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23 January 2002

The Honorable Rick Santorum

Attn:  George Bernier

120 Russell S. O. Bldg.

Washington, DC  20510
Subject:  Secretary of the Army White’s letter To Senator Santorum, dated 29 Nov 2001, including an AMSAA Analysis of the M113 against IAV KPP reqmts.

(Enclosure 1, 7 pages, total.  All three Enclosures are at the end of this letter.)

Dear Sen. Santorum:

I respectfully offer my comments on Secretary White’s letter --

What runs through most of the Army’s correspondence on the IAV program are statements about how their studies and analyses demonstrate the validity of the IAV program.  What are missing are statements such as, “We have made such-and-such a decision based on extensive field testing of the IAV vs the M113A_.  those tests were witnessed by ____ (so and so) on such and such dates; and all the results have been available in test reports numbered ‘whatever.”  Such clear-cut statements are missing because no reasonable amount of clear, objective testing was ever done.

The IAV program has never had an understandable rationale since GEN Shinseki first said in October 1999 that:

1.  He needs new vehicles so as to have deployability of Light Armored Vehicles (LAV) by C-130 transport aircraft.  FALSE!  The Army has had that capability for four decades using its existing fleet of M113 Light Armored Vehicles which, incidentally, are lighter than the vehicles that the General claims that he’s buying (the LAV-III).

2.  He said that he would buy off-the-shelf vehicles.  FALSE!  The Army claims it’s buying the LAV-III off-the-shelf, but it isn’t.  The Army, GD, and GM are developing a new vehicle.  Why are they developing a new vehicle?  Because the LAV-III is not now, nor was it ever, C-130 deployable.  It is too heavy, too wide, and too high, as shown by the reports of an Army agency.

3.  GEN Shinseki claimed that wheeled vehicle technology has progressed to the point that is comparable in mobility to tracks, and offers opportunities to reduce the size, weight and cost of armored vehicles.  FALSE!  I have thoroughly researched the subject and have found only documents that support the opposite conclusion; and the supporting documents are ALL Army documents.

(Continued)

COMMENTS:  

Third Para of p. 1 of 7:  It may be true that the side-by-side test could add $28M to the cost of a program now estimated to cost $7,500M (DOT&E est., Enclosure 2)  Secretary White’s concern for adding to the costs of the IAV program is commendable, but such cost sensitivity is difficult to understand when one considers how eager the Army leadership is for an expensive program with no clear rationale for existence.

See:  DOT&E, DOD; Fact sheets on “Interim Armored Vehicle (IAV)”, 3 pages; 

URL:  http://www.dote.osd.mil/reports/FY00/index.html  (Enclosure 2)

Last Para of p. 1 of 7:  Surely no one expects the Army staff to generate a position contrary to one held by GEN Shinseki and HQDA for over 2 years?  

Second Para of p. 2 of 7:  Same comment.  The promise is humorous, since the ‘operational evaluation’ promised by SecArmy White will ‘demonstrate’ what a good decision was made.  It will be just another staff study validating HQDA’s position.  

What is really needed is honest test data, taken in the field, and reported upon by a credible source.  The side-by-side test would give an opportunity for DOT&E to examine (weigh, measure, etc.), determine if the vehicle really is C-130 deployable, etc.  Furthermore, a cost review and analysis would be done.  See more on that below in Para “Second Para of page 3 of 7:  Source Selection:”  The last thing in the world that the Army wants is for the true condition of the program to be known.  

Review of the Executive Summary and the AMSAA ‘Study:’

General statement:  The AMSAA study is what’s known in the trade as a ‘justification analysis.’  If that seems harsh, please read on and learn why I say it.

Additionally, it’s hard to make a meaningful analysis of AMSAA's work without knowing which LAV III and M113 data was used.  One also needs to know how current the data is or was.  We know that the allegedly off-the-shelf ‘LAV-III’ has undergone extensive redesign since contract award in November 2000.  What GDLS/GM (DA) originally gave AMSAA before Dec. 2000 must be a lot different then what the LAV-X / IAV is now in January 2002, over a year later. 

AMSAA did the analysis in December 2000, per page 5 of 7, so we see that, once again, the Army is saying that the paper claims of a vehicle that does not yet exist (in the fashion its proponents claimed) is alleged to be superior to an existing vehicle in the Army’s inventory.  No one can compete with dreams.

Since we know that the LAV-X is now over 20 Tons GVW, and that the Army’s own MTMC/ TEA agency said that an LAV III is not C-130 deployable, it’s hard to believe AMSAA's analysis in December 2000 reflects the real LAV-X as it will emerge as the IAV troop carrier – if it ever does.

The Army’s original RFP was wrong when it said that the max weight for C-130 deployability was 38,000 lbs.  The max limit is only 32,000 lbs per the Army’s MTMC /TEA, so the ‘IAV’ was overweight to begin with.  Redesign to add capability since can only have added weight.

First Para of page 3 of 7, Introduction:  “…The Army evaluated the industry proposals…” Certainly, and the choice of the GD/GM MGS was based strictly on evaluation of paper proposals, evaluated as superior to the Army’s own M8 AGS, already intensively tested and certified as C-130 deployable – and air-droppable as well.  My FOIA request for Army test data on the choice of the GD/GM MGS was turned down because the Army had NO test data that they were authorized to release.  They believed (I’m told) what GD/GM said in their paper proposal; and, since the GD/GM proposal was Proprietary, they can’t show it to me.  Thus, there is no way for a citizen to dig into how and why the Army made the decision.  If you are incredulous that such a thing could happen, see Enclosure 3, TACOM ltr to DJL, dtd 8 Nov 2001.  The following is an extract from Encl. 3:

“Reference is made to your letter of October 22, 2001 in which you reiterated your request for: 

“(I) a copy of the test results of whatever test the Army ran that demonstrated that the LAV III Mobile Gun System (MGS) could actually drive on and off the C-130 without disassembly 

“(2) a copy of the test results showing that the LAV III MGS has been demonstrated to be able to fire safely at maximum depression over the side of the LAV Ill 

“As I mentioned to you in our telephone conversation, offerors were not required to provide MGS vehicle bid samples, and the Army conducted no tests for the MGS. 

“Regarding the ability of the MGS to fire over the side of the vehicle, the data we have is proposal data which has been marked proprietary by the contractor and subject to a restrictive use legend which precludes our releasing the data to you. “  (End of extract.)

Incidentally, the fact that important documentation is not available for review sometimes happens when a procuring agency attempts to save money by not testing bid samples, or by not buying documentation.  But it is also an old trick that is very effective in setting things up to keep pesky citizens from access to embarrassing documents – or the embarrassing lack of supporting documents.  

First Para of page 3 of 7, plus pp. 4 & 5 of 7, Introduction, last sentence:  “…as well as the supporting positions of the .. GAO…”  True enough, the GAO review of UD’s protest supported the Army’s decision; but the GAO had no real data either.  In 35 years of working as a defense contractor, I have never known the GAO to overturn a government contract award decision.  (I’m sure they have, but it’s not that I can remember, so it must be rare.)  That is especially understandable now, since, in reading the GAO report, one learns that there was no independent, questioning GAO assessment of the Army’s decision.  The GAO accepted everything the Army said, and since the Army accepted everything said by GD/GM, it was a ‘win in a walk’ for GD/GM; and a big loss for we taxpayers.

See www.gao.gov and click on Rulings.  Choose Ruling # B-286925.  Alternately try:

http://www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs/aces/aces170.shtml 


In that ruling, it was ludicrous for anyone to be saying, as the SSA and the GAO did, that “…GM/GDLS’s MGS offered significant performance advantages relative to UDLP’s such that its proposal overall was significantly superior in this area….”  The GM/GD MGS was a paper proposal on a vehicle that, in reality, couldn’t be said to exist at the time, since it had to be redesigned to fit on a C-130!  So what performance capabilities do we ‘calculate’ and ‘propose’?  How about 600 mph?

The MGS vehicle concept proposed by GD/GM has had a problem in the past with firing over the side of the vehicle.  Have GD/GM solved the problem?  Who knows? The Army never tested the vehicle and just accepted what GD/GM proposed.  Can I learn if the problem still exists?  No, because the data is proprietary.  

The Marines tried mounting a 105mm cannon in their 8x8 LAV-25s and found the arrangement unsafe due to vehicle stability problems.  Check it with them.

The Army's recent contract award to GDLS/GM for 10 LAV MGS variants on 19 December 2001 indicates that the Army has already committed significant production funding on the IAV Program for the recently developed MGS design.  The Congress needs to be told by the Army if this was without any real  testing.  (I wonder if the Army had Congressional and DOD approval?)

Assuming that, of the contract total of $48 million, $12 million is for tooling and production planning, an LAV MGS variant would now have a unit cost of $3.6 million. This unit cost is considerably more than the recent DOT&E prediction of an LAV unit cost of $2.9 million. 

In the press release announcing this contract award, the LAV/ MGS variant is defined as having a GVW of approximately 19 tons.  Even if you believe it, it’s still 6 tons overweight.
First Para of page 3 of 7, & p.4 of 7:  Source Selection:  

Supportability, price/cost.  Does the so-called advantage for the LAV reflect a 20+ ton vehicle and one that costs $2.9M each?  What about the impact of the redesign of the LAV hull, and suspension to achieve air transport on servicing and repair? How about the comparison of the new height reducing hydropneumatic suspension units to the time proven torsion bar components of the M113 when it comes to initial cost, maintenance, repair and crew training?

Second Para of page 3 of 7:  Source Selection:  The letter concedes that the M113 had a cost and schedule advantage during proposal evaluation.  Now that the IAV schedule is running late, and it is reported by DOT&E to have an Average Unit Cost of $2.9M, perhaps it is time to re-evaluate that evaluation.  (See Enclosure 1)

$2.9M is approximately 10 times the cost to modify the M113s that the Army owns.  
Last Para of page 3 of 7, Performance:  There is a world of hidden meaning where the letter states that “All competitors were required to meet all KPPs for all IAV variants at the time of delivery, commencing with the initial deliveries and were encouraged to meet as many of the … requirements as possible in the initial delivery.”  Those are strange words for an ‘off-the-shelf’ procurement  Translated into plain English, they must mean that the Army’s choice did NOT meet the Army’s specs, the Army knew it, but the bidder has promised to meet the specs by the time of delivery, so I guess it’s all OK.  Strange words for an ‘off-the-shelf’ procurement!  

Last sentence of p. 4 of 7:  Supporting Findings:  “…GAO found that the Army had conducted an extensive comparison testing of bid samples at…”  That is not true, because there was NO testing of the GD/GM MGS vehicle.  It was evaluated and chosen strictly on the basis of a paper proposal with no testing.  That a major procurement decision could be made on the basis of a document generated by people with a strong self-interest motivation, and be chosen over a real, existing, fully tooled for production vehicle (M8 AGS), fully documented, and in which the Army and taxpayers have invested a lot of money, is appalling!


The above quote is:

1.  A false statement. 

2.  Further proof that the IAV procurement is not an ‘off-the-shelf’ procurement, and 

3.  Further proof that the IAV procurement is a disaster in the making, which is why I believe the Army is fighting for time in trying to avoid the comparison test.

AMSAA Findings, p. 5 of 7, of SecArmy White’s 29 Nov 2001 letter


I’m just going to choose just a few things to comment on in this section, since I’ve been fighting this foolish procurement for over 2 years now, and this old man is tiring.

Lethality, p. 5 of 7:  It is hard to understand the charge of a lack of lethality for the M113.  The M113 usually mounts a .50 cal MG and I assume UDLP had one on their vehicle. From what I read, both GD/GM and UD proposed similar armament. 

Interoperability, pp. 5 &6 of 7:  The comment about the lack of interoperability, i.e. the lack of space to mount C4ISR items, is a joke.  UD participated in the Force XXI Applique Program. This program consisted of developing, manufacturing and installing installation provisions and mounting hardware for mounting various modern battlefield Command & Control Electronic equipment in various Army vehicles, including the M113 family of vehicles. 

The M113 family was successfully integrated . The types of devices mounted included lap top computers, desk top computers ( three types), power supplies, NAV equipment, Battlefield Location (Friend or Foe) equipment and all the inter connecting cables and wiring harnesses required.  These installations were tested in a Force XXI evaluation that I believe was conducted at Fort Hood, TX.  Based on what was done in this program for the M113 family of vehicles I find it hard to believe AMSAA's findings.  If any thing the items required now are smaller in size than those of Force XXI days and therefore should be easier to install.  

Wall Breach, p. 5 of 7:  It’s hard for me to believe the M113 would have a problem.  Tracked vehicles have much better traction capability than a wheeled vehicle.  Also Jane’s give the LAV a vertical wall capability of 19.7 inches and the M113 a capability of 24 inches. 

To me this relative measure of useful power indicates that the M113 should be able to breach a wall better than the LAV.  If this req’t references the capability of the MGS cannon I can't understand why the M8's cannon is rated less, since both the M8 and the LAV-X MGS, I believe, use the same 105mm cannon and would have the same ammo available.  Surely the fire control system of the M8, made for tank killing, is adequate for killing bunkers and knocking holes in walls.

Deployability, p. 5 of 7:  I hesitate to use the “L” word, because even L_rs get upset when the word is used, so I won’t use it.  I will be diplomatic, assume that the person who wrote the AMSAA statement that the M113 MGS variant does not meet the air transport requirement is merely ignorant.  I further assume that he is certainly not trying to bias the Senator with false information.  

The entire M113 FOV, and the M8 AGS, the M113 MGS variant, were long ago tested and certified by the Army for both C-130 transport and air drop.  

Can the Army even get their MGS variant onto a C-130?  Can it fire over the side?  If so, will they demonstrate it?  When?  What year?

The statement of " No MGS Derivative is possible", pg 7 V/G field is also incorrect . The Army Reqmts allow that the MGS may or may not be based on the same platform as the ICV. See p. 6 footnote. 

M113 Human Factors, p. 5 of 7: See AMSAA General Determinations.  

I find it hard to believe this finding when one considers that the M113 family has been around for 40 years, and just now there are alleged major Human Factors problems cited by AMSAA.  If these ‘problems’ had really been around that long, then the Army was derelict for ignoring them – if they exist.

Mine Survivability, p. 5 of 7:  LAV III Ground Clearance = .5m = 19.6 inches

M113 A2 Ground Clearance = .41m = 16.1 inches

How could the M113 have marginal mine survivability compared to the LAV-X when one considers the kluge of exposed drive train and suspension components under the LAV-X that are vulnerable to mine blasts.  This finding may also be biased by the fact that there is a wealth of mine blast testing data for the M113 vehicle configuration and probably little to none for the LAV-X or even for the LAV 25 purchased by the USMC.  It was purchased as an off the shelf vehicle and no extensive survivability testing was performed.

I suspect that two more issues bias the mine survivability issue:  

1.  The fact that there can be no mine testing data on a vehicle that don’t exist, and 

2.  A need to justify purchase of an expensive armored car.

The much higher ground pressure of the LAV-X will also make it more prone to detonating pressure type mines. The advantage in ground clearance height advantage of the LAV-X, 3.5 inches, may have also resulted in AMSAA's finding without consideration of the mine resistance properties of the M113 and LAV-X hull materials and configurations.

Acceleration Requirement, p. 5 of 7:  Was the IAV acceleration calculated (read ‘promised’) or was it based on test data?  The IAV has increased in weight since December 2000, so how can we be sure that the LAV-X/ IAV at 20+ tons can meet the acceleration req’t?  This may be an output of an acceleration model, or even a pure guess, and may not mean anything.

Load Carrying Capability, p. 6 of 7:  Jane’s defines the transport capabilities as:    

M2 = 3 (driver & 2-man turret crew) + 6 troops      

LAV 25  = 3 ( Driver & 2 man turret crew) + 6 troops    

M113A2 = 2 ( Driver & Commander in one man .50 cal cupola) + 11 troops

Based on these data I would expect the M113 to have no problem in loading 9 troops and their supporting gear. How can the LAV 25 carry 6 troops and the LAV-X, which is very similar to the LAV 25 in length and width, carry 9 troops?  Does the use of the remote wpn station provides the space for 3 more troops??? 

Conclusions:    

1.  I don’t understand how this Dec 2000 evaluation (based on GDLS/GM proposal claims) is supposed to prove there is no need for a ‘live’ comparison test.  

If Congress agrees to drop the need for comparison testing, they will never know if what they are getting is any better than what they already have.  I say it’ll be worse, and the Congress won’t know it until after billions more have been spent.

2.  The Army leadership must have some kind of backup plan to get out of the ‘hole’ they’ve dug for themselves and the country.  I don’t know what the plan is, but there’s always the ‘switch-and-bait’ ploy:  “The threat has changed.”  If ‘the threat has changed,’ then perhaps, when the AF has more of the larger C-17 transports, the Army will say that the need for C-130 deployability is no longer as important, because the Army can use the C-17s.  The Army staff can surely provide a justification analysis for that course of action.


Of course, when the taxpayers are screaming about vehicles that cost 10 times what they should, the Congress will be widely and justifiably criticized for funding the program, and the military personnel that created it will all be retired and gone.

Disclaimer:  I have no financial interest in the IAV program, nor any financial interest in any other DOD program.  

Distribution:  

Mr. E. C. Aldridge

Under Secretary of Defense for A., L., & T. 

c/o The Pentagon

Washington, DC  20301

Mr. David Lyles, Staff Director

Senate Armed Services Committee

228 Russell Senate Office Bldg. 

Washington, DC   20510
Mr. Andrew K. Ellis, Staff Director

House Armed Services Committee

2120 Rayburn House Office Bldg.

Washington, DC   20515
Enclosures 1 to 3 follow. 

…………………………………………………………………………… 

/s/ Thank you, 
/s/ Don Loughlin 

DJL file:  gg-020129a.doc;  5 February 2002
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