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file:  gg-010207a.doc

Subjects:  

1.  Origins of the Army’s ‘wheels’ push.

2.  US Army Solicitation No. DAAE07-00-R-M032, the Interim Armored Vehicle (IAV).

This is the approximate time scale of what I think happened, even if I don't yet know "why."

I'm looking for comments here (especially on Paras 1 and 2), so speak up if anyone disagrees or has other information.

What follows below is a combo of what was in my last version (1/27/01) of this memo, the 1/24/01 letter to the GAO, and my 1/31/01 letter to the SecDef.

A single asterisk, *, means that I lack documentary evidence and could use some.  Sources that can’t be quoted provided the initial information.  Documents that I’ve published so far omit all references to Para’s 1 and 2, below – because I have no direct evidence. 

A double asterisk, **, means that I have some documentary evidence that can be shown or quoted.  Oddly enough, many of these sources are Army documents – that’s how contradictory the Army ‘leadership’ has been.

Here’s how I see the plot unfolding: 

1.*  The push for 'wheels' started long ago (probably before '96 when the AGS was canceled)  -- 

before Kosovo, Bosnia -- but only at a high level.  Did it start w/ Shinseki, or did he latch on to a flawed high level idea because it was politically expedient?  I don’t know.  

Perhaps it was the exaggerated, unwarranted credit the AF got for defeating Iraq in the Gulf that led the Army leadership to believe they had to do something 'striking' to reclaim a significant role?  Or was it DOD/ White House political pressure?

Any competent investigator of bureaucratic forensics would see DNA traces of DOD diddling in this mess.  (
Whatever the reason, the leadership created a topdown, politically-driven campaign to focus on, and champion, 'wheels' w/ no real input from the middle-level soldiers who were aware of the limitations of wheels.  (Just how a person like Shinseki, with his armored vehicle experience, could sponsor such a wacky idea, is beyond my understanding.)

Topdown dumb decisions are well known in industry, but the ensuing losses are usually racked up in the millions of $ and the losses are mostly not paid by the taxpayers.

Topdown dumb decisions in the government are even better known, cost the taxpayers billions of $, and foul up the national defense as well.  

2.* '96 cancellation of the AGS was driven by Shinseki.  

In July of 1995, Shinseki was made ADCSOPS and he was in that job for a year when AGS was cancelled.  He was “in the building” for a year afterwards: 

Jul 95
Aug 96
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, United States Army, Washington, DC

Aug 96
Jul 97
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, United States Army, Washington, DC

Jul 97
Nov 98
Commander in Chief, United States Army Europe and Seventh Army, Commander, Stabilization Force, Bosnia

Nov 98
Jun 99
Vice Chief of Staff, United States Army, Washington, DC  


Being ADCSOPS or DCSOPS at the time doesn’t prove that he killed AGS, so we have to look at the accumulation of other evidence.  [See Para 4, below.]  He certainly was a key figure in whatever decisions were made at the time.


On 5 Nov 2000, I sent an FOIA request to DA asking for details of why the M8 was cancelled.  See Attachment, DJL file gg-001104a.doc:  No response yet, I believe.  I don’t expect an answer.

3.  In '97 GM-GD teamed up -- 2 yrs before Shinseki's 10/99 'vision.'  

**See Federation of Amer. Scientists website for the '97 teaming date:

http://www.fas.org/man/dod-101/sys/land/mav.htm 

Somewhere along here, the Army leadership (plus those higher?) started reading and believing (!) GM-GD brochures claiming 'C-130 transportability' for the LAV-III.  

** GM-GD brochures STILL make the same claim.

See website:  http://www.gdls.com/releases/IAV_Specsheet.pdf 

LAV-III was the chosen solution as of about that time.

['Rumor has had it' that the LAV-III was the chosen solution for a long time.  Our data (weight, height, and width) indicated that the LAV-III was NOT transportable by C-130.  But we had no proof other than our own calculations.  More on this subject below in Para. 11.]

4.**  In '98, the cabal pushing 'wheels' published the SSI/ Army War College cock-and-bull story. 

See the website: http://carlisle-www.army.mil/usassi/ssipubs/pubs98/aeromotr/aeromotr.pdf  

My furious response is at:  http://www.defensedaily.com/reports/wheelsvtracks.htm 


What is interesting is that one of the authors of the SSI report worked for Shinseki on the Army staff while Shinseki was DCSOPS.  [Source was Kim Burger, ITA, and location of citation temporarily lost.]

5. ** 1.  In October 99, GEN Eric K. Shinseki, the new Chief of Staff of the Army, astonished the military and defense community when he announced his plan to provide the Army with light armored vehicles capable of deployability by USAF C-130 transport aircraft.  Not only that, he said that he saw wheeled armored vehicles as being the best means to accomplish that goal.

(See Address to the Eisenhower Luncheon, 45th Annual Meeting of the AUSA.  10/12/99.  URL: http://www.army.mil/armyvision/senior_99eisenhower_speech.htm )  


What is astonishing is that:

a.  For the last 4 decades, the Army has had the capability of delivering light armored vehicles by C-130 aircraft.  Since 1960, the Army has owned approximately 13,000 M113-series tracked, light armored vehicles deliverable by C-130 a/c; and capable of being air-dropped from C-130s as well.

b.  **The claims of advances in wheeled vehicle technology are, to put it politely, “unsubstantiated.”  There is NO documentation that I could find to substantiate claims of improved performance.  There is Army documentation to support the opposite view.  [See my report mentioned in Para. 4 above: http://www.defensedaily.com/reports/wheelsvtracks.htm  ]


So what are we taxpayers to make of a CSA (an Armor officer, no less) who apparently does not know that he has in his fleet some 13,000 M113s?  Draw your own conclusions.

6.  ** In a 16 Dec 99 TRADOC press briefing, Colonels Rodriguez and Mahaffey were explicit that the vehicle to be chosen MUST be BOTH off-the-shelf and transportable by C-130 aircraft..  

See website:  http://www.army.mil/armyvision/briefing_tradoc_press.htm 

7.  ** On 8 Mar 2000, GEN Shinseki testified on the Army Transformation before the Airland Subcommittee on Armed Services, US Senate.  He said “These interim BCTs – including the Reserve Components – will employ an Interim Armored Vehicle (IAV) – a yet-to-be-selected, off-the-shelf system that the Army will begin procuring in FY2000.”  What the General made clear was that the ‘IAV’ was not a developmental system, but was a generic name for an as-yet-not-procured off-the-shelf armored vehicle.  More on this below!  See URL, page 7, Interim Force subparagraph:  http://www.senate.gov/~armed_services/statemnt/2000/000308es.pdf 

8.  In early April, 2000, the RFP was ‘formally’ released.

10.  ** On 17 Nov 2000, LTG Kern at a press briefing stated that the Army would buy the LAV-III.  He was quite effusive about its capabilities, continuing to assert C-130 transportability, and made no qualifying statements about it needing further development.  And he didn’t call it an ‘IAV.’  See website:  http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Nov2000/t11172000_t117army.html 

11.  ** In Jan 2001, Mike Sparks found documentary evidence from the website of the Army's Traffic Engineering Agency /Military Traffic Management Command (TEA/MTMC) which showed that:

a.  The LAV-III is NOT transportable by C-130 aircraft, and 

b.  AFTER we queried TEA about the issue, the websites were changed to say that the Army is NOT buying the LAV-III, but is buying another vehicle, the developmental ‘IAV,’ whose data are unclear and not yet available.  (We have hard copy printouts made before the sites were changed.  So does the press.)  Some TEA websites were changed to ‘military access’ only, but when I last checked, these two websites were still available:

http://www.tea.army.mil/dpe/Aircraft%20loads.htm , and  http://www.tea.army.mil/dpe/Aircraft.htm 

So now the ‘IAV’ is a development item?  And not a generic name?

12.  Shortly after that, some of the Army's other TEA websites were transferred to places where the public could not access them.

**  We have hard copy evidence from the TEA/MTMC that the Army is NOT buying the LAV-III.  Evidence is the changes in their website documents and the E-mail printouts (in our hands and those of the press).

13.  ** On 24 and 27 January 2001, I mailed protest letters to the GAO which supported the UD protest. **

14.  On 1 Feb, I inquired of a contact at GMDD if he could explain why their brochures say the LAV-III is C-130 transportable and the Army TEA said that it is not.  I got an answer the same day stating that their brochures are correct, and that more details would be revealed after the UD protest was ruled upon.  [??????]

15.  On approximately 1 Feb, I mailed a 2-page letter to the SecDef giving my rationale as to why the procurement is a sham.  [Paras #1 and #2, above, were omitted.  No documentary evidence, yet.]  Copies of the letter, with the two GAO letters attached, were also sent to a number of Congressmen (and women), legislative assistants, Committee staffers, and a few members of the press.

Attachment

Donald J. Loughlin
Tel.:  360-318-1134

217 Springview Dr.
File:  gg-001104a.doc

Lynden, WA  98264
E-mail:  loughlidon@aol.com




November 5, 2000

Department of the Army

FOIA/Privacy Acts Office

Attn:  TAPC-PDR-PF

7798 Cissna Road, Ste 205

Springfield, VA  22150-3166

To Whom It May Concern:
Subject:  FOIA request -- Information about 1996 cancellation of the M8 Assault Gun System (AGS).  

Background:  

The M8 was a lightly armored, self-propelled, antiarmor, combat vehicle armed with a turreted 105mm tank gun.  It is a candidate for selection (maybe) in the Army’s current IBCT program.

It was a program fully funded with Procurement funds when canceled.  It had been live-fire tested, air drop tested, all technical and maintenance manuals had been developed.  It had been type-classified; and the manufacturer (United Defense/ Limited Partners, UD/LP) was ready to begin full production when GEN Reimer canceled the program.  Reimer was CSA at the time.  To my knowledge, the requirement still exists. 

I have 4 questions regarding cancellation of the M8:  

1.  What forces and/or individuals were at work in 1996, or earlier, that led to canceling the program? 

2.  What role (if any) did GEN Eric Shinseki, current CSA, play in 1996 (in canceling the M8) when he was ADCSOPS?

3.  There was supposedly an Army internal study group or committee that met to review the M8 program and recommended cancellation of the M8.   

3.a.  Who appointed the group/committee? 

3.b.  Who was on the committee and who chaired or led the group?

4.  What do the records show was the reason for canceling the M8?  The public reason given for canceling the M8 was to 'save money,' but that makes no sense.  The procurement funding was already in place and the Army defunded itself.  Procurement funds and R&D funds are not fungible; so the Army could not just reallocate Procurement funds to R&D.  An equivalent increase in R&D funds would have to be requested as part of the Defense budget cycle, with no certainty of ever getting the money.  Unreasonable cancellation of programs is more likely to infuriate the Congress than accomplish anything else.  (Enclosure 1.)

Summary:  What the questions above translate to is:  Who killed the M8 and why?

Sincerely,  /s/ Don Loughlin 

Enclosures:

1.  Jim Courter, Politics by Other Means:  The Army Needs a Strategy for Peacetime Success.  AFJI, Jan. ’98.

2: The References in this article may be useful for background:  Don Loughlin, Sayonara AGS! Sayonara Scout? Sayonara Armor?, ARMOR Magazine, July-August 1998. 
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