Mdays AST per HT (over SDD). The 
late I ine com pletions are the result of jig availability, intensive gauging proc ess, increased line yields 
required to make up for late starts, late interdivisional (composites) parts delivery to the production Jine 
and engineering changes. Proposed Production Intervals (PI) for the Empennage I ine during SDD is as 
follows: 29 Mdays PI between each VT assembly and 31 Mdays PI between each HT assembly. LRIP 1 
and 2 are proposed 16 and 15 PI between each VT/HT. The actual PI during SDD is averaging about 36 
Mdays PI for the VT and 38 Mdays PI for the HT, exceeding planned estimates - increased PI caused by 
late line st arts as a result of I ate interdivisional parts supply at Station O. A ccording to the Recovery 
Schedule, _ will be "Green" to the purchase order de livery schedule by early LRIP 3 - there is no 
margin for error. 

Contractor A ctions: The Production Operations Recovery Plan h as been implemented into all LR IP 2 
files in the I MS. Mi tigation activities suc h as the selective us e 0 f overtime, minimum spa ns on each 
SWBS, and out of station installations for late parts for the abovementioned drivers continues. 

The initial LRIP 2 Schedule Risk Assessment indicates the following major risk areas: 
• 	 Timely availability of tooling (SDDILRIP 1 units completing on time) 
• 	 Late part deliveries to various SWBS's continue to be a concern 

The assessment also indicated a 50% probability of AF-8 being 13 M-Days late to contract DD-250 date, 
and BF-6 being 19 M-Days late. 

Actions taken by.
• 	 Obtaining more jigs and tooling for the AFT line line capacity increase and output now 

expected within May 2009 
• 	 Engineering issue resolution is on going objective 
• 	 Daily performance reviews have been implemented 
• 	 Obtaining outside sources to relieve the composites backlog recovery is expected by 

week 16 for Major Units and week 23 for Planned Omissions 
• 	 Parts supply to the production line -_ is currently revamping the supply chain to 

improve the kit supply process 
• 	 _ re vide repeated requests for production information and associated 
~s has been very accommodating in our approach to obtain needed 
data from personneL The request is acknowledged but not delivered. 

DCMA Actions: DCMA LMFW P/SI, PA Production and PA D&I Team members continue to mature 
performance commitment sub-metrics to assess key build event progress on LRIP aircraft. These metrics 
will utilize data from the IMS and various shop floor systems. 

DCMA L MFW and LM Aero have ag reed to Joint Process Reviews (JPR) for 2009, as part 0 f ou r 
strategy to influence L RIP ai rcraft deliveries. D CMA' s pur pose du ring these reviews is to assess the 
contractor's processes for suitability, adequacy, adherence, and effectiveness, as well as assessing the 
contractor's corrective action performance. 

As part ofa joint DCMAIPI A udit of the Forward Fuselage area in March 2009, DCMA focused on 
Product Discipline (PD) adherence. A Management System Notification (MSN) was issued against AC­
5974 Product Discipline. A requirement within A C-5974 i s to communicate 0 pportunities f or 
improvement a nd take a ppropriate actions w here a dverse trends a re developing. Additionally, 
management w ill determine a ppropriate actions for employees with repeat findings. Resolution i s 
expected by mid-May 2009. A DCMA/P[ Audit of the Wing area will be conducted in May. 
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• • • • • • 

Estimate when PC will achieve goal: TBD - Part deliveries to various SWBSs continue to impact build 
activities. 

The table below includes the total SCOPs planned for LRIP aircraft, the number of SCOPs completed as 
of the reporting period, the percentage of SCOPs completed relating to the total planned for the specific 
test article and the percentage of testing completed prior to test article rollout from the factory to the flight 
line (Rollout). 

SCOP testing starts at the trailing end ofS WBS 240. The current IMS baseline finish dates for A F-6 
through AF-IO are annotated below. Fourteen (14) SCOPs have had planning formally released against 
aircraft AF-6, thirteen (13) against AF-7, AF-8, AF -9 and eight (8) for AF-l O. No formal testing has been 
started on any LRIP aircraft as of this report. 

SCOP Com-'pletions per Aircraft iAlC) 
Baseline 

Total SCOPs SCOP %Complete % Complete priorAircraft Finish Date CompletedPlanned (Total AlC) to KoHoutI Effectivity (SWBS240) 
19 Jan 09 91 Est. Oct 09 

, 
AF-6 --

91 I9 Feb 09 Est. Nov 09AF-7 --
2 Mar 09 91I AF-8 Est. Dec 09 - -

9123 Mar 09 Est. Jan 10AF-9 - -i 
9120 Apr 09 Est. Feb 10I AF-I0 --

Currently 100 SCOPs and 13 AEI's (Aerospace Equipment Instructions) are formally released against 
AF-6, AF-7, AF-8, AF-9 and AF-lO aircraft. 

Improve Supplier Delivery Rate 
PC - NSF198AJ21: Description: JSF Key Suppliers have an average delivery rating of greater than or equal to 96 percent. JSF 
Key Suppliers are detennined by analyzing category 3 and 4 shortages to jig load. JSF Key Suppliers may be adjusted on a 
quarterly basis as new issues emerge. This metric is a monthly average percent of lots delivered on-time for JSF Key Suppliers. 
The goal is to achieve an average of 96 percent or greater on-time lot delivery rate. Supplier delivery data is obtained from LM 
Aero's Supplier Quality Management and Procurement Quality Network databases. These databases are updated on apprOximately 
the 15th of each month. The monthly data from each database is reflective of the previous month's performance. This metric will be 
updated within one week of the LM database updates. Green: 100.0 to 96.0%, Yellow: 95.9 to 87.0%, Red: S86.9%. 

VS-AJH DCMA LMFW f-35 NSfl96AJ21 Imp Supplier Delivery Rate 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
FY09 

• Actu.al • Targel Target range 

Metric Status: Red 

Trend: Degrading 
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Summary of Metric Status: The delivery rate declined 18.4% to a monthly average of 58.5% and showed 
a steep decline for the month. 

The chart below shows the overall delivery performance over the past 12 months for the top 50 DCMA 
JSF Key Suppliers. The blue vertical bars represent the monthly average percent of! ots delivered on­
time. The uppe r red line represents the monthly ne t scheduled qu antity of parts which were t 0 be 
delivered by these 50 suppliers, and the lower green line represents the monthly quantity of parts received 
on-time from these 50 suppliers. 

JSF Top SO Key Suppliers - Overall Delivery Performance - Apr 08 to Mar 09 
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Root Causes: The root causes oft he poor delivery performance continue to be late requirements to 
suppliers, rapidly changing requirements due toe ngineering changes, schedule pr essures, a nd Bill of 
Material errors (22% of total shortages). 

Contractor Actions: To correct the negative delivery performance, Lockheed Martin has now deployed 34 
Supply Chain Managers to focus suppliers with the intent of deploying more. Additionally, they initiated 
a "Change War Room" to directly address the negative impact ofengineering changes on suppliers. 

DCMA Actions: DCMA has initiated approximately 25 Letters of Delegation to monitor and report on 
JSF Key Suppliers with significant negative impact on the delivery rate. DCMA Lockheed Martin Fort 
Worth is continuing their analysis of "unplanned shortages." These are shortages that result from design 
issues, supplier quality assurance reports, and parts that are either scrapped during installation or "lost in 
shop." The chart below shows the overall negative trend in unplanned shortages for 2009. 
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Based on the da ta p resented in the first ch art, DCMA be 1 ieves that Lockheed Martin's projections for 
internal issues a re inadequate. 0 verall sho rtages f rom bot h anticipated projections and unp lanned 
shortages are expected to rise significantly in the 2 months. 

Estimate when PC will achieve goal: LRlP 3 to LRIP 4 (2011 to 2013). 
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Improve Supplier Quality Rate 
PC - NSF198AJ10: Description: Each delegated supplier has quality ratings greater than 96 percent. The total LM Quality rating 
for key suppliers (areas of consideration are: cost. issues. technical, criticality). The top suppliers are summed and divided by 
quantity which gives an average QA rating per month. The goal is to achieve an average of greater than 96%. Supplier quality data 
is obtained from LM Aero's Procurement Quality Assurance database and metric updated no later than the 20th of each month. 

! Green: C!:96%. Yellow: 87 to 95%. Red: <87%. 

YS-A:Ji DCMA LMFW F-35 NSFl98AJI0 Imp SUpplier QUai Rate 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~, , 
FY09 

• Ac!ual 

Metric Status: Yellow 

Trend: Degrading 

Maintain Cost and Schedule 
PC - NSF198AJ08: Description: Resource requirements are aligned in support of funding and budget allocations. IEAC data and 
projections match actual performance within + /- 10% of contractors budget at completion. DCMA Independent EAC is measured 
against the prime contractor's BAC. DCMA includes risk, pressures, cost and schedule variances as compared to LM Aero BAC. 
The source of EV data comes from the monthly JSF SOD Cost Performance Report which lags by 1 month. Metric is updated in 
Metrics Manager as soon as data is received from contractor (approximately 45-60 days after end-of-month). This is represented 
as the contractor's BAC as the Numerator divided by DCMA's IEAC as the Denominator - with a 10 percent tolerance band. Green: 
1.0 to 0.95 variance (5%), Yellow: 0.95 to 0.90 variance (5% to 10%), Red: 0.90 or greater variance (>10%). 

YS-AJH O<MA LMFW F-35 NSF19BAJOB Maint Cost SChedule 

• Actual .Tatg6I Torgel range 

Metric Status: Green 

Trend: Degrading 

Summary of Metric Status: DC MAs IEAC is 5.3% over LM Aero's BAC 
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Lockheed Martin is now reporting to an Over Target Baseline reported in the March 
2009 Cost Performance Report (CPR). 

DCMA IEAC i~ for the SDD contract. This DCMA IEAC is based upon the March 2009 
CPR report. L~endedan averageo~permonthoverthelast six months. 
Assuming a continuance of this _xenditure rate, DC~~ SDD budget with OTB will 
be depleted in FY20 II, (BAC 0 - ACWP ot__=_ remaining). 

The LM EAC MR is close to 5.0% of Estimate-to-Complete based on March 09 CPR. Using the Standard 
formula based on cumulative SPI and CPI yields an SDD increase 0 ___ over current LM Aero 
BAC. With the addition of risk factors such as, Supplier Costs, La~arts, Schedule Impacts, 
Production Delays, Change R eqUiremen~s etc. the D CMA I EAC totals F Ii ht Test, D CROM data, 
___ vs. the LM Aero BAC 0 The graph below illustrates the DCMA's past 
~AC against LM's BAC an . 
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The March 2009 SOD cost summary and program status is as follows: 

Measurement 
Baseline 

Management Reserve 
(MR) 

Performance 
Start/End Oct 2001l0ct 2014 2007/Feb20 I0 20 I OlFeb 2011 Mar 2011IDec 2011 

Primar~ Trip Wires 	 Secondar~ Trip Wires 

System 
Indicator 

Baseline 
Indicator 

Primary Trip Wires -

Cum 
BEl 

0.98 

SPI 

0.973 

Cum 
CPU 

0.94 

CPI 

0.958 

CPIITCPI 
10% 

7.1% 

Contract 
Baseline

Mods 
Revs 5%

10% 

N/A 

(a) System Indicator: Please see EV section of report. 
(b) Baseline Indicators: A baseline assessment shows the contractors BAC and EAC to be optimistic. To 
complete the contract within the C BB, the contractor needs to be about 6.3 percent more efficient. The 
BAC has increased by 40% since the start up in Oct of 200 1. The cost growth is likely to increase due to 
inherent engineering risks in the first versions 0 f S TOVL and C V aircraft. The con tractors 0 CROM 
database for the corresponding month shows a net cost growth of threats and pressures exceedin~ 

Secondary Trip Wires ­
• 	 Baseline Execution Index (BEl): Cumulative tasks from October 200 I thru April 2009: Cum 

BEl = 139,321 Completed Tasks/142,506 Planned Tasks = 0.98 
• 	 Monthly (April 2009) Tasks: 429 Completed Tasks vs. 1101 Baselined to Complete Tasks 
• 	 SPI (since replan) BCWPIBCWS= 0.973 
• 	 CPU= (1370 + (82)/1370 = 0.94 (Time Now = 26 Apr 09) 
• 	 CPI (since replan) = BCWP/ACWP= 0.958 
• 	 CPI/TCPI= 0.958/1.031=.929 
• Contracts Mods - (BAC now)/original BAC 10/01=_)/_) =1.40 

The 0 CMA Risk Rating for E VMS at the total pr ogram level i s rated Yellow using t he ag reed to 
parameter ofVAC (-4.56%). 
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