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Tel:  360-318-1134

217 Springview Dr.
File:  gg-010221B.doc

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

22-Feb-2001

Senator Strom Thurmond
Senator John Warner
Senator Patty Murray

Attn:  Mr. John Miller

217 Russell Senate Off. Bldg.
225 Russell Senate Off. Bldg.
Washington, DC  20510
Attn:  Ivan Kaplan

173 Russell Senate Off. Bldg.

Washington, DC  20510

Washington, DC  20510

Subject:  US Army IAV (Interim Armored Vehicle) Procurement and Selection.

Dear Senators:

The Attachment is a copy of a letter that I sent today to Mr. Kenneth J. Oscar, Acting ASA, Acquisition, Logistics and Technology.

In my letter, and in Enclosure 2 to my letter, I dispute Mr. Oscar’s claims that –

“…“This contract was awarded on a ‘best value’ basis.  The Army has conducted a rigorous source selection process and chosen the best vehicle for the Army, in terms of lethality, survivability, and mobility.  The IAV represents the best value and will provide a quality system for the Army.  …”

Your copy of this letter does not include a copy of Encl. 2 (my 42-page letter to SecDef Rumsfeld) to my letter to Mr. Oscar.  Encl. 2 has already been distributed to your office and to others.

Sincerely, 

cc:  SecDef Donald Rumsfeld, Sen. J. Lieberman (Melissa Applegate), Sen. R. Santorum (George Bernier), Sen. R. Byrd, Rep. R. Larsen, Rep. M. Honda.  Also: L. Brownlee and J. Barnes (SASC), RS Rangel (HASC). 

Attachment:  DJL letter to KJ Oscar, dated 22-Feb-01.

Donald J. Loughlin
Tel:  360-318-1134
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22-Feb-2001

Mr. Kenneth J. Oscar, Acting Asst. Secretary of the Army

(Acquisition, Logistics and Technology)

103 Army Pentagon

Washington, DC  20310-0103

Dear Mr. Oscar:

Senator Thurmond, in answering an inquiry of mine, was kind enough to send a copy of your 2-Feb-01 letter to him.  (Encl. 1)

What concerns me is this paragraph in your letter:

“This contract was awarded on a ‘best value’ basis.  The Army has conducted a rigorous source selection process and chosen the best vehicle for the Army, in terms of lethality, survivability, and mobility.  The IAV represents the best value and will provide a quality system for the Army.”

What you said is not correct:  The IAV decision was none of the above.  Those who signed off on a commitment of over $4 billion will soon have to explain that to officials of the new Administration.

General Shinseki lost all credibility following his speech before the Eisenhower Luncheon, Annual AUSA meeting, October 12, 1999.  See URL: http://www.army.mil/armyvision/senior_99eisenhower_speech.htm   

In that speech, the General said that he wanted to give the Army the capability of rapid deployment of ‘medium armored vehicles’ by C-130 aircraft.  Not only that, he said that procurement of wheeled armored vehicles was the best means to do it.

Apparently, we are expected to believe that General Shinseki was unaware of the fact that the Army has had just such a capability for the last four decades:  Its existing fleet of approximately 13,000 M113 APCs which it already owns, which are not only deployable from C-130s, but air-droppable as well.

Other Army documents showed that the Army was firm (it said) on buying a vehicle that is ‘off-the-shelf’ and deployable by C-130 aircraft.  The Army’s decision to buy the Canadian LAV-III was to buy a vehicle that accomplishes neither goal.  I have proved that by citing, in Enclosure 2, Army documents stating that the LAV-III is NOT deployable by C-130 aircraft.  Enclosure 2 is my personal letter to Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld.  Encl. 2 has been distributed within the Congress and has also been sent to the GAO and the media.

It is one thing to buy a foreign product in preference to a domestic one when the foreign product’s performance or price is justifies it, but there is no such rationale in the case of the Shinseki Initiative.  The entire procurement is a poorly crafted excuse to buy (wheeled) armored cars that are not as easily deployed by C-130s as the M113s the Army already owns.

Sincerely, 

cc:  Senators Strom Thurman, John Warner, and Patty Murray.

Enclosures:

1.  KJ Oscar letter to The Honorable Strom Thurmond, dated 2-Feb-01.

2.  DJL letter to Mr. Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense, dated 31 Jan 2001.  

Enclosure 2 contains all Exhibits and Attachments of the letter sent to Mr. Rumsfeld.

[Enc. 2 not included with this copy of the letter.]

ENCLOSURE 1

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY

ACQUISITION LOGISTICS AND TECHNOLOGY

103 ARMY PENTAGON

WASHINGTON DC 20310-0103

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF
February 2, 2001

The Honorable Strom Thurmond

United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Thurmond:

I am replying to your December 28, 2000, letter to the Deputy Secretary, John Veroneau, regarding the production of the Interim Armored Vehicle (IAV) in Canada, case number 453675.  The Office of the Secretary of Defense Legislative Affairs forwarded the letter to me because I have oversight for the IAV program.

The contract was awarded to GM GDLS Defense Group Limited Liability Company (L.L.C.) in Sterling Heights, Michigan, to produce the IAV.  This L.L.C. is a joint venture between General Motors, Electro-Motive Division in LaGrange, Illinois, and General Dynamics Land System Division in Sterling Heights, Michigan.  Overall, fifty percent of the contract performance will be accomplished in the United States with thirty-two percent in Canada and the remaining eighteen percent in other countries.  This contract complies with all applicable statutes and regulations for foreign participation.

This contract was awarded on a "best value" basis.  The Army has conducted a rigorous source selection process and chosen the best vehicle for the Army, in terms of lethality, survivability, and mobility.  The IAV represents the best value and will provide a quality system for the Army.

Thank you for your interest in the Army's IAV program.

Sincerely,

/s/ Kenneth J. Oscar





Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army 





(Acquisition, Logistics and Technology)
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