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PART ‘A’.  ADDENDUM

1.  Introduction and Background:

In October 1999, GEN Eric K. Shinseki, the new Chief of Staff of the Army, launched his much heralded “Shinseki Transformation Initiative.”  He claimed to need –

· New armored vehicles capable of deployment by USAF C-130 transports, 

· An off-the-shelf procurement to ensure prompt delivery of these new vehicles, 

· And he made it clear that he wanted armored cars to obtain the weight, volume and performance benefits to be found (he claimed) with the new technology in wheeled armored vehicles.

Unfortunately for the American soldier and taxpayer, the only true statement he made was that he intended to buy armored cars.  In an earlier report, “The ‘Shinseki Transformation Initiative’ -- is a fiasco,” (Ref. A in Addendum), I showed, using Army and government data, --

· That the Army has had light armored vehicles (the M113 APC) capable of C-130 deployment since the early ‘60s, 

· That an off-the-shelf procurement was not possible because the vehicles he intended to buy (modified LAV-III armored cars) were NOT capable of C-130 deployment, 

· That wheeled armored cars, compared to tracked armored vehicles of the same armor and payload class, are inherently larger, heavier and less capable than tracked vehicles for the serious business of war.

GEN Shinseki’s plan was to organize these modified armored cars, originally called ‘IAVs’ (Interim Armored Vehicles), * as the centerpieces of readily deployable IBCTs (Interim Brigade Combat Teams).  Had the Army made sound decisions about what kind of armored vehicle would be the centerpiece of the IBCTs, the Army might now, after spending three years and billions of dollars, be well on the way to being ‘transformed -- and would’ve spent a lot less money.  As such, the Army might be in a better position with the Bush (II) Administration, an Administration that sees Transformation of the entire Defense Department as being essential –preferably with a strong emphasis on Air Power.

We are now faced with the predictable unraveling of the IAV / ICV program.  Based upon a foundation of falsehoods and fantasy, schedule has slipped, costs have doubled, charges of rigged wargames have been made, and reports that the Stryker has failed in test have surfaced – along with newspaper reports of some senior Pentagon officials considering termination.  (Ref B)   Even more grim for the Army, is an article by a Bush (I) Administration official severely criticizing the Army’s halting attempts to reorganize for this new war.  (Ref C)  These ‘shots across the bow’ are rarely ‘accidental.

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………..…………………………..

* Now called the ‘Stryker’ ICV (Infantry Carrier Vehicle), named after two deceased American soldier-heroes.

Some in the Army believe that the OSD is hostile to the Army and its mission.  That OSD is actually ‘hostile’ is unlikely, even though some of us believe that the Bush Administration has been both overly confident in Air Power and too inclined to underestimate the need for ground forces.  We need ground forces to close with the enemy to defeat or destroy them, and to seize and hold key terrain.

However, it is more likely that the new Bush Administration officials have been angered by Army foot-dragging, and become hostile to programs like the Stryker that are built upon crank science, falsehoods, unparalled folly, and a tremendous waste of resources:  time, human and financial.  

In short, IF the Bush Administration has been inclined to see the Army as irrelevant, GEN Shinseki’s “Army Transformation” has only confirmed it in their eyes.  That is unfortunate for the Army, but what is more important, it is unfortunate for the nation.

2. Rigged Wargames  (Ref D)

Not satisfied with procurement of vehicles unsuited for the advertised rapid deployment by C-130s, now wargames have been scripted to ensure the ‘Blue’ force wins.

“Millennium Challenge 2002” was a massive, complex wargame combined with some field tests.  The wargame “…involved a wide range of U.S. military commands across the country linked by computer networks to simulated troops, air and sea units with 13,500 military personnel fighting a classified war scenario….” 

 “A retired general who commanded ‘enemy’ forces in a recently concluded $250 million U.S. war game says the exercise was rigged so that it appeared to validate new war-fighting concepts it was supposed to test. 

“Paul Van Riper, who headed the Marine Corps Combat Development Command when he retired in 1997 as a three-star general, said he became so frustrated with undue constraints on his command of ‘enemy’ forces that he quit the role midway through Millennium Challenge 2002, which ended Aug. 15. 

“His complaints were reported yesterday by the Army Times, a private newspaper that covers Army issues. The Times obtained a copy of an e-mail Van Riper sent to colleagues explaining why he had quit. 
"It was in actuality an exercise that was almost entirely scripted to ensure a Blue [friendly forces] 'win,' " he wrote. Van Riper was in command of the Red force, meant to simulate the enemy.”  (More detail in Ref D.)

3.  Stryker Failures 

Multiple journal reports are now revealing the flaws in the Stryker procurement plan – flaws already pointed out in the year 2000.  The major equipment failures are that the Stryker is not really deployable by C-130, it has failed in field trials, and the Mobile Gun System is too tall and too heavy for C-130 transport, as well as perhaps needing downloaded ammo to keep from overturning the vehicle when firing over the side. 

A point to remember is that the Army claimed that it would have an off-the-shelf procurement and that the vehicles had to be operational upon arrival: 

 “…As we go through the chart, we've already accomplished up to this point, Phase I and II, which is the planning phase, the safety and risk assessment, things the Army needs to do before we put U.S. crews on equipment that is not previously been certified.  Phase III is the deployability phase.  And the deployability phase will look at the capabilities to load and unload this stuff on C-130 aircraft, what has to be done to the equipment to get it onto C-130s or off.  Our objective is that we would like to have to do no modifications.  We don't want to have to break a vehicle down only to have to reassemble it on the other end.  Remember; go back to the O&O.  We want this unit to be operational on arrival.”  (Underlining mine.)  See Part B, Section K., Exhibit 8.  Ex 8 is the transcript of a 19 December 1999 TRADOC briefing given by COLs Rodriguez and Mahoney. 

a.  The Stryker is not deployable by C-130 aircraft

Army leadership claimed that the purpose of the Stryker/ IAV program was to obtain light armored vehicles capable of C-130 transport.  However, the vehicles bought are (predictably) not C-130 deployable – unless they are deployable in the same manner as my house would be deployable by C-130:  break it down into enough sticks and bricks, and given enough C-130s, it’d be C-130 deployable.  

From Ref E:  “The Stryker's debut in a joint war game exposed flaws in the U.S. Army's new armored personnel carrier, according to initial service observations.  The biggest problem was difficulty loading the 107-inch-wide vehicle on a C-130 Hercules transport plane. 
"Very little can be stowed in its proper place due to C-130 loading restrictions," said "Stryker Findings," (Ref F) an Aug. 6 document produced by observers from the Army's Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC), the Alexandria, Va.-based organization that monitors the service's weapon system acquisition and development.  

“The authors of the 21-page document also found other faults with the $2 million Stryker's performance in last month's Millennium Challenge 2002 U.S. military exercise, including: 

“* Its gun and grenade launcher - the remote weapon station - could not find and fire at the enemy while moving. 
… … …

“Tight Squeezes 
“The ATEC document indicated that Stryker may not yet meet one of the top requirements for the $4 billion, two-year-old program: that it be easily transportable aboard C-130s.  The armored personnel carrier's width has been a concern since the Army unveiled the 8x8-wheeled vehicle in April. 
“The Air Force, which has not yet certified the vehicle for transport aboard C-130s, granted a waiver to lift four Strykers during the August war game, held at the Army's National Training Center here. 
“To fit a Stryker aboard a C-130, soldiers removed ammunition from external racks and stowed it inside the cabin, the document said. Soldiers also had to disassemble and remove the remote weapon station, which includes an MK 19 40mm grenade launcher and a .50-caliber machine gun. 
"Many exterior parts must be removed prior to loading on the C-130," the document said. …”
Now former Congressman Newt Gingrich has joined the fray.  He is saying the same things about the Stryker not being C-130 deployable that my colleagues and I have been saying for the last 3 years.  (Support from any quarter is welcome.)

From Ref G:  “…A prominent retired congressman (Gingrich) has advised Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and his deputies that the Army's Stryker vehicle should not be fielded, sources said last week. 

“Former House Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-GA) earlier this month counseled Rumsfeld that Stryker "should either be canceled or limited to one test brigade that will never be air-transported but that could be used" to evaluate new electronics. 

“Gingrich writes in a message to Rumsfeld and Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz that Stryker "simply fails to meet" the Army's self-imposed requirement of deployment via C-130. C-130 compatibility is critical for two reasons, he contends. "There is no other airplane available with the total lift and mobility of the C-130," he states in the message. Furthermore, approximately 1,730 C-130s -- including 810 within the U.S. Defense Department and Coast Guard -- are owned by 68 countries across the globe; should the United States need assistance, "our allies can really help with theater mobility if it fits into a C-130," Gingrich says. 

“The C-130 requirement must be "non-negotiable" and, given that Stryker is not C-130 deployable, he states, the program should be terminated. If the department were to let the current contract run its course, it could outfit about one brigade and use it for testing purposes, Gingrich suggests. 

"It is impossible for this system to be funded in the next budget at levels requested. It has failed in ways which are not, repeat NOT, correctable," he concludes. “

Much the same comments may be found in Ref H, “Newt Gingrich Joins Campaign Against U.S. Army Stryker,” Sean Naylor, Defense News, 30 September 2002.


b.  Stryker Test Failures

Field tests of the allegedly off-the-shelf Stryker vehicle demonstrated its hasty redesign in an attempt to meet the requirements – among them, deployment by C-130 aircraft.

Ref F, "Stryker Findings,"  an Aug. 6 document produced by observers from the Army's Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC), has detailed information on the test results.  Following are a few samples:

RWS (Remote Weapon Station):  Ineffective in engaging targets.  (See Ref F for details.)

HMS (Height Management System):  The HMS was intended to allow the too-tall vehicle to ‘kneel’ down to reduce its height and get the top clearance needed to fit in a C-130.  It still needs development.

Tires:  13 replaced within the first 96 hours!

Fuel:  On some vehicles, fuel consumption was excessive because the APUs couldn’t be used for safety reasons.  No reason given for the safety concerns.

Stowage:


C-130-related:  Many exterior components must be removed prior to loading on the C-130.  Since there is still the weight problem, what are they supposed to do with stowage items removed?  Where do they go?  On another aircraft?


Internal Squad:  Proper stowage was not possible.  


External (stowage):  see Ref F for details.


General:  Eight scales were necessary to weigh the vehicles, and even then, it took 4 hours to weigh and measure 2 vehicles.  Vehicle A5 was 700 lb overweight.  [Vehicle] A12 was 500 lb overweight. 


Internal crew stowage space:  Not enough for helmets, night vision goggles, weapons, etc.  Not enough room to put on and remove protective clothing and equipment.  Difficult to access canteen, drink and restow it.  Difficult to access ammo and load personal weapon.

Additional info on the Stryker’s difficulties may be found in Ref I, “Stryker Not Up to Speed in Some Areas, Soldiers claim,” National Defense Magazine, October 2002.  


c.  Mobile Gun System problems

It is difficult to know what to say about the MGS, since we have so little information about it.  We have the claims of its supporters, as in the GD/GM brochure (Ref J), but that brochure claims an absurd C-130 deployability.  Even if one believed the stated weight of 41,300 lb, it is well above the weight of the Stryker ICV, which itself is too large and heavy for the C-130.  Furthermore, the vehicle is much taller than the ICV, so it is probable that the gun and gun mount must be removed (as reported) to get it into a C-130. 

Information sometimes ‘leaks’ out of tests, but the Army has managed to limit testing and sequester embarrassing data throughout the IAV program.  For example, my FOIA February 2002, request for copies of the Army’s unclassified Program Performance Demo at Ft Knox in December 2000, has never been complied with.  (The assigned FOIA # is 022-02 -- a lot of good that does us.)  That demo has been charged with being ‘rigged’ to justify a wheeled vehicle procurement, which is why we need a test report – if there is one.

The ultimate in chutzpah and folly was the procurement of the MGS.  Contrary to the Army’s claim of thorough testing of off-the-shelf systems before a procurement decision was made, there was NO testing of the MGS before the decision!  The reason was that there was NO such vehicle in existence at the time.  The bid analysis compared the existing M8 AGS (for which the Army was already basically tooled for production, had pre-production samples, and for which the Army had complete test data) against a paper proposal for the MGS, based upon the bidder’s paper claims.  A real M8 AGS was rejected in favor of a nonexistent, fictional MGS.  (For details, see Part B, Section D.3.c., starting at the top of page 16 on my printout.  Backup is Exhibit 22.)

So did the Army ever test the MGS since the decision to buy it?  Perhaps not.  Ref K is a GDLS press release announcing the July 2002, delivery to the Army of the first MGS.  There was no announcement of a test plan, neglecting for the moment that we’d probably never get to see a test report on the MGS, even if there was one.  If the Army didn’t get the vehicle until July, two months later in (this) October is too little time for any testing and reporting.

What about the statements that the MGS needs downloaded ammo for the 105mm tank gun to avoid tipping over the vehicle when firing over the side?  An Army DA source doc’t, “Mobile Gun System (MGS) Main Gun Ammunition,” makes no mention of non-standard ammo.  (Ref L)  But perhaps the Program Office hasn’t admitted it yet to DA?  My email mentions it, but doesn’t prove it.  I believe it for these reasons:

1.  The recoil forces due to firing powerful guns over the side of a vehicle can be a challenging test, and the trunnion height of the MGS is high.

2.  Newt Gingrich mentioned it in his 7 September email to Rumsfeld and Wolfowitz, stating, “…the 105mm gun cannot use the Army’s standard ammunition.”  (Ref H)  Gingrich would not claim expertise, so we can bet that he was well briefed before sending emails to R and W and saying the same thing to Army VCSA Keane and SecArmy White. 

Aside from the size, weight and cost issues, there are inherent performance problems with external gun mounts such as the one on the MGS and the Remote Weapon Station (RWS) on the ICV.  The issues/ problems are described in detail in Ref M.  External gun mounts are a DARPA perennial favorite, regardless of how poorly they perform.

d. MGS Conclusions:  The MGS is too tall, too wide, too heavy, and too expensive; performs poorly, and needs special non-standard ammo.  Among the worst decisions ever made by the Army, except for the whole Stryker family procurement. 

4.  Cost Overruns  (Refs N and ‘O’)
Budget figures for government programs are often just statements of ‘goals,’ and not hard facts.  Sometimes because all the facts are not yet known, and sometimes because a management decision has been made to not face the facts – or to not ‘share’ the facts.  For whatever reason, the unit cost of Stryker vehicles is, according to the latest budget figures, now at the astronomical cost of $2.67 million per vehicle.  You can bet that it will increase with time.

The original bid by GD/GM was $3,980 million for 2,131 vehicles at a per vehicle cost of $1.87 million.

Comparing that with the present 01, 02 and 03 budget figures, the latest estimate is $2,879 million for 1082 vehicles at a per vehicle cost of $2.67 million.

From the FY 2003 Budget: 
($ Millions)

	
	Fiscal Year 
	Total --

FY 2001 to 2003

	
	2001
	2002
	2003
	

	
	Qty 

(ea.)
	$M
	Qty 

(ea.)
	$M
	Qty

 (ea.)
	$M
	Qty 

(ea.)
	$M

	Proc’t
	447
	928.4
	303
	658.0
	332
	811.8
	1,082
	2,398.2

	RDT&E
	
	256.9
	
	99.5
	
	124.4
	
	480.8

	Total
	447
	1,185.3
	303
	767.5
	332
	936.2
	1,082
	2,879.0


One final comment about costs:  Since the Stryker program is allegedly an off-the-shelf program, how come the RDT&E costs are almost a half billion dollars?

5.  Side-by-Side Tests, M113 vs Stryker

The long awaited (and long resisted by the Army) side-by-side field tests comparing the M113A3s against the Stryker have begun.  

Ref P:

“…The Army Test and Evaluation Command started the 16-day field-testing portion of a formal comparison between the new Stryker Armored Vehicle and the M113A3 Armored Personnel Carrier Sept. 12 at Fort Lewis, Wash. 

“Formally dubbed the Medium Armored Vehicle Comparison Evaluation, the test is required by the 2001 National Defense Authorization Act. 

“The comparison started with a 50-mile road march, and the first two mission vignettes began Sept. 13.” 

[…deleted…]

“The vignettes will require the vehicles to use mostly mixed improved asphalt-covered roads, as well as secondary gravel and logging trails in restricted wooded and urban terrain, North said. However, he said he does expect some cross-country movement as the platoons maneuver through ambushes, obstacles and other situations. “  [Underlining mine.]

The controversy over the Army’s choice of a vehicle poorly suited for off-road work remains.  Ref Q:

“…Much of the controversy over the Army's selection of a wheeled combat vehicle has centered on the relative strengths and weaknesses of tracked and wheeled systems in crossing certain types of terrain. During the test at Fort Lewis, the vehicles are operating on a combination of primary (hard surface) and secondary roads, as well as "cross-country" dirt tracks and urban terrain, according to North. While the vehicles would spend most of their time on some form of road or track, they will be expected to leave those surfaces when in contact with the enemy, he said. “

So how do we think that each class of vehicle will performance in the tests?  It all depends.  The tests are designed to favor vehicles that do better on roads because the Army’s O&O concept favors road operations – very disproportionately, in my opinion – but that is clearly the way that the CSA wanted it.

Will we be able to get test reports?  Probably not.  These tests are under the control of the Army.  My attempts to use the FOIA laws to get results of the PPD tests at Ft Knox almost 2 years ago have been kept in bureaucratic limbo at Ft Knox all this year.  Attempts to use FOIA laws to get copies of test reports of the vehicle selection trials were denied.  It is clear that the Army has learned that if test reports are not available, then critics don’t have much ‘ammo.’  Even better, if there are NO tests (as in the MGS selection), then there can be no ‘leaks’ of unfavorable data that does not exist.

There is a bright spot, however.  Somehow, the truth came out of a recent combined wargame and field trials conducted at Ft Irwin, California.  From Ref E:

“The Stryker's debut in a joint war game exposed flaws in the U.S. Army's new armored personnel carrier, according to initial service observations.  The biggest problem was difficulty loading the 107-inch-wide vehicle on a C-130 Hercules transport plane. 
"Very little can be stowed in its proper place due to C-130 loading restrictions," said "Stryker Findings," an Aug. 6 document produced by observers from the Army's Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC), the Alexandria, Va.-based organization that monitors the service's weapon system acquisition and development.  

“The authors of the 21-page document also found other faults with the $2 million Stryker's performance in last month's Millennium Challenge 2002 U.S. military exercise, including: 

“* Its gun and grenade launcher - the remote weapon station - could not find and fire at the enemy while moving. 
“This proved fatal during the war game, which pitted the new vehicles against infantry troops and Soviet-made armored personnel carriers.  Thirteen of 14 Strykers were destroyed by small arms fire, grenades and guns mounted on enemy vehicles, during ambushes and other encounters on one of the exercise's missions. 
“On one of the simulated missions, the Strykers failed to kill a single enemy vehicle.  
“* A total of 13 tires on the 16 Strykers needed replacement during the 96-hour war game. 

“* The Stryker interior is so cramped that troops inside found it difficult to drink from their canteens. “
The Army leadership may have learned from the above Ft Irwin trials the perils of conducting real tests and the hazards of controlling information leaks from real tests.  That may make them more determined to not have anything ‘go wrong’ in the side-by-side trials.

We are not seers, so we can make no ‘predictions’ as to the outcome of the side-by-side trials.  However, the Army’s bias is well known.  It is hard enough in dealing with the Army to learn the truth about what has happened in the past – to say nothing of predicting the future. 

6.  Recommendations

The Stryker program has been a fraud.  Billions have been wasted on a vehicle that can’t do the job as well as the vehicles that the Army has had in its inventory for over four decades.  It is time ‘to pull the plug’ on it.

The Stryker program should not be continued.  However, the contract should be allowed to ‘run out,’ not be terminated.  If the contract is terminated, there are termination costs allowed and they can add up to a lot of money.

When SecDef Weinberger terminated the Army’s DIVADS contract with Ford, there were very expensive termination costs incurred.  It would have cost the government a lot less money if the contract had been allowed to run out.
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Former title:  “The Shinseki Transformation Initiative” -- is a fiasco.

A.  Introduction

“The Shinseki Transformation Initiative” is a fiasco that has already wasted billions of dollars.  Under the pretext of lightening the force, GEN Shinseki has sold a scheme that will not lighten the force, but will make the light forces heavier at great expense by adding a heavier vehicle with light armor, weak armament and poor mobility.  Others and I have been saying this since the fall of 1999.

If this program is allowed to continue for much longer, when the facts in the case are inevitably published later, billions more will have been wasted.  Wasted on buying equipment less suitable for war than the equipment in the Army’s inventory for the last 40 years:  the Army’s ubiquitous fleet of M113-series, C-130 air-transportable tracked, light armored vehicles.  These vehicles could have been modified to attain greater mobility, firepower and protection capabilities than the vehicle chosen, all at approximately 20% of the cost of a new-purchase, but less capable, IAV armored car (allegedly an ‘LAV-III’) that was never designed to be C-130 deployable.

B.  The original story:

The Army Chief of Staff (CSA), General Eric Shinseki, said in October, 1999, that he had several goals to make the Army more deployable; specifically:  (Exhibit 1, Para beginning at bottom of p. 3 and the following Para on p. 4.)

1. The Army needs light armored vehicles deployable by C-130 transport aircraft, 

2. That he saw buying wheeled armored cars as being the best means to meet that goal, and 

3. That he wanted to buy “off-the-shelf” vehicles to minimize cost and schedule.  [The Army announced in November, 2000, a decision to procure the Canadian ‘LAV III’ wheeled armored car (without qualification) as the basic platform for a new family of vehicles.]

None of the above statements were true.  There are those who have said that the CSA didn’t say “exactly” the above goals.  That is disingenuous!  The military is a “command society,” and the CSA made his wishes very clear to all.

Let’s examine those goals:

1. Item 1 is grossly misleading, since the Army already owns, and has owned for 4 decades, approximately 17,000 M113 Armored Personnel Carriers (APCs) fully capable of deployment by C-130.  Surely we can expect the CSA to know that his Army has 17,000 Light Armored Vehicles deployable on C-130s?  See Exhibit 2. 

2. Item 2 is false, since the only comparative data available (Army data) shows the superiority of tracked armored vehicles over wheeled armored vehicles for combat operations.  Wheeled vehicles are essentially roadbound and not able to maneuver freely off roads in peace or in war.  Does HQDA believe that we should equip ourselves for combat in a way that we would be immobilized where there are no roads?  As in Afghanistan, where we now have American soldiers?  Or in the Indonesian rain forests?  Does GEN Shinseki’s scenario allow for rain? 

3. Item 3 is false in 2 ways, since the vehicle the Army chose is, according to Army data --

a.  Not transportable by C-130s (Exhibit 3), and 

b.  The ‘LAV-III’ will not be bought ‘off-the-shelf,’ but will be modified to be deployable in a C-130.

C.  Rationale for the fiasco

Defense analysts, critics, Reserve and National Guard members, have questioned just why an “Interim” vehicle program is necessary when the Army plans to ‘field’ the Future Combat System in 2008, or near it.  The true reason is a mystery, except for the cabal that started the program.

In this letter, I won’t take space to detail that: 

· Modifications to the ‘LAV-III’ to meet deployability requirements have already destroyed the delivery schedule, which GEN Shinseki claimed is imperative.

· Buying the ‘LAV-III’ is more expensive than the alternate, which the Army already owns.

The following data contains my investigative report of the IAV program.  I generated some of the material, but have also included material generated by others.  The proof offered is not just in my own statements, but also in the citations.  There is also the ‘preponderance’ issue of cumulative evidence.  To save time, I have enclosed copies of articles published, plus letters already submitted to my Congressional delegation and to the press.  URL’s are included in many cases; sometimes in the text and sometimes following the Exhibits listed in Section K.  If this paper is being read on a computer monitor, a ‘quick click’ can often let the reader see the original Exhibit/ reference. 

D.  The Evidence: 

     1.  The need for C-130 deployability was met long ago.  

That the Army has had the capability of deploying light armored vehicles for 4 decades can be verified by reading any standard reference work on armored vehicles.  Jane’s Armour and Artillery is a good example, and there are others.  If the reader prefers U.S. military references, several were provided in my 23 August 2001 letter Senator Patty Murray, Exhibit 4.

Exhibit 4 has 5 Attachments, all included in this paper:

Attachment 1:  The Army has had, for four decades, a capability to deploy M113 LAVs by C-130 transport aircraft.  That fact can be found in standard reference sources in public or governmental libraries.  One good reference source is Christopher Foss’s Jane’s World Armoured Fighting Vehicles, published in 1977.  It gives some history, shows the large number of variants and countries using it, a good physical description, and states that the first production order was signed in 1959.  It further states that over 60,000 M113s (including its many variants) had been made as of 1977.  The book is now out of date, since the M113 FOV has had many improvements since, but it still gives useful information.  The book has 5 pages of text on the M113, as well as 7 photo pages.  I have included here only 2 pages of text.

Attachment 2:  (Att. 2 and the next 3 Att’ts are US Army or USAF documents.  A 1964 US Army Special Text used at APG’s Ordnance Center and School, Handbook of Ordnance Materiel, shows a picture of the M113 and one of the M113A1.  (Only the M113A1 photo, p. 351, is included here.)  This demonstrates that the vehicle was part of the Army’s fleet in 1964, and was being taught to mechanics then.

Attachment 3:  Airdrop of Supplies and Equipment: Rigging Tracked Personnel-Cargo Carriers is a joint Army/ Air Force manual containing instructions for rigging tracked vehicles for airdrop.  [www.adtdl.army.mil/cgi-bin/atdl.dll/fm/10-567/default.htm]   The source used was revised in August 1997.  (If the M113 can be airdropped from a C-130, it can certainly be deployed by a C-130.)  Page 2 of Att. 3 mentions M113s and C-130s, and Page 3 shows an illustration of an M113 rigged for airdrop. 

Attachment 4:  This is an earlier version (specific date unknown) of the same manual as Att. 3.  The 2 pages extracted here are useful for showing some of the development history and evolution of the M113 FOV.  

Attachment 5:  This is the cover sheet and the first 7 pages of the DATA BOOK:  M113 Family of Vehicles, issued by the Project Manager, M113/M60 FOV in April, 1992.  Useful information is provided on the M113.

The five attachments described above prove my charge, and that of others, that the alleged urgent necessity to buy wheeled armored vehicles so as to have deployability by C-130 aircraft has no basis in fact.  The claim is spurious.  

     2.  Wheeled armored vehicles do not have the tactical mobility claimed for them, and claims of advances in wheeled vehicle technology are false.

This issue is covered in detail in my paper “Goodbye Armor! Hello Peacekeepers!,” attached as Exhibit 5.  (Defense Daily Network also published it on 8 November 2000 under URL:  http://www.defensedaily.com/reports/goodbyearmor00.htm
Following are a few extracts from Exhibit 5:  

a.  Background of the fiasco:  From Section A.3.b.

“The final blow is GEN Shinseki’s ‘wheels’ initiative.  Shinseki dropped a figurative bombshell when he announced a plan to buy an all wheeled vehicle fleet that will somehow save 50%-70% of armored vehicle weight. <14>  His attempted later qualifier that it would be done “…as soon as technology permits…” did not quell the uproar. <15>”

“The fact that no evidence to support the alleged weight saving of wheeled combat vehicles has ever been offered (by anyone) makes the caper even harder to support.  The facts are all in the opposite direction:  Wheeled armored vehicles are fundamentally inefficient with respect to weight and size, as compared to tracked armored vehicles.  For example, the armored M113A3 is only a thousand pounds heavier than an unarmored FMTV 5-ton truck.  (‘A3: 20,989 lb w/o payload vs FMTV: 19,982 lb w/o payload.  The 5-ton truck is so-named for its payload capacity of 5 tons, but it has no armor and its empty weight is almost that of the ‘A3.  See Exhibit 5 for details.)  What makes up the excess weight and height of the wheeled vehicle is the mechanism kluge on the bottom of the chassis:  suspension components, complex drive train, differentials, and transfer cases.  The tracked M113 uses its armor as structure.” …

The deceptiveness of DA’s claims of less weight for “wheels,” as compared to “tracks,” is that lightly armored wheeled vehicles are falsely compared to much larger and more heavily armored tracked vehicles such as the 33-ton M2 / M3 Bradley Fighting Vehicles (BFV) and the 70-ton M1-series Abrams Tanks instead of a similarly sized M113 LAV.  Army spokesmen attribute the difference in size and weight to the wheeled suspension system, and to its drivetrain, when the truth is that a light tracked vehicle of similar size would be lighter.  The Army’s claim is absurd and certainly unworthy of public employees with serious responsibilities.

The true bulkiness, complexity, and expense of wheeled armored vehicles, as compared to tracked (of comparable interior volume and armor protection), is demonstrated clearly in the drivetrain comparative vugraphs shown in Exhibits 6.1 to 6.3.  Incidentally, these exhibits are all drawn to the same scale.  Note that the both engines are the same size.

The kluge of components and subsystems piled up on one another below the wheeled vehicle body explains the excessive height of the LAV-III and why it is too wide and tall to fit into a C-130, which the M113 does easily.  See Exhibit 7 for a photo example of the difference in width and height – the LAV-III towers over the MTVL, which is an M113A3 with stretched hull and an extra road wheel.  (Ignore the open hatches.  My apologies for the photo, but the photo shown is the best that my colleagues and I could find.  It is grainy and, unfortunately, the green of the trees in the far background matches the green of the vehicles.)


“…Decades of studies, testing and experience have indicated the superiority of tracks over wheels for combat vehicles, except for the lightest and most roadbound.  REAL data exists!  For example, in the mid-‘70s, the Army had a program called the XM800 Armored Reconnaissance Scout Vehicle Program (ARSV).  It was an attempt to field a Recon/Scout vehicle, but like so many other Army Scout programs, it too was cancelled.  What is relevant here is that both a wheeled and a tracked vehicle were designed to the same specification by competing contractors, then built and exhaustively tested by the Army.  Neither vehicle weighed more than 19,000 lb (less than 10 tons, please note!), and the tracked vehicle had lower height and less ground pressure than the wheeled vehicle.  Foss’ book doesn’t rate the trench crossing ability of the wheeled vehicle because a wheeled vehicle has too limited a trench crossing capability. <17>  Once cancelled, the program lost the notice of most people, but Foss did say on page 175:  “At the time of writing the best vehicle had yet to be announced, but it did appear that the tracked FMC ARSV was superior to the Lockheed wheeled ARSV.” 

“More current “… operations in Bosnia have demonstrated the inherent weaknesses of wheeled vehicles with regard to mobility and protection…” <18>  Since the importance of strategic mobility is now being finally emphasized within the Army, especially for airlift, compactness for aircraft loading is important.  Do wheeled vehicles have an advantage there?  Certainly not:  “…Tracked vehicles, by design, are inherently more compact than wheeled vehicles.  The primary reasons for a tracked vehicle’s compactness are reduced suspension clearance, wheel turning clearance, and the absence of multiple transfer cases and drive shafts that are integral to the design of multiwheeled vehicles…” <18>  Part of the mobility advantage of tracks over wheels is that a tracked vehicle can turn in a much smaller circle than a wheeled vehicle.  By locking one track, even a WW II tracked vehicle can turn in a very tight circle.  With the ‘neutral steer’ found on modern US tracked vehicles, the tracks can move in opposite directions and the vehicle can rotate around its own vertical centerline.  Try that in an armored car with the turning circle of a Greyhound Bus!

“The wheeled vehicle faction has now resorted to challenging test data supporting tracked vehicle superiority in cross-country mobility, weight, and volume, especially height.  The excuse is that the data is “old.”  Well, so was the Euclidean geometry taught in my youth in whatever grade it was; and Euclid lived ca. 300 BC.  Good data is good data, no matter how old it is.  Furthermore, the challengers (who are data-free) never submit any data to substantiate their claims of advances in wheeled vehicle technology.  The reason they don’t is that it doesn’t exist.  “Data free,” according to Chuck Spinney, is the latest fad among DOD bureaucrats.  Something that is data free needs no supporting data to justify it.  All it needs is exhortation.

b.  1998 Strategic Studies Institute, Army War College report: Fr. Sect. A.3.c. <21>


“The SSI report is associated with the ‘GEN Shinseki initiative,’ his move to allegedly transform the Army’s strategic deployment capabilities.  This disgraceful 1998 ‘report,’ which remorselessly promotes wheels with nothing convincing to anyone familiar with armored vehicles, was published over a year before GEN Shinseki took office.  What is interesting is that one of the authors of the SSI report worked for Shinseki on the Army staff while Shinseki was DCS for Operations and Plans. <22>  Thus, Shinseki’s push for armored cars may predate his appointment as CSA.  The report certainly shows a bias towards ‘wheels’ long before Shinseki became CSA.”


Nowhere in this alleged study is the M113 mentioned – not even once.  That one could pretend to be reviewing tactical and strategic deployment options for the Army, completely ignore the M113 family of vehicles (which have been successfully used in such deployments since the early ‘60s – and used by our allies as well), and then conclude that wheeled armored vehicles are the only alternate to 30+ ton Bradleys and 70-ton Abrams tanks is to play the public for fools.  We taxpayers are not fools.


Among the more serious fabrications in the report are the claims of advances in wheeled vehicle technology.  See Section (5), False claims re: Wheels vs. Tracks, a Subsection of Section A.3.c.  In that Section, I reviewed the reports of claims of advances in wheeled vehicle technology.  A check of the Army sources cited showed that every one of the claims was false – none of the reports cited said any such thing.  Once again, misrepresentation was the standard of conduct.  Here is the extract:

c.  False claims re: Wheels vs. Tracks: From A.3.c.(5)  

“Up until the last paragraph on page 9 of the SSI report (carried over to page 10), the report has been mainly errors of omission, misstatements, circumlocutions, and statements of the obvious.  However, the last paragraph on page 9 is much worse because it makes false claims and cites another Army report as the source of the claims.  Following is the paragraph, verbatim:

“Studies by the Army Corps of Engineers indicate that the all terrain mobility ‘break-point’ between wheeled and tracked armored vehicles is around 20 tons.  That is to say, wheeled vehicles have similar cross-country mobility attributes as track laying vehicles below the weight of 20 tons.  Even heavier wheeled vehicles will have superior mobility on road surfaces.  Further there have been some interesting innovations in wheeled armored vehicle designs, which suggest that the break point may move upward. 14 ”  In the following two paragraphs I dispute statements made in this last SSI paragraph:

“1.  The reader of the SSI report would logically believe that the Reference ‘14’ cited (Corps of Engineers report, Reference <23> in this article) at the end of the paragraph contains the supporting data to validate the claims of wheeled vehicle mobility, especially the claims of interesting innovations.  But SSI Reference 14 says no such thing.  It is simply a Corps traction study comparing three different kinds of vehicles [M113A1, LAV-25, and a Heavy Expanded Mobility Tactical Truck (HEMTT)], investigating loss of traction associated with soil type and rainfall amounts.  What were the Conclusions?  There were four, but only the last has any relevance:

“d.  The traction loss is more appreciable for the wheeled vehicles than for the tracked vehicle.”

“2.  Also note this statement in the first sentence of the second paragraph above:  “…the Army Corps of Engineers indicate that the all terrain mobility ‘break-point’ between wheeled and tracked armored vehicles is around 20 tons.”  I have no idea whether the Corps ever really reported that, but there was certainly no such statement in the Corps report.  However, most wheels vs tracks studies that I have seen report that wheels are usually better below about 10 tons, and between 10 and 20 tons the tradeoff is mission and terrain dependent.  Above 20 tons “…a tracked configuration is the optimal solution for tactical, high-mobility roles…” <18>

“Ground Pressure.  Regarding all-terrain mobility: there is a governing figure of merit, or parameter — not mentioned by the authors — for such comparisons.  That parameter is ground pressure.  Its effect is well known to all who have ever tried getting through heavy snow without snowshoes or skis.  Wheeled-vehicle ground pressure can be reduced to some extent by tire deflation (or by the use of enormous tires), but there are practical limits, and for vulnerability reasons neither method is very attractive on the battlefield.  [Tire deflation doesn’t work very well with the rigid sidewalls of ‘run flat’ tires.]  The authors admit that “…in some types of very adverse terrain [wheeled armored vehicles] have cross country mobility that is inferior to tracked systems.”  (p. 9).  The truth is, in most types of moderately adverse terrain, wheels are inherently inferior.  This isn’t some soft value judgment, it’s a matter of the laws of physics and soil mechanics.  It’s why serious bulldozers aren’t wheeled.  It’s why tracks were invented in the first place.
“We are not yet done with misleading citations.  Here is the citation of Ref. 14 on page 22 of the SSI report: 


“14.  See Dennis W. Moore, The Influence of Soil Surface Conditions On The Traction of Wheeled and Tracked Military Vehicles, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Report GL-89-6, 1989.  During the 1980s, major advances in off-road wheel technology occurred with the deployment of radial/run flat tires and central tire inflation systems.”  

Once again, the reader is led to believe that the sentence added to the citation (During the 1980s, … tire inflation systems.) refers to affirmative statements of wheeled vehicle technology advances made in the Corps report.  Not so.  The closest thing said in the Corps report is a recommendation (beginning on p. 41) for further testing to include varying tire pressures and tire sizes for wheeled vehicles.  There were no conclusions drawn either way, since there was no testing of radial/run flat tires or central tire inflation systems!  

End of “False Claims…” Extract

Section A.3.c. is almost four pages long and, since it is shown in Exhibit 5, there is no point in repeating it all here.  I conclude review of that report by saying that, in my half century of association with one element of the DOD or another, the SSI report is among the most egregious examples of disinformation ever seen.  It is a disgrace.

     3.  The Army is not buying “off-the-shelf” LAV-IIIs, and the LAV-III is not deployable by C-130.  

GEN Shinseki’s claim that the Army would buy off-the-shelf C-130-deployable vehicles to minimize cost and schedule was not true.  In this section, we use Army data to – 

· Reaffirm that the requirement is that the IAV must be off-the-shelf and C-130 deployable, 

· Prove that the Army is not buying an off-the-shelf LAV-III, contrary to its claim.  

· Show that the LAV-III is not C-130 deployable.

a.  The requirement is that the IAV must be off-the-shelf and C-130 deployable.

The Army’s own documents amply prove that the IAV must off-the-shelf, and C-130 deployable since GEN Shinseki’s opening statement and claims in October 1999.  (Exhibit 1)  These conditions are still required, as shown in the following documents:


At an Army press briefing, 16 Dec 99, titled “Status of Brigade Combat Team Development at Fort Lewis and the Planned Performance Demonstration at Fort Knox,” COL Rodriguez stated (see p. 3, Exhibit 8):


“Key quality: everything in this brigade has to fit in a C-130 aircraft.  If it doesn’t fit in a C-130, it doesn’t go into the brigade.  That’s a key parameter.


“…We’re equipping this brigade with what we call COTS and GOTS – commercial off-the-shelf equipment and government off-the-shelf equipment….”

Page 4 of the Operational Requirements Document For A Family of Interim Armored Vehicles (IAV), dated 6 April 2000 specifies “…integrated off the shelf capabilities.”  Page 23 of Exhibit 9 specifies “Intra-theater deployability is by air (C-130 aircraft),…”


Para. 3.1.1.1.1.1, C-130 Air Transportability, IAV Performance Spec No. 2000.1 (2nd page of Exhibit 10), dated ‘28 Apr 00,’ p. 2 of Exhibit 10, states that “The ICV shall have the capability of entering, being transportable in, and exiting a C-130 aircraft under its own power, and be capable of immediate combat operations…”

Exhibit 10, Para. 3.1.1.1.1.2. Weight, states, “The ICV combat capable deployment weight must not exceed 38,000 lb gross vehicle weight…”  (More on that 38,000 lb below.)

There was no change in the Army’s tune after the selection of the GD/GM candidate.  At a TACOM briefing announcing the award decision (19 Dec 2000), a series of 16 vugraphs were presented which put forth the Army’s decision in the best light possible.  (Ex. 11.)  The Army still claimed that the chosen vehicle, allegedly the LAV-III (p. 15, Ex. 11), would be C-130 deployable (pp. 4, 15).  The weight is also presented as being 37,796 lb, which is consistent with a GM/GD brochure, Ex. 12, even if it is excessive for the C-130.

The Exhibit 12 brochure (small print, top right corner, p. 2) is probably the basis for the IAV specs, since it claims the “LAV-III Infantry Carrier Vehicle” is C-130 deployable and that it has an “Air Transport Combat Weight 38,000 lbs.”  (Remember that Exhibit 5 shows that the IAV spec was based on a wheeled vehicle spec.  See Section A.3.d. and Ref. 25 of Ex. 5.)  The problem with the 38,000 lbs max weight is that it is too much for the C-130.  Not only that, my sources now say that the IAV weight now exceeds 40,000 lb.  Creating an IAV by removing the 25mm cannon-armed turret would save weight, but adding a remote weapon station, adding the still undeveloped HMS, increasing the armor protection, adding computers and their related hardware, would add a net weight estimated to be at least 3 tons if not more.  Problem is that there’s no reliable source for what changes are being made.

However appalling it may be to think that HQDA is basing its requirements specs on an advertising brochure, it is entirely possible that neither GEN Shinseki nor his agents really believed it, anyway.  The brochure may be just something to temporarily dazzle the taxpayers with.  They may plan to change the ‘requirement’ later to, say, C-17 Inter-theatre Transport, once the program gets going and the AF has more C-17s.  A change in the ‘threat analysis,’ which is whatever the military wants it to be, is the usual ploy.  

To be unable to deploy using the C-130, the AF’s ubiquitous and ONLY Intra-theater transport, of which the AF has over 500 in inventory, would really be dumb.  (Ex. 13)  It would be as dumb as, say, not using the Army’s ubiquitous fleet of M113 LAVs for the IAV.  The Army has approximately 17,000 M113 LAVs in its fleet, but maybe HQDA does not know that.

If HQDA intends to later switch the transport aircraft to a C-17, then the validity of the IAV program becomes even more ridiculous.  If C-17s are to be used, then why not equip the troops with Bradley M2s and M3s?  Only two IAVs can fit in a C-17, the same number of Bradleys that can fit.

b.  The LAV-III is not C-130 transportable

This section of the report shows that the LAV-III is not deployable by C-130, and we use the Army’s own data to prove it.

A casual reading of air transportability documents could lead to the wrong conclusion about the maximum weight permitted.  The max weight DEPENDS on what ASSUMPTIONS one makes about the transport conditions.  For example, my house is “C-130 transportable” if one breaks it down into enough sticks and bricks, and if one has enough C-130s.  Breaking it down into enough sticks and bricks to fit into a C-130 may be a ridiculous assumption; but it is also ridiculous for the Army to make assumptions for C-130 transport that are inconsistent with ‘real world’ conditions.  It is preposterous to make assumptions that could result in the AF refusing to certify transport for any vehicle that is supposed to be C-130 transportable.  It is also ludicrous for the Army to make assumptions on maximum weight permitted that would not be acceptable for peacetime training.  If you can’t train that way, how can you go to war that way? 

The LAV-III Medium-weight Armored Vehicle was originally developed for the Canadian Army, which vehicle did not have a C-130 deployability requirement when first produced.  The Canadian Army’s earlier needs for C-130 deployability had been well met with its own fleet of M113 LAVs.  The Table on the following page summarizes the reasons why a U.S. Army agency said that the LAV-III is too heavy, too high and too wide for deployment by C-130, in spite of Ex. 12 brochure claims to the contrary.  (The Table, which is also Ex. 14, repeats the data shown in the Exhibit 3 vugraph.)

A good summary of how the Army’s own Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC) has said that the LAV-III is not deployable on C-130s is shown in more detail in Exhibits 15 and 16.  [Exhibit 17 shows how the data in Ex 16 was changed once the HQDA story was shown to be false.]

Page 3 of Ex 15 shows in the “Note:” that the practical width of a wheeled vehicle (at the floor rails) for it to be loaded on a C-130 is only 102 inches.  The LAV-III is 105 inches wide at the tires – unless the tires are switched to a smaller size for loading tests, which I believe was done.  More on that later.  

Page 4 of Ex 15 (last para on page) shows that the real maximum weight for C-130 deployability is only 32,000 lbs:

“The 130,000 pound limitation results in a payload weight of about 32,000 pounds being delivered to an FLS [Forward Landing Strip] when refueling is not available at the FLS, considering the aircraft must fly approximately 1 hour to an airbase for refueling.  This can eliminate consideration of C-130 transport of vehicles weighing significantly in excess of 32,000 pounds for missions such as deployment to Bosnia and Kosovo.  It also limits the ability to train during peacetime.”

So there you are, the LAV-III is too heavy for even the peacekeeping operations that HQDA says are so important.  With the IAV even heavier than the LAV-III by 3 or more tons, the Army can’t even practice airlift for peacekeeping operations.

Page 2 of Ex 16 shows that one M113A3 can be deployed on a C-130; while pages 7 and 8 (“Concept and Analysis Equipment”) show that NONE of the LAV-III Family can be deployed.  That includes the LAV-105, -IFV, and the –ATGM variants.
TABLE: The LAV III is NOT ‘transportable’ on C-130 Aircraft –

This page repeats the data shown in the Exhibit 3 vugraph.

Why?  

Because: The Army’s Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC) said so –

That is, until the websites were changed and made unavailable to the public: 

(Ref. B., also Exhibit 15, below, pp 7 - 8)
· At 38,000 lb, it is too heavy.  (It probably weighs 40,000 lb by now.)

· At 105 in. high, it is too tall.
· At 105 in. wide, it is too wide at the permanent floor cargo pallet rails.
MTMC Data Details:

	
	Max Wt (lb)

(A.4. *)
	Max Ht (in.)
	Max Width (in.) 

f/ Roll-on/Roll-off

	
	
	
	At Body/

Chassis
	At floor rails

	
	
	
	
	‘Wheels’
	‘Tracks’

	C-130 a/c
	32,000 (A.4 *)
	102 (A.3)
	105 (A.3)
	102 (A.3)
	100 (A.3)

	LAV III 
	38,000
	105 
	105
	105
	-------------

	M113A3 (B.2)
	23,900
	99
	100
	-------------
	100 (A.3)


* See last Para on page 4, Ref. A.

…………………………………………………………………………..

References A and B:  

[Both issued by Transportation Engineering Agency, Military Traffic Management Command.

It is important to note that both References A and B are printouts dated 17 January 2001.  That date is before the Army leadership was aware that their claims of C-130 ‘transportability’ for the LAV-III were disputed by its own MTMC.]
……………………………………………………………….……………………

Reference A.  Welcome To Deployability Engineering (Fixed Wing Air), Exhibit 15. 

See URL:  http://www.tea.army.mil/dpe/Aircraft.htm
A.3. Page 3 of Ref. A.

A.4. Page 4 of Ref. A.  Effective ‘Allowable Cabin Load’ = 

Maximum payload C-130 can fly into forward landing strips w/o refueling facilities.

…………………………………………………………………….……………..

Reference B. Welcome To Deployability Engineering (Air Transportability), Exhibit 16.  

See URL:  http://www.tea.army.mil/dpe/Aircraft%20loads.htm
B.2. Page 2 of Ref. B.

Date:  12 January 2002;  File:  gg-020112a.doc 

Was:  gg-011016a.doc

The Army leadership didn’t have all its organizations ‘on board’ with its fictional story about the LAV-III.  That’s why MTMC/TEA was still telling the truth about the LAV-III not being deployable by C-130s (Ex 15 and 16), while HQDA was claiming that it was buying an off-the-shelf, C-130 deployable vehicle.  

In the period of 17 to 23 January 2001, there were a series of telecons and email messages between Mike Sparks (a colleague of mine), several members of the press, DAC employees of TEA, and at least one Army officer.  The results of all that were that the TEA websites formerly available to the public were no longer available, and a disclaimer was added to Ex 16, the “Concept and Analysis Equipment” paragraph on page 7 of 8.  It is quoted exactly here, as taken from Exhibit 17:


“NOTE:  The U.S. Army is not acquiring the LAV-III but is instead acquiring an Interim Armored Vehicle (IAV) based on the LAV-III concept.  The LAV-III is currently in production for the Canadian Army and is included as a concept vehicle only.  The IAV has a C-130 transport requirement.  We will update this page with IAV data when it becomes available.”

The implication here is that the LAV-III was not, originally, intended to be C-130 transportable.  (It does not swim, either, unlike the M113.)  The problem for us concerned citizens is that we will have no access to whatever the Army’s new story will be, except through DOD Press Briefings where the audience will be shown pretty vugraphs.

The paragraph above (in italics) is the closest thing to the truth told by anyone in the Army about the LAV-III and the IAV.  The truth is that the Army is NOT buying an off-the-shelf LAV-III:  It is buying an unproven concept that it is calling an LAV-III/ IAV/ ICV, and which must be developed in the hope that it can be made to be deployable by C-130.

There are two additional, independent sources of information showing that the LAV-III is not C-130 transportable.  They are:

· Exhibit 18, A May 2001 analysis and report by Ben Works, Director of SIRIUS, The Strategic Issues Research Institute, and

· Exhibit 19, An article in the July-August 2001 issue of Military Review, titled “Airmechanization,” several authors, one of whom is BG David A. Grange, US Army, Retired.

Extract from Ex. 18, LAV-III Suitability for Air Transport in C-130s: 

 Suitability in the Mission Spectrum.

The SIRIUS report was written by Mr. Works and retired Army Colonel Carl Bernard after briefings and actual measurements taken on 17 and 18 May 2001.  The Summary and Conclusions only are included here:

Summary  SIRIUS recently investigated the capabilities of the Army's proposed Light Armor Vehicle (LAV) armored cars, to determine whether they could m(e)et an Army requirement that they be capable of combat air transport in the C-130 Hercules.  SIRIUS finds that they do not meet that central requirement.  

In short, the GM-GDLS LAV-III ICV infantry carrier and MGS (105mm) medium gun vehicle are too tall and too wide for the C-130, even before adding applique reactive armor to provide protection against rocket propelled grenades and heavy machine guns. The MGS is too heavy, exceeding the C-130's combat weight limit by 1300 lbs (though not its official maximum payload of 45,000 lbs). All this weight and cost for a vehicle that barely stands up to 50 cal.-12.7 mm machine guns. (Assertions that it can stand up to 14.5mm should be tested as the wheel wells are said to be vulnerable even to 7.62mm).

The mission spectrum argues for a mix of tracked and wheeled units for our forces. Wheeled or tracked they should be protected against the RPG-7 anti-tank rocket. Wheeled or tracked, they should meet the intent of a combat air-transportable, air drop-able certification. The LAV-III is not suitable in the broader range in the mission spectrum -- only the lowest end of low-intensity conflicts. Since the basic model has been stripped of the 25mm Bushmaster gun, it must be viewed as a mere "conveyance" not as a weapons system. Since it is only a battlefield transport, it should be organized in transport units, not as an integral platform --it could be substituted with trucks and Humvees in lowest-intensity scenarios, and by vehicles with applique armor (wheeled or tracked) in higher-intensity scenarios within the mission spectrum.

…Sections deleted…

From page 4:  Conclusion:  The LAV's proponents are being dishonest in defending their selection. Gen Shinseki's decision is as inadequately thought-through. 

The LAV-based force structure is unnecessarily standardized to one model of equipment, to address an over-broad range in the mission spectrum. Add to that the fact that it does not readily fit in the C-130 cargo space and the LAV-III fails to meet the Army's needs.  The Secretary of Defense or Congress should require a simple loading demonstration onto a C-130, to see how the two LAV models can be made to fit at all.

--- End of SIRIUS Report ---

Extract from Exhibit 19:  “Airmechanization”, from the top of page 3 of 8

The Army selected the heavy-wheeled light armored vehicle (LAV)-III to equip the interim brigade combat team (IBCT). The LAV-III weighs about 38,000 pounds, combat equipped, which is at the extreme payload envelope of the C-130, limiting landings to long, improved runways. No US helicopter can sling load it. As with most wheeled armored vehicles, the LAV-III is very tall, barely clearing the roof of a C-130, which rules out airdrop. The LAV-III armored gun version is entirely too tall for the C-130. When the LAV-III add-on armor is mounted, the LAV-III weighs 43,000 pounds, which precludes C-130 transport altogether. 
The extra weight of the LAV-III is a consequence of the typical arrangement of most wheeled armored cars. US Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command studies found that armored cars are about 28 percent heavier and larger than comparable tracked vehicles. Large wheel assemblies, multiple drive shafts and the numerous gearboxes involved in all-wheel-drive running gear — not additional armor protection —account for the extra weight. The LAV-III’s heavy weight is divided among eight wheels, resulting in high ground pressure and dramatically increased vulnerability to mines. Compared with heavy tracked M1 Abrams tanks and M2 Bradley infantry fighting vehicles (IFVs), the LAV-III is far easier to maintain, has much faster road speed, runs dramatically quieter and burns less than 25 percent of the fuel. However, these advantages are only marginal when compared to light tracked vehicles like the M113 family of vehicles. Finally, as an entirely new inventory item, the LAV-III is expensive at $2 million each and will require extended time for high-rate production, mechanics’ training and spare parts. 

… End of extract from “Airmechanization” Report …

c.  The Army is not buying off-the-shelf LAV-IIIs

“Off-the-shelf” has a very clear meaning, which means exactly what it says.  An off-the-shelf item has a Production Technical Data Package and the item is available straight out of the order book.  The IAV is not off-the-shelf.

Development of the Height Management System (HMS):

Further proof that the Army is not buying off-the-shelf LAV-IIIs may be found in Exhibit 18, Ben Works’ paper.  Ben shows that the Army supporters admitted that they were developing a Height Management System to allow the IAV to squat, clearly to enable it to get into the C-130.  From the bottom of p. 1 of Ex 18:

“At a Pentagon briefing on May 17, the LAV program's proponents betrayed they knew that in selecting the LAV-III, they were bending the rules and bending logic to justify the Army establishment's selection. The generals, defending a choice that is being challenged, opted to dissemble to minimize the importance of the C-130 specification, meeting that by the time and energy-wasting process of deflating the LAV's 8 tires.  Here's Brigadier General Joe Jakovac's explanation of how the LAV might be shoe-horned into the C-130: 

"The other point is that we don't anticipate C-130s going into a hot drop zone to get these vehicles off, and so what you have is a vehicle that's capable of coming off, doing minimal reconfiguration and being totally combat-ready -- again, as defined by the user community…

"Well, one of the things we do that is with a height management system that will allow the vehicle to squat.  So if you look at the fact that we have a central tire inflation system, you add to that a height management system so you could drive up and you could lower the vehicle five to eight inches. So that, depending on the configuration, you can drive right on.

“This is institutional dishonesty from the supporters of the LAV program inside the Pentagon.”

If it is necessary to develop an HMS for the IAV, the IAV is not off-the-shelf.  

A demonstration of the Army’s sophistry is in regard to the vulnerable, air-filled tires of an armored wheeled vehicle.  There is a magic quality to the IAV’s tires.  The IAV will have (they say, in addition to the HMS system) a central tire deflation/inflation capability to partially let air out of the tires so as to lower the vehicle’s height enough to let the vehicle be loaded on a C-130.  BUT, the tires will be “run flats” with sidewalls so stiff that the vehicle will continue to run/roll after the tire is perforated by bullets and/or fragments.  So how much will these tires (with such stiff side walls) deflate in order to allow the IAV to load onto a C-130?  Enough to matter?  Not likely!

Development of the new LAV-III “IAV” Family of Vehicles:

At least DOT&E is telling the truth.  The third page of Exhibit 20 , a DOT&E document, (Test & Evaluation Assessment) makes it clear that the IAV ‘family’ is very much a risky development and integration risk.  Incidentally, Ex 20 shows that the cost per vehicle was a staggering $2.9M at the time of my printout.  The chances are that neither the Army nor its contractors yet know what the final cost will be.  ‘Final costs’ are rarely less than the cost predicted during development.  

The Army leadership can’t even keep its story straight in a single briefing.  (Exhibit 21).  It claims an ‘off-the-shelf’ procurement (page 3) and then admits that it is ‘developing’ 3 new vehicles (page 4):  The demonstrated facts are that ALL the vehicles are developmental items, including the IAV.  The 3 vehicles that the Army admits to be developmental are the Fire Support vehicle, NBC vehicle, and Mobile Gun System (MGS).

In a news briefing on 17 Nov 2000, LTG Paul Kern said:  (Exhibit 21)


From the top of page 4 --

“As I mentioned, we aren't buying a single vehicle; we're buying a capability, a platform. 

So it's a series of vehicles. It comes in two basic configurations of our vehicle: The mobile gun system and the infantry carrier vehicle -- the IAV.“ 

…sections deleted to save space…

From the middle of page 4:

“As I get to this point I will mention that three of these vehicles, and I'll start with this one -- the fire support vehicle. We'll start with the development phase. The others we'll go straight into their production phases. The three that require development are the fire support vehicle, the NBC [Nuclear, Biological and Chemical] reconnaissance vehicle, and the mobile gun system. Of the three, and I'll spend a little bit more time at the mobile gun system. It will take the longest as it is the closest to a full development. 

“The fire support vehicle will incorporate those fire support elements which are currently on our -- the systems that we call that we call Striker and Bradley FSTV [Fire Support Team Vehicle]. 

“And we will integrate them into the LAV-3 to create our fire-support vehicle. That provides us laser designation to targets, as well as the command and control systems to be able to conduct those fires. 

“The NBC reconnaissance vehicle is the other vehicle which I said requires some development. We'll take the package which today is incorporated in our Fox, which is our reconnaissance vehicle today but that is not C-130 transportable. And so we will take the sensor packages and that capability and also integrate that into the LAV-3. But we are classifying that as a development program. 

“And then finally the mobile gun system, which is a 105 millimeter cannon. That's the same cannon that's on an M-1, not an [M-1]A-1, but the older M-1 tanks with the 105 cannon produced up in Watervliet Arsenal in New York. So that is an identical cannon that we have already produced. 

“So those are the three variants -- the fire-support vehicle, the NBC reconnaissance and the mobile gun system -- that require development.    “

To begin with, the Infantry Carrier Vehicle (ICV), the baseline IAV, is based on the LAV-III, and I (and others) have made it clear earlier that the LAV-III is NOT deployable on the C-130, despite the false claims of DA, GM and GD.  The IAV itself must be developed and changed enough to be deployable.  So the only vehicle in the IAV family that is allegedly based on off-the-shelf hardware is itself a development item – even if the Army won’t admit it.

To complete the folly, the MGS did not exist as a vehicle system at the time of the “evaluation”, as the Army calls it.  But the evaluation of the MGS was based on the GM/GD paper proposal without testing.  (Sure, there was nothing to test!)  On the paper proposal, the GM/GD concept was chosen over the Army’s own M8 Assault Gun System (AGS).  The Army has a Production Tech Data Package on the AGS, the AGS had been intensively tested and evaluated by the Army, and some had already been produced.  A major procurement decision has been made to buy a new vehicle system, which the Army has not tested.  From Exhibit 22, a TACOM attorney’s letter to me, replying to my request for test data on the so-called evaluation:  

“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.”

The plot thickens:  Since the Army did not really test the vehicle, and did not buy any MGS data (test or otherwise); it owns NO data that anyone can obtain through FOIA requests.  Whatever GM/GD said was believed.  A multi-billion dollar procurement has been run in a way that makes a mockery of both the procurement regulations and the FOIA laws.

The only logical conclusion is that the Army is developing a NEW (modified LAV-III?  LAV-IIIB?  LAV-IV?) that it hopes will be C-130 transportable, and which the Army insists on calling an LAV-III.  The reason for the Army’s ridiculous charade that it is buying LAV-IIIs must be Shinseki’s original assertion that he would buy ‘off-the-shelf’ vehicles.  The Army is in a “full-court press” to attempt to develop a NEW family of vehicles based on the original LAV-III system.  Vehicles are not designed to be any larger than they have to be to meet their requirements, and the inherent bulkiness of wheeled armored vehicles, with their kluge of exposed and vulnerable suspension and drive train components (gear boxes, differentials, transfer cases, drive shafts, universals, etc.) makes them high and wide in silhouette.  (Ex. 6.1 to 6.3)  The LAV-I, a smaller vehicle than the –III, barely fits in a C-130.


d. System Integration issues.

The Army leadership has shown in the past a poor understanding of design integration issues, which is being repeated again in the IAV program.  “Integration,” to the Army leadership is too often taken to be just assembly of a bunch of off-the-shelf parts, accompanied by the statement that “allyagottado” is assemble them.  But off-the-shelf components and subsystems do not, by themselves, make a system.  The components and subsystems all have volume, weight, and cost associated with them – and often electrical power requirements.  Of the four, volume is perhaps the most important (for an armored vehicle) because the exterior envelope of the vehicle is armored.  As the volume to be armored grows, so do the armor and the system weight increase disproportionately .  For example, many of the components and subsystems will need electrical power.  Total power requirements are very difficult to calculate precisely in the preliminary design phase.  If underestimated, a larger generating capacity will be needed – which will consume more of the weight, volume and cost budget.  With the LAV-III too heavy at 19 tons for C-130 transport, and too large for efficient C-17 transport, adding this weight and complexity will only further degrade our air transport capability. 

Once the vehicle system design starts to come together, more component and subsystems testing must be done in order to ascertain if ‘things’ are still working.  For example, an electronic component may have worked well in subscale tests (‘on the bench’), but when assembled into a crowded combat vehicle, with limited airflow, it may overheat.  Guess what?  Back to the drawing board!  That great new armor the research engineers tested may be wonderful at defeating ballistic attack, but perhaps they underestimated its cost/ sq ft, or perhaps they underestimated the difficulties of ‘joining’ it to the vehicle chassis.

In its ill-fated DIVADS program (DIVision Air Defense System, aka:  “Sergeant York”), senior Army officers assured the public that the technically challenging program was really low risk because many of its major components and subsystems were “off-the-shelf.”  The contract award was in 1980, and, after a long period of public and press ridicule following test failures, SecDef Weinberger canceled it in 1985.  Five years of expenditures on a system that never should’ve been funded in the first place, and now the Army has nothing to show for it.

It has often been said, “the devil lies in the details.”  In the case of complex combat systems the devil lies in the system integration.  For the MGS, the Army proposes to integrate a major weapon system, the 105mm cannon, into a vehicle that was in no way designed for it.  It took five years to integrate the production German 120mm gun and ammo into the production M1 Abrams tank.  Weapons system integration is not even arguably ‘off-the-shelf.’  It is the most demanding and complicated part of the Research & Development process. 

The astute reader will note that the Army has learned several things:  

· If you don’t really test something (as with the MGS), no embarrassing test reports can show up.

· If you must test it, make sure that the test course is set up so that even a wheeled vehicle can win.  (See Sect. G., below, The Ft. Knox Platform Performance Demo.)

· If you must test it, make certain that the test results are not later released to the public.  


However, not much has really changed in the Army since the DIVADS and Abrams Programs.  Now, with the IAV program, the Army senior managers still don’t understand that ‘integration’ is a lot more complex than assembling parts.  

Referring back to Exhibit 21, LTG Kern’s 17 Nov 2000 press briefing, we read on page 12 that integration is not even ‘development:’  

Q: And the off-the-shelf question, that you're developing three systems -- 

Kern: Yeah, the off-the-shelf -- the integration of these systems back here -- I'll just pull it out -- is equipment that already exists in the Army today which has to be integrated into a different platform. So we aren't developing anything new. So as I said earlier, the NBC reconnaissance vehicle takes a sensor package off the Fox vehicle and integrates it into a new platform. The reconnaissance vehicle takes the LRAS-3, which was another development which the Army has already done, and integrates into the LAV-3. 

The mobile gun system takes a 105 cannon which we already have and integrates it into the LAV chassis with a turret. And so off-the-shelf, in the context that we are speaking of, it means that there are integration efforts required for development, but we aren't designing new guns, sights, or sensor packages for this equipment. 

The schedule is important, so what we're taking is the best that we find today that exists. 


(Bolding is mine.)

Part of the reason for ignorance of the complexity of design integration is that the Army has not fielded a new combat vehicle system in the last 2 decades.  Consequently, there really is little current practical experience in the realities of original design integration.  (Modifications to the Abrams and Bradleys are not original design integration.)  

What’s been going on for 2 decades is a vugraph competition among component and subsystem technologists, few of whom are familiar with combat vehicle design or operation at the system level.  In fact , too few are familiar with combat vehicles, at all.  (That’s part of the problem with having a Volunteer Military.  The general populace is basically ignorant of what the military faces in using its equipment.)

     4.  Independent Evidence of Tracks vs. Wheels

In Section D.2. of this paper, and in Exhibit 5, I said that wheeled armored vehicles do not have the advantages over tracked vehicles claimed by the Army.  Not only that, I used Army sources to show that the Army’s claims of advances in wheeled vehicle technology are false.  Since Ex 5 was published in November 2000, I have uncovered four other sources supporting my position and all of them are either Army sources or use Army sources.  The four are:

· Vugraph Presentation:  FSCS/ TRACER:  Wheels v. Tracks.  Results of the Joint US/UK Future Scout & Cavalry System / TRACER.  

· Article:  An Army in Transformation – The Wheeled Versus Tracked Question.

· Army Science Board Studies. 

· Inside the Army article, 28 February 2000 "Closer Review Of Data Shows Wheels Not More Reliable Than Tracks."  

a.  The Future Scout & Cavalry System / TRACER program

This is a joint US/ UK Concept Development program for a C-130 deployable Scout and Cavalry vehicle.  Its size and mission profile had many similarities to the IAV family.  In January 1999, the UK MOD let two competing contracts for approximately $147M each.  Scheduled completion date is in July 2002.  

Demonstration hardware for chassis, turret, weapon, sensors, fusion s/w are in the UK.  After assembly and integration, demo/ trials will follow with UK and US soldiers.

The original intent was to fast track directly into Engineering and Manufacturing Development. However, the Army redirected funds to IAV and FCS, which effectively killed it; except for the potential use in FCS of the technology so far developed.

Of more direct relevance to this paper, the program office prepared a study on the question of “Wheels v. Tracks.”  While I believe that the 19-page vugraph presentation is somewhat overly favorable to the wheeled concepts considered, it still concludes, in the last vugraph that the tracked solution is best overall solution:  
(Vg, page. 19, is Exhibit 23)

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Summary

Survivability of Recon Soldiers Requires Ballistic Protection and Mobility in All Weather Conditions in the full range of combat.  

· Strategic Mobility Is Equal.

· Tactical Mobility on Hard Dry Surfaces favors wheels.

· Mobility off road favors tracks.

· Survivability favors tracks.

· Fuel and RAM Slightly favor Wheels.

CONCLUSION:


To Date both Govt and Contractor Studies Indicate that the Ground Scout Platform Requirement is Best Met by a Tracked Solution.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

It is not likely that HQDA received the above recommendation with enthusiasm.


b.  Article:  An Army in Transformation – The Wheeled Versus Tracked Question.  

This paper was submitted as part of the completion requirements for a graduate course at the US Army Management Staff College, Ft. Belvoir, VA.  This extract is from the last page:  Ex 24.

“Conclusion

[Underlining by DJL]
“As this paper has shown, the wheeled versus tracked question is indeed a dilemma, and a great deal of analysis has been performed examining it. Army Transformation provides a new twist to the question, the vehicle needs to be C-130 transportable, which creates a host of dimension and weight restrictions that must be considered. Fortunately, recent studies have analyzed proposed vehicles that can be reasonably used as FCS surrogates due to their size, weight, and mission. This paper has drawn upon the results of these past and recent analyses to address the subject. Each option delivers benefits and shortfalls. As noted earlier, the envisioned use of that vehicle is ultimately the deciding factor as to which option is best. If the vehicle were to be used strictly on hard paved roads, the answer would be a wheeled vehicle. If the vehicle were to be used strictly on soft soils, the answer would be a tracked vehicle. The problem is that military vehicles tend to operate over a wide range of terrain; therefore, compromises will always have to be made when deciding between wheeled and tracked systems.

“This paper examined a cross-section of criteria attempting to quantify and compare wheeled and tracked platform performance. Figure 9 [Figures are not available to DJL] summarizes the findings and the criteria that were examined. It might be surmised from the mixed results that wheeled vehicles are becoming more track-like and tracked vehicles are becoming more wheel-like. The wheeled platform won two performance categories outright and tied with the tracked platform in another. The tracked platform, however, was superior in four out of the seven measures of performance categories. While all criteria must be considered, the terrain mobility criterion weighs heavily on the decision. The reason is that increased terrain mobility offers increased route flexibility, reduced no-go situations and less in-view exposure to the enemy - characteristics that give the soldier an edge on the battlefield. The capability to move more efficiently and effectively off road in soft, wet and sandy terrain, as shown by the analyses, solidly favors a tracked FCS platform. Based on this evidence, for a combat vehicle in the 20 ton range that is C-130 transportable and has a mission profile covering various terrain types, the tracked vehicle has the distinct advantage.

“GEN Shinseki’s vision focuses on an FCS fleet of wheeled systems. As this paper has shown, performance characteristics of a tracked platform are generally superior to its wheeled counterpart. The tracked option provides the overall best solution for a combat vehicle, such as the FCS, based on its overall superior performance and, thus, the best return on investment for the soldier.”

I need hardly add that investments are of concern to other taxpayers, as well as the soldier.  The soldier should expect the government to buy him superior equipment even if it costs more.  He should not be equipped with vehicles that are suitable only for zones where there are roads.

Such equipment is INFERIOR –especially if it costs more.


c.  Army Science Board Studies.  (ASB)

The ASB publishes its recommendations at least once a year.  Recommendations from the ASB, as well as the Defense Science Board, are not always those of the ‘technology surrealists.’  Sometimes they make sense, but there is no guarantee that the military’s leadership will ask for, or accept, their counsel.  

As I understand it, up until the summer of 1999, there were two distinct groups within the ASB, each with a different viewpoint on the IAV and FCS programs.  One group, the one with the views most acceptable to DA, advocated an aggressive development approach, including such an approach for the FCS.  The other group advocated the cheapest possible buy for what became the IAV, entirely off-the-shelf, with no development.  The views of this latter group, whose counsel was rejected for the current IAV approach, may be found this way:

Click on this URL to obtain the list of study titles, “ASB Studies; Briefings Section”:  

http://www.saalt.army.mil/sard-asb/A-study_table.htm   -

Find the line “Enabling Rapid and Decisive Strategic Maneuver” on the list, click on it, which brings up this URL --http://www.saalt.army.mil/sard-asb/ASBDownloads/DSM-All-c.pdf 

Report is :  Army Science Board, FY1999 Summer Study, Final Report.  Aug. 1999. 

Within that report is Vugraph 29, p. 46 of 310, with title:  “Strategic Maneuver:  Increasing Lethality, Survivability, and Tactical Mobility of Early Entry Forces.”  Exhibit 25.  This vugraph recommends an approach stressing the potential of using off-the-shelf, existing products to provide enhanced lethality and are C-130 transportable, such as the Armored Gun System (M8), Light Weight HIMARS, and an unspecified LAV.  

The vugraph further recommended that: 

· TRADOC experiment with alternative, available equipment and recommend, within 12 months, needed procurements.

· TRADOC and XVIII Airborne Corps develop split-based support options, to include necessary organizational redesign.

· Work with TRANSCOM to find deployment configurations (packaging) that reduce time.

· Develop the justification and approach DOD and Congress for funding in 12 months.

· Conduct expeditionary experiment within 24 months (possibly Joint Contingency Force AWE) to examine improvements in early entry deployment and capability.

Clearly, neither GEN Shinseki nor the rest of HQDA were obligated to follow the advice of this group.  What the vugraph does show is that there was no unanimity within the ASB, and there was at least one group whose advice, if followed, would have kept the Army from its current fiasco:  An IAV family still in development, overweight, over (the original) budget, and not even C-130 deployable.

One more point about the ‘wheels vs tracks’ issue and any possible justification for GEN Shinseki’s claiming increased efficiencies to be found in using wheels.  (Ex 1)  In preparing my paper, and trying to finish it, I’ve been investigating further the W-v-T issue and trying to understand who/ what/ which organization has been selling hardest the fictional idea that ‘wheels’ offer advantages over ‘tracks’ in regard to size, weight, and performance.  What I found in looking at Army Science Board doc’ts, 

http://www.saalt.army.mil/sard-asb/A-study_table.htm 

was NO reference to the issue at all.  Instead, I saw numerous references to recommendations for experiments w/ different concepts, including tracks and M113s.  Rarely, I saw a reference to an LAV, which probably means an armored car. 


d.  "Closer Review Of Data Shows Wheels Not More Reliable Than Tracks."  

The title of this section is from a 28 February 2000 Inside the Army article written by  Ms Kim Burger.  Exhibit 26.  Ms Burger wrote the article after interviewing the technology director for the Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command.  The entire article is shown below because it is relevant to the same issues discussed elsewhere in this paper:

“Further analysis of past studies on the characteristics of wheeled and tracked vehicles has revealed that wheeled vehicles are not considerably more reliable than their tracked counterparts, discrediting yet another widely held perception about the advantages of wheels, the technology director for the Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command told Inside the Army.

“The finding lends further weight to earlier Army findings that wheeled platforms do not cost significantly less to operate than tracked platforms (ITA, Dec. 27, 1999, p1). But the conclusions have almost no bearing on what the Army will ultimately choose for its Interim Armored Vehicle, said Richard McClelland, TACOM's executive director of technology. Past studies will be irrelevant when considering a vendor's proposal, he added. 

"Further analysis of the data has certainly not indicated any clear winners. If anything, it's brought it closer together and made this a much more interesting decision and discussion," McClelland told ITA Feb 24. "We're expecting both wheeled and tracked proposals and that gives us the opportunity to do this in real time on the systems we're going to buy." 

The earlier analysis, based on studies conducted over the past 26 years, as well as more recent data, was briefed to top Army officials in October and November. But those studies contained a hole. Specifically, wheels initially appeared to have better reliability ratings, a difference that should have been reflected in lower operations and sustainment costs. However, the costs were coming in at about the same level. A source told ITA then that the Army would continue evaluating the data to understand the discrepancy.

McClelland said evaluators looked closely at the raw data from the past tests and spoke to some of the people involved in the scoring conferences. They found that most of the wheeled vehicle tests were conducted on roads, which would likely give them better reliability results than if they had been driven on rougher terrain, he said. Tracks were generally tested on more challenging terrain.

"After scrutiny of the data, it does appear those numbers have come substantially closer," and, as a result, explain why the cost data, was so similar, he added.

The finding also illustrates why old reliability data are not valid for use in current acquisitions and why the Army would run new tests in which all vehicles run the same course, with the same scoring conference, to evaluate proposals, McClelland said.  [DJL:  See more on the subject of “…run the same course…” in Section G., below, The Ft. Knox Platform Performance Demo.]
But the data have been useful for understanding the differences, and similarities, between wheels and tracks, McClelland said. Reliability is an important factor because it affects the amount of spare parts and the cost of those parts, which are principal O&S cost drivers.

Analysts have also found today's wheeled vehicles typically are outfitted with complicated drive trains that can further affect their maintenance score, McClelland said. If the Army ran a competition that involved removing and changing power packs, many tracked vehicles -- such as the Armored Gun System, the Abrams tank and, eventually, the Crusader artillery system -- would "probably win hands-down," he said.

"It can be vehicle-specific," McClelland said, adding the Army does believe an uncomplicated drive train for a wheeled vehicle can be developed. "But what we have today is mechanically quite complex." 

Wheels also are not necessarily easier to repair than tracks. The Army wants a vehicle that can run on flats. But when it comes to replacing the tires, they are "difficult at best" and dangerous to repair if not done on a proper machine, McClelland said.

.............................................................................................................................

E.  Mandatory Side-by-Side Testing of IAV vs M113

GEN Shinseki’s insistence that he needed new armored vehicles, preferably wheeled, so that the Army would have increased strategic deployability, was greeted by the Congress with skepticism.  The program was recognized to cost billions of dollars with only a vague connection to capabilities beyond what the Army already had.

1.  Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 4205,” 6 October 2000

The concerns of the House of Representatives were shown in Exhibit 27, “Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 4205,” 6 October 2000.  Some of the details in Ex 27 make clear just why the Army ‘leadership’ has been struggling to avoid complying with the Congressional directive.  The Congress has directed that the Army provide data that would, if known to the Congress and the public, reveal the Army’s folly:


“The IBCT force is designed to operate across the full spectrum of conflict”, per the Army plans.  [Ex 27, p. 643, HR 4205]  However, the “…Army plans call for the first IBCT to be evaluated at the Joint Readiness Training Center in a range of environments largely focused on low intensity conflict and peacekeeping. The conferees believe it is important that the Army also plan and conduct an operational evaluation of these forces in a high intensity conflict environment. …”  

The evaluation plan was due to the Congress by 1 March 2001.  Understandably, the Army wanted to avoid the evaluation, because any objective, comparative evaluation of the IAV and the M113 FOV would not favor the IAV.  (The Army’s story is that it wants to save money.)

Page 30 of HR 4205 (Ex 27, page 3 of 4) states that Cost and Effectiveness of all vehicle options must be provided.  To do that, in a meaningful way, would reveal that the Army’s original contract costs revealed did not include all the development costs necessary to:  

1.  Redesign the vehicles to be capable of C-130 deployability – if it can be done at all, and 

2.  Attempt to design the MGS so as to be deployable on a C-130 and be capable of firing over the side of the vehicle.  


2.  Santorum-Lieberman Letter to Rumsfeld.

The Army dragged its feet in trying to avoid committing to the evaluation plan, and the Senate got impatient.  Here is an extract quote from the 21 March 2000 Santorum-Lieberman letter to Rumsfeld, Exhibit 28:

“…We would like to bring to your attention that Congress, In the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001, has asked for reports from the Army and from the Department of Defense that will layout a "road map" for the Objective Force and place the requirements and capabilities of that force in a joint context. In particular, Congress is seeking an understanding of the evaluation process, including experimentation and operation analyses, that will support the validation of the Objective Force's operational requirements and support subsequent decisions.

“As part of the overall transformation initiative, the Subcommittee has closely followed a parallel effort by the Army to field Interim Brigade Combat Teams (IBCTs). As you are undertaking your strategic review of defense strategy and programs, we want to remind you of the requirements established by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2001 with regard to the IBCTs and the Interim Armored Vehicle acquisition program. The law requires the Secretary of the Army to develop and execute a plan for comparing the costs and operational effectiveness of the infantry carrier variants of the selected interim armored vehicles and the troop-carrying medium armored vehicles currently in the inventory. The law further requires the Secretary of Defense to certify that the results c the comparison warrant continued obligation of funds for the program. We are very interested in knowing whether the Army can substantially meet its requirement for this interim capability through organizational and doctrinal changes, but with minimal equipment changes, in order to preserve scarce resources for the true transformation --the fielding of the Objective Force. …” 


3.  Army leaders wanted to cancel the field evaluation.  

The Army leadership went into a ‘full court press’ to get the comparative field evaluation canceled.  That is understandable, since, if an independent testing body ever knew the actual size, weight, delivery schedule and cost data for the armored car fleet, the HQDA would be in trouble.  Another reason may be that the Army wants to get as much money committed as possible before there is too much scrutiny of the program. 

Exhibit 29 describes the Army’s efforts to have the testing requirement canceled.  (“Army Asks Congress to Drop Demand for Comparative IBCT Evaluation,”  Inside The Army, 29 Oct 2001.  Erin Q. Winograd.)  Extracts from Exhibit 29:

“The Army has asked Congress to reverse language restricting its transformation efforts, asserting that the service's ability to help prosecute the war on terrorism and conduct homeland defense would be negatively impacted if the measure is enforced.

“Service sources indicate that some lawmakers may be willing to grant the Army's request to discard the requirement for a comparative test of the new Interim Brigade Combat Team; but congressional aides last week cautioned that key supporters of the evaluation have not yet changed their minds.

…

…”In 2000, the Army selected a modified form of the Light Armored Vehicle III, which will be produced in 10 variants, for the IAV role. Legislators expressed doubts about the Army's decision to procure a new platform when it already had a medium-weight vehicle, the M113A3 Armored Personnel Carrier, in its inventory. To ensure that the costly acquisition was really necessary, lawmakers inserted a provision into the Fiscal Year 2001 Defense Authorization Act mandating the service conduct a live, side-by-side test of the two vehicles employed in an IBCT formation. The evaluation is supposed to take place later this fiscal year at Ft. Knox, KY.

“Until that test is completed, the Army is prohibited from spending any money on the fielding of the third IBCT, which it plans to have ready for deployment by the end of FY-04.

“The Army has always opposed the side-by-side requirement, deeming it unnecessary and a poor use of resources. According to sources and documents, the service recently renewed its objections and is actively soliciting Congress to repeal that section of the FY-01 Authorization Act.

“In identical Oct. 16 letters to Sens. Joseph Lieberman (D-CT) and Rick Santorum (R-PA), both members of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Army Secretary Thomas White requests “elimination” of the comparison evaluation (CE) requirement, claiming it “impacts readiness,” replicates previous testing and duplicates future testing already mandated by law.

“The CE will cost the Army $20 million and delay fielding of the third IBCT by three months, the letter adds. In turn, the Army will not be able to accelerate availability of IBCTs “to meet wartime requirements.”

“White asserts the test also puts successful fielding of the first IBCT “at risk,” which impacts overall warfighting readiness. The unit is supposed to achieve initial operating capability in May 2003; but, if the Army is forced to do the CE, the service will incur a delay to that schedule. The battalion tasked to perform the CE must draw equipment from the brigade and train separately from the IBCT for a certain period of time, White's letter states. …

…


“Separate from the impact on readiness, White disputes that the comparison evaluation will provide more insight into the IBCT and whether the IAV is the right vehicle for the unit. “We believe we have accomplished sufficient comparison testing during source selection,” he states, noting that the Army “comprehensively evaluated” the bid samples at Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD.

“Additionally, the CE addresses only the [infantry carrier variant] and duplicates a modest subset of the comprehensive testing of the entire IAV family of vehicles already required by law,” White writes.


…

“White therefore concludes that “the substantial expenditure of time and resources” required to conduct the CE is “unnecessary.”

“In light of the current events, it is extremely important to provide the warfighting [commanders-in-chief] the operational capability found in the IBCTs as rapidly as possible,” he states, and the side-by-side test should be “eliminated.”

“Whether Congress, particularly members of the Senate Armed Services Committee, will agree to the Army's request is uncertain. Top service officials met with Santorum last week to press their case. Sources say, however, that Santorum still has taken no position on removing the CE requirement.

…

“According to service sources, the Army is optimistic certain legislators can be convinced. In a Sept. 20 memo that initiated the request to cancel the CE, Lt. Gen. James Hill, commander of I Corps and Ft. Lewis, WA, the home of the first two IBCTs, says he “believes” Sens. James Inhofe (R-OK), Maria Cantwell (D-WA), Patty Murray (D-WA) and Rep. Norman Dicks (D-WA) “would be supportive of changing Senate language directing the side-by-side.”

“House authorizers, however, may not back the Army, sources say. Last year, the House went to the mat for the service to get the CE requirement reduced in scope and to limit harsher restrictions that the Senate favored on IBCT development and fielding until the test was performed. According to one source, House lawmakers now are not keen to expend more political capital on an issue they thought was settled satisfactorily.

“Many members of the Senate Armed Services Committee will also be hard to convince, sources indicated. Additionally, there is little time to win over the skeptics. The House-Senate conference on the FY-02 authorization bill has already begun and legislators expect to send the bill for a full vote by both chambers within the next few weeks. Changing the CE requirement would force lawmakers to draw up new language, something they are normally loath to do at this late stage. –

A few comments about some of the statements above (attributed to SecArmy White):  

· GEN Shinseki did not share General White’s concern about the cost of the test when Shinseki went off on his Black Beret Crusade.  The $20M that White claims the CE test would cost would be easily matched by the cost of his (made in China) Beret Crusade:  Consider ~$6/ beret x 2/ soldier x the total number of soldiers in the Active Army, the NG, and the Reserves.  That total must add up to at least $20M.

· This statement by White has no connection with the real world:  “In light of the current events, it is extremely important to provide the warfighting [commanders-in-chief] the operational capability found in the IBCTs as rapidly as possible,” he states, and the side-by-side test should be “eliminated.”  The facts are that the war in Afghanistan has been largely a Navy/ USMC and AF show.  With the exception of the limited number of Army Special Forces in Afghanistan, plus a few others, who all have done well, the Army has ‘sat out this one.’  The Army has 17,000 M113 LAVs that could’ve been used to bring in its troops on C-130s – or even on C-17s.  [Troops who are fretting while sitting on the sidelines.]  Perhaps Shinseki was too busy pretending that he didn’t have the vehicles he needed for C-130 deployability.  

· Here’s another exercise in fiction:  “…White disputes that the comparison evaluation will provide more insight into the IBCT and whether the IAV is the right vehicle for the unit. “We believe we have accomplished sufficient comparison testing during source selection,” he states, noting that the Army “comprehensively evaluated” the bid samples…”  (Underlining mine.)  The facts are that much of the evaluation was done on the basis of evaluating paper proposals, not on the basis of extensive field tests.  (See above, pp. 14-16, Exhibits 18, 21, and 22.)  Evaluation of paper allowed the SSA to choose what it wanted to believe and then it chose accordingly.

4.  Current status of the CE test issue.

The Congress has succumbed to the Army’s importuning to the degree that it has allowed DOD to make the decision as to whether or not the comprehensive field test is really required.  Fortunately, DOD insisted on the test.

F.  The GAO ruling against UD/LP’s protest

After losing the IAV procurement to GM/GD, UD filed a protest with the GAO.  Exhibit 30, URL:  http://www.udlp.com/issues/publicver_iav_protest.pdf   .

(The protest may have been taken off the Web and I no longer have a printout.) 

Following the filing of UD’s protest, the Army suspended the award, per regulations.  Exhibit 31, Army Suspends Vehicle Award After A Protest.  See URL: http://www.freerepublic.com/forum/a3a2e3d3d6dd3.htm  (gg-020207a.doc)

The GAO’s 29-page ruling was released on 9 April 2001.  See Exhibit 32, URL:  www.gov.gao; click on Legal Products, click on GPO Access WAIS System, enter the Ruling number, which is B-286925.  Ruling not included here.

The same day, the Army released its notice that the GAO had ruled against UD and that the Army would now be negotiating with GD/GM to restart the program.  Exhibit 33, US Army News Release:  Army Statement On GAO Interim Armored Vehicle Protest Recommendation
URL:  http://www.dtic.mil/armylink/news/Apr2001/r20010409gaodeny.html
In regard to what could be expected from a protest to the GAO, my expectations were ‘split’ at the time.  Considering how unsupportable was the award to GD/GM, I felt optimistic that clearer heads might prevail.  However, I was to be disappointed. 

What one finds in the GAO ‘review’ was no review at all.  [See my extracted version, Exhibit 34, 5 pages.]  The GAO ‘review’ was a recitation of, and complete acceptance of, all the false claims from Shinseki/ HQDA and GD/GM since October 1999.  Complete acceptance of things that are clearly not true, such as the statements that the IAV procurement would give the Army a deployment capability that it does not now have.  A Key Performance Parameter, such as deployment by C-130 aircraft, was never tested by the Army during the evaluation period and was never challenged by the GAO.  The obvious question was never asked:  “General, why did you say that you needed new vehicles for C-130 deployability when the Army has had that capability for the last 40 years?”

All the paper claims for the performance of the GD/GM MGS were treated seriously, as if they were hard facts and not the claims of a party to the procurement unsupported by field test data.  GD/GM’s paper ‘predictions’ were never discounted by recognizing that the reality of hardware performance seldom meets all the hopes and promises of its proponents.  Not only that, the data provided by UD on the M8 AGS, an existing Army vehicle, fully tested by the Army and with an Army Production Tech Data Package, was sharply discounted.  Why?

There was no consideration as to whether or not the Shinseki/HQDA party line had anything of substance to it – it was just accepted.  Upon that rationale, such as it is, the continued expenditure of billions of dollars was justified.  

G.  The Ft. Knox Platform Performance Demo

In December 2000, the Army ran a Platform Performance Demo (PPD) at Ft. Knox.  The demo was hyped in this press release of the Army News Service:  “Fort Knox field-tests equipment for new units.”  (Ex 35, Army LINK News.  21 Jan 2000.  URL: http://www.dtic.mil/armylink/news/Jan2000/a20000121ppd.html  )

These extracts were taken from the press release, 
The Army's new Brigade Combat Team will need new vehicles, which must be chosen, tested, and fielded.   Fort Knox, Ky., is initiating that process. 

More than 30 sample vehicles, accompanied by contractors, have arrived on post in preparation for showcasing their quality in the Platform Performance Demonstration. Fort Knox's 16th Cavalry Regiment is ensuring that the process runs smoothly. 

"We are the executors of the PPD for the vehicles we have here, which is not only supported by Fort Knox, but also soldiers from Fort Lewis (Wash.) and Fort Benning (Ga.)," explained 16th Cav. Commander Col. Mike Jones. 

"Our soldiers are actually the ones driving and shooting the vehicles that have been brought here to be demonstrated." 

Jones said the soldiers are playing an integral part in the PPD and the new brigade. 

"We're providing the feedback to the contractors to tell them how they can make their vehicles better in order to fulfill the needs of the Army and fielding this type of brigade," he said. The colonel added, the experience also allows the Army to glean information about each of these vehicles and get a good idea about what's available on the market. …Deleted…
According to Jones, master gunners and master drivers were originally trained on the various vehicles by the manufacturers, and passed the training on to soldiers and non-commissioned officers participating in the PPD. …Deleted…
"Once we get to the end of the demonstration, all these folks will go back to their normal jobs," said Jones. "At a future date, the vehicles will be tested by the Army in another form." …(…remainder deleted…) (DJL: Underlining mine.) 

The press release tells a pretty picture, but it left out what I heard from eyewitnesses was the reality.  The reality being that the tracked vehicles substantially outperformed the wheeled vehicles; following which the courses were ‘dumbed down’ to make it easier for the wheeled vehicles to perform.  It was basically that ‘dumbed down’ course established at the PPD that was used later during the Army’s proposal evaluation that finished by selecting the GD/GM armored car.

In Section D.4.d., above, I made this comment:  “See more on the subject of “…run the same course…” in Section G., below, The Ft. Knox Platform Performance Demo.”  Now you know how the Army arrived at the course to be run during evaluation.

H.  The Retirement of LTG Heebner.

The IAV program has long been under ‘command influence’ at work.  Command influence may have been at work in LTG Heebner’s retirement job at GD.  For an officer to take a retirement job with a defense contractor to whom the general has been instrumental in awarding billions of dollars in contracts must be illegal.  I have, during my career in the defense industry, worked for two retired Regular Army (full) Colonels.  Neither would’ve even considered taking a job under the circumstances that Heebner did.

Extracts from Exhibit 36, G2mil Magazine, Sept 2001, Shinseki’s Light Armor Scam, URL:  

www.G2mil.com/Sept2001.htm
“…the director of the Army's Program Analysis and Evaluation, Major General David K. Heebner, was promoted to Lieutenant General in 1997 and became the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff of the Army.  In 1999, just one month after General Shinseki announced a newly created requirement for billions of dollars of LAVs, General Dynamics announced hiring General Heebner to a newly created vice president position.  The amount of his pay was not disclosed, but it was negotiated while he was on active duty.  However, an SEC insider trading report shows that Heebner acquired $300,000 worth of General Dynamics stock within a year of leaving the Army.  General Heebner didn't slide out the back gate to join General Dynamics.  The Army proudly hosted a large retirement party at Fort Myer, complete with Congressmen, the US Army band, and marching soldiers to celebrate Heebner's success.  

       “One year later, a lucrative $4 billion LAV contract was awarded to a General Dynamics/General Motors partnership, prompting Harry J. Pearce, Vice Chairman, of General Motors to proclaim "On behalf of General Motors and our defense unit, I’d like to commend General Shinseki, Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army, for his vision to transform the army for the 21st century into a more agile force through the use of wheeled vehicles".  Mr. Pearce was thrilled since the Army chose to pay twice as much as the current LAV price, three times more than it would have cost to upgrade  Army M113s for the role, and forty times more than General Reimer's idea to use HMMWV light trucks.  During the Pentagon briefing to announce the contract, Lieutenant General Paul Kern anticipated reporter questions and proclaimed: "I will not discuss source selection. You probably would all like to go into that part of the process, but that is protected by the federal acquisition regulations, so we will not go into that part of it, other than to tell you that this has been a very exciting time..."

     “While the Army pretends to "lighten up", it still devotes half of its operations and maintenance budget for ground equipment to keep its fleet of 5000 General Dynamics M1A1 tanks combat ready for World War III.  The Army deployed fewer than 2000 M1A1 tanks to Saudi Arabia for the 1991 Iraq war, and only a few hundred saw any action.  Heavy tanks are vital, but are expensive to maintain and difficult to move.  Unfortunately, Shinseki has done nothing to shed expensive surplus tanks, and has presented no plans to lighten or move any of the Army's six heavy divisions.  In contrast, Shinseki's primary goal is to buy thousands of expensive General Dynamics armored cars to "heavy up" light infantry brigades.  The US Congress and the American media were shocked that General Eric Shinseki wasted millions of dollars to outfit the Army with new hats.  They should not be surprised that he plans to squander billions of dollars implementing a growth strategy for General Dynamics to make the US Army more costly and less mobile.” 

My latest news from G2mil is that Heebner has even more stock in GD now, all worth about a half million.  Being a general is now really ‘big business’ – and profitable, too.

I.  “Calendar of Events”

A “calendar of events” for the contemporary push toward wheeled armored vehicles is in order, especially considering the lack of any independent field test evidence to support the push.  

   1.  Background:  

· The Army has pursued the Future Combat System (FCS), under one name or another, since the early ‘80s.  Magazine articles usually show wheeled concepts.

· The Marine Corps bought the GM-Canada LAV-25 (aka:  LAV-I), an 8-wheeled armored car, in the early ‘80s.

· The Army has fielded no new tracked, armored vehicles since the early ‘80s.

· In 1999, the CSA announces a new procurement for a new armored vehicle; and he makes it clear that he wants a wheeled vehicle.  

The above events make it clear that there are forces working against a tracked vehicle solution.  Just why that is so is hard to understand.  It is certainly not because of hard evidence or logic proving that significant savings in cost, weight, size or performance can be obtained by a wheeled solution.  The facts support the opposite conclusion.  

For example, consider the claims that ‘wheels’ are inherently less expensive to operate than tracks.  The same people who make that claim will acknowledge that wheeled vehicles tend to be operated on roads and tracks tend to be operated going ‘cross-country.’  So how can anyone claim that of the two different kinds of vehicles, each operated over entirely different kinds of terrain, that wheels are inherently less expensive to operate than tracks?  The truth is that tracks operate routinely over rough terrain that would overturn, if not destroy, a wheeled vehicle.  

Since we can’t force DOD/ DA to tell us the truth, we can hypothesize on what the truth may be, using the facts that we do have.  The truth will be consistent with the hypothesis that best fits the facts.  My hypothesis is that:

· The Shinseki Transformation Initiative is the latest step in a chain of events that goes back to at least the early ‘80s.  

· It is not a recent phenomenon of the General’s since he became CSA.

· The ‘push’ for wheels originates from within DOD, augmented by self-serving marketing by a small number of powerful and politically well-connected defense contractors.

· The O&O concept described in the IAV RFP is designed to favor a wheeled vehicle solution.

Part of the reason for that is the relentless pressure by DOD/DA technological surrealists to promote ‘wheels.’  There have also been other reasons attributed, but remember the two decades with no new systems.

   2.  The ‘recent’ calendar:

      a.  The push for 'wheels' started long ago, before Kosovo, before Bosnia -- but was known only at a high level.  What we do know is that by 1996, 

· The government push for the (then at least) 16-year old Future Combat System was in high gear with laudatory articles appearing in National DEFENSE, AFJI, and elsewhere.

· The M8 Assault Gun System (AGS) was cancelled on 25 Jan ‘96. )

      b.  The 25 Jan 96 cancellation of the AGS must have involved Shinseki, who was ADCSOPS at the time.  See Table below for relevant assignments and dates.  URL:

http://www.army.mil/leaders/csa/default.htm 

	Dates: *
	Assignments: *

	July 95 – Jul 96 (?)
	ADCSOPS, USA (?)

	Jul 96 -- Jun 97
	Prom. LTG, DCSOPS, USA

	Jun 97 -- Nov 98
	Prom. GEN, C-in-C, USA Europe and Seventh Army, 

Cdr, Stabilization Force, Bosnia

	Nov 98 -- Jun 99
	VCSA, USA  

	June 99 -- 
	CSA


* Dates and Assignments corrected 27 May 2002.  Shinseki’s official bio is missing the period July 95 to July 96.  My request for a correction has still not been made as of 27 May 2002.
      c.  In 1997 GM and GD teamed, which was 2 years before Shinseki's October 1999 'vision.'  Ex 1.  For backup, see Federation of American Scientists website, URL: 

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

Somewhere in the 1997 time frame, the Army leadership started using the GM-GD brochures claiming 'C-130 transportability' for the LAV-III.   GM-GD brochures still make the same false claim.  See Exhibit 12. 

      d.  On 27 May ‘98, the Strategic Studies Institute of the Army War College published The Case for Army XXI ‘Medium Weight’ Aero-Motorized Divisions:  A Pathway to the Army of 2020.  See the website:

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

My response was Ex 35.


The SSI/ AWC report is so biased, and so badly distorts the facts and real options available to the Army that it could not possibly have been approved and released without high-level approval.


Note that one of the authors of the SSI report worked for Shinseki on the Army staff while Shinseki was DCSOPS.  Source is an editorial by John G. Roos in AFJI, April 2000:  “Army ‘Whirlwind’: Chief of Staff Wastes No Time Crafting His Vision of Future Force.”

      e.  In early June 1999, using armored cars, the Russians won a road race to take the Pristina, Kosovo, airport.  This unpleasant experience is supposed to have had a large influence on GEN Shinseki and his plans to ‘lighten up’ the Army.  I believe that is either erroneous or exaggerated.  The Pristina Race was long after Shinseki left Bosnia.  In June 1999, he was either VCSA or CSA.

      f.  In October 1999, GEN Eric K. Shinseki, now CSA, astonished most of 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.  (Ex 1)

      g.  In a 16 Dec 99 TRADOC press briefing, Colonels Rodriguez and Mahaffey said that the vehicle to be chosen must be both off-the-shelf and transportable by C-130 aircraft.  Ex 8.

      h.  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.  See URL, page 7, Interim Force subparagraph:  http://www.senate.gov/~armed_services/statemnt/2000/000308es.pdf 

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

      j.  On 17 Nov 2000, LTG Kern at a press briefing stated that the Army’s decision had been made and they 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.’  

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

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

· After Mike and others 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:

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

      l.  On 24 and 27 January 2001, I mailed protest letters (with supporting documentation) to the GAO that supported the UD protest.  They never acknowledged receiving them.  The GAO subsequently overruled UD’s protest.  

      m.  On approximately 1 Feb 2001, I mailed a 2-page letter (dated 1/31/01, with documentation) to the SecDef giving my rationale as to why the procurement is a sham.  Copies of the letter, with the two GAO letters attached, were also sent to members of Congress, legislative assistants, Committee staffers, and print and TV media.

      n.  A September 2001 article in National DEFENSE magazine, “Army Confident About Move To Wheeled Combat Vehicle,” reveals, inadvertently, that the IAV is actually being developed – it is not an off-the-shelf vehicle.  (Sandra Erwin is the author.)  See this URL:


http://nationaldefense.ndia.org/article.cfm?Id=592
J.  Why the Fiasco?

It is difficult to explain just why this fiasco has happened.  It is difficult to explain because there is no logical reason for it.  So let me try several factors:

   1.  FCS/ Army/ DARPA fixation on ‘wheels.’

FCS is a 20-year old collaborative, joint venture between the Army and DARPA.  The reader can familiarize himself readily by going to this website: www.darpa.mil/fcs/ (Exhibit 37) and working down from the title through many vugraphs, the first of which is:  

“DARPA/ Army Collaborative Future Combat Systems Demonstration Program.”  Ex 37 is 5 pages selected out of many in the website.

Exhibit 38, “The Future Combat Systems Program,” demonstrates that the program really is a joint DARPA/ Army effort:

file:///C:/WINDOWS/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.IE5/QZYHEBGD/276,8,The  Future Combat Systems Program
The powers-that-be long ago decided that a wheeled suspension system was the advance choice.

See the vugraph “Future Combat Systems Concept,” Exhibit 39, which shows only ‘wheels’ for the FCS concepts.

file:///C:/WINDOWS/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.IE5/QZYHEBGD/273,6,Future Combat Systems Concept 

   2.  The FCS connection.  More than one person has challenged the Army’s push for an ‘Interim’ vehicle of any sort, since the FCS is supposed to be ‘just around the corner.’  The Army and DARPA have promoted the FCS for a long time, and one reason for the Interim program may be to jump-start the push for FCS.  On the other hand, it could be an attempt to get funding for GD/GM’s armored cars to get a foothold in the program.


One could also argue that the funding needs of the IAV program serve to drain off money needed for FCS.

A September 2001 article in JDW (Ex 39A) states that there is divided opinion within the Congress, DOD, and HQDA as to the best course to follow for FCS.

   3.  Tell the boss what he wants to hear.  In any bureaucracy, industrial as well as governmental, the way to get money from one’s masters is to offer to spend it on their favorite causes and do what they want.  Peacekeeping tasks were high priority for the Clinton Administration.  What better way for the Army to get money from the Clinton Administration than to offer a plan to ‘Transform” the Army into a peacekeeping force?  

   4.  The Army is looking for a mission and a cause.  So why not try to take over part of the Marine’s role?  With the likelihood of major war in Europe a distant memory, why not?

   5.  GM-Canada, owned by GD, could use the money.  The Canadian military is drastically underfunded, and the IAV award would help the Canadian military.  In effect, the US defense budget would be underwriting the R&D costs for GM-Canada’s newest product line, and simultaneously profiting GD.

See Exhibit 40:  “News from www.strategypage.com. “  Armed Forces of the World:  Canadian Forces Crumble.  5 January 2002. (Check back issues.)

   6.  Both the GAO and the Press have failed us.  The GAO’s failure to do its job was described in Section F, above, but the press failed us, too.  In American society, the press has the vitally important job of being the public’s watchdog over abuses of power by the government.  

In the IAV program, the Press has acted as the Army’s cheerleader, greeting every improbable news release as enthusiastically as though it believed them.  For more almost three years, my colleagues and I have fought the Army’s indefensible actions on the IAV program; and for that period, the press has largely ignored us.  (No one ever challenged the accuracy of what we said.)  I know that there are large numbers of journalists who don’t know an M113 from an amoeba, and may not know a C-130 from a seashell, but there are many journalists (and their masters) who do know the difference, and it is they who are most at fault.

Why has the formerly sharp-fanged press been defanged?  I’m not sure, but I can think of two reasons:

a.  The DOD has learned how to control journalists by controlling their access to news.  No access, no news to report, no job.  In the long run, the DOD will also be the loser, as well as the public good.

b.  The many corporate mergers have put formerly news-oriented companies into conglomerates with corporate boards a lot more interested in ‘the bottom line’ than in the principles of news gathering and reporting.

So, regardless of ‘why,’ the country has suffered a major blow to its institutions.

K.  Exhibits:

Caveats on Exhibits:  
· The Army does not necessarily maintain website addresses (URLs) for long.  
URL’s listed are usually those that were used when the documents were first released.  

· Some of the URLs listed are no longer available because the Army either; 
-- Removed the material after disclosure of information contradictory to the Army official ‘story,’ 
-- Or the URLs are no longer available to the general public after disclosure of information contradictory to the Army official ‘story.’

· Website URLs cited here often omit the http:// prefix.

· Some websites listed have been assigned a URL such as ‘www.geocities.com/ … .’ for lack of any other website URL.

1.  GEN Shinseki’s Address to the Eisenhower Luncheon, AUSA Annual Meeting, 10/12/99, First Para on p. 4.  Army Home Page, US Army News Release, “What Senior Leaders Are Saying.”  Six pages.  See:  http://www.army.mil/leaders/csa/speeches/991012.htm 
2.  Vugraph, “General Shinseki says the only alternative to:…”  Prepared by Mike Sparks and Don Loughlin.  28 May 2001.  One page.  

See URL:
http://www.geocities.com/armysappersforward/alternativeignored.gif 

3.  Vugraph, “LAV-III is NOT ‘transportable’ on C-130 Aircraft.”  Prepared by Mike Sparks and Don Loughlin.  11 June 2001.  One page.  

See URL:
http://www.geocities.com/armysappersforward/lavIIInogoinc130.gif 

4.  DJL 23 August 2001 letter to Senator Patty Murray.  Subject:  US Army purchase of Canadian LAV-III armored cars for the Interim Armored Vehicle (IAV) Program.  [RFP No.  DAAE07-00-R-M032]  24 pages with Enclosures and Attachments.  See URL:

http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg010821a.htm 

5.  DJL 8 November 2000 paper, “Goodbye Armor!  Hello Peacekeepers!”, 

DJL file:  gg-001108b.doc.  Note that this paper was written and published before the results of the November 2000 election were confirmed.  

Defense Daily Network also published the paper on the ‘Net as URL: http://www.defensedaily.com/reports/goodbyearmor00.htm
6.1 to 6.3.  3 Vugraphs, “Tracks versus Wheels:  Drivetrain Comparison,”  The first 3 vg of a series of 12 vg.  See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/wheelsvstracks/sld001.htm 

7.  Vugraph, “Fort Knox, IBCT Platform Performance Demonstration, Jan/February 2000.  Shows an MTVL to the left of a much taller LAV-III.  DJL file:  M113A3@PPD.ppt

See URL:   http://www.geocities.com/wheelsvstracks/comparison.gif 

8.  Army TRADOC press briefing, given at the Pentagon on 16 Dec 99, “Status of Brigade Combat Team Development at Fort Lewis and the Planned Performance Demonstration at Fort Knox,” COL Joseph Rodriguez, Director for the Transformation Axis, TRADOC.  28 pages total, only pages 1-3 included here.

See URL:  http://www.fas.org/man/dod-101/army/unit/docs/991216-briefing_tradoc_press.htm
9.  (IAV) Operational Requirements Document For A Family of Interim Armored Vehicles (IAV), dated 6 April 2000.  Pages 1, 4, and 23 of 38 pages.  

See URL:

http://contracting.tacom.army.mil/majorsys/brigade/brigade.htm 

10.  IAV Performance Spec No. 2000.1 , dated 28 Apr 00, ICV Infantry Carrier Vehicle Performance Specification.  Only Pages 1 and 2 included.  See Para. 3.1.1.1.1.1, C-130 Air Transportability, (2nd page).  See URL:

http://contracting.tacom.army.mil/majorsys/brigade/formalrfp/amd2/14%20a%20Attachment%201_31%20Mar.doc 

11.  TACOM briefing and vugraph presentation (16 vugraphs):  “The Interim Armored Vehicle.”  19 Dec 2000?  See URL:  www.defenselink.mil/news/Nov2000/g001117-D-0000C.html  

12.  GM Defense brochure, LAV III, LAV III Infantry Carrier Vehicle, 2 pages.  

See URL:
… www.gdls.com/releases/IAV_Specsheet.pdf ..

13.  USAF Fact Sheet, C-130 Hercules.  

URL:  www.af.mil/news/factsheets/C​130_Hercules.html 

14.    Table:  “LAV-III is NOT ‘transportable’ on C-130 Aircraft.”  Prepared by DJL, same data as Exhibit 3.  ..  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg020112a.htm 

15.  U.S. Army MTMC/TEA document: “Welcome To Deployability Engineering (Fixed Wing Air).  Aircraft Loads, Fixed-Wing Air.”  11 pages.  PRINTED ON 17 JANUARY 2001.

See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/exhibit15.htm 
The old URL, http://www.tea.army.mil/dpe/Aircraft.htm , is no longer available for public access, and may not be available to anyone now.

16.  U.S. Army MTMC/TEA document:  “Welcome To Deployability Engineering (Air Transportability).”  8 pages.  PRINTED ON 17 JANUARY 2001.

See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/exhibit16.htm  
The old URL:  http://www.tea.army.mil/dpe/Aircraft%20loads.htm  , is no longer available for public access, and may not be available to anyone now.

17.  U.S. Army MTMC/TEA document:  “Welcome To Deployability Engineering (Air Transportability).”  Page 7 of 8 only;  PRINTED ON 1 FEBRUARY 2001.

See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/exhibit17.htm for page 7 of 8.

The old URL:  http://www.tea.army.mil/dpe/Aircraft%20loads.htm, is no longer available for public access, and may not be available to anyone now.

18.  May 2001 analysis and report by Ben Works, Director of SIRIUS, The Strategic Issues Research Institute.  Title: LAV-III Suitability for Air Transport in C-130s:  Suitability in the Mission Spectrum.  4 pages.

See URL:  http://adsl10.cjnetworks.com/backissues/2001/SIT-Rep%2001-05-19;%20armyveh.txt 

SIRIUS, formally launched in 1990, is an independent policy analysis group focused on defense, national security and foreign affairs, including "homeland defense."  It is operated in the interest of the American service men and women, the taxpayers and citizens.  SIRIUS has provided on-air analysis for CBS Radio Network, FoxNews and independent radio stations in the US, Canada, Australia and Britain since the onset of Operation Desert Storm in January, 1991.  Mr. Work’s bio and other details may be viewed at www.siri-us.com.

19.  July-August 2001 Military Review, article titled “Airmechanization,” Authors: BG David A. Grange, US Army, Retired; LTC Richard D. Liebert, US Army Reserve; and MAJ Chuck Jarnot, US Army.  8 pages.  See URL:  http://www-cgsc.army.mil/milrev/English/JulAug01/grange.htm 

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

See URL:  http://www.dote.osd.mil/reports/FY00/index.html 

21.  DOD News Briefing, 17 Nov 2000, Announcing the Army’s award decision on the IAV program.  Presenter:  LTG Paul J. Kern, USA. http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg011108a.htm

See URL;  http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Nov2000/t11172000_t117army.html 

22.  TACOM/ AMSTA-CS-LB ltr to DJL, dtd 8 Nov 2001.  Re:  DJL FOIA requests.

One page.  DJL Files:  Scanned into MS Word:  gg-011108a-Maskery.doc.

See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg011108a.htm 

23.  Vugraph Presentation:  “FSCS / TRACER:  Wheels v. Tracks.”  Results of the Joint US/UK Future Scout & Cavalry System / TRACER.  LTC Jack Reiff, DPM FSCS.  19 January 2000.

19 pages total.  See p. 19 of 19.  URL:  www.geocities.com/fscswheelsvstracks/sld001.htm 

24.  Article:  “An Army in Transformation – The Wheeled Versus Tracked Question.”  Bill Fisher.  March 2001.  US Army Management Staff College, Ft. Belvoir, VA.  9 pages total. Website not now available, but try:

http://www.google.com/search?q=cache:7-4zWUyFYL8C:www.amsc.belvoir.army.mil/Ar 
DJL file:  gg-0103xx-WvT-BillFisher.doc.  My copy was downloaded from the web and has no figures in it.  I was unsuccessful in getting copies of the figures.  No surprise there.

25.  Vg 29 (P. 46 of 310) from.  Army Science Board, FY1999 Summer Study, Final Report.  August 1999.  URL:  http://www.saalt.army.mil/sard-asb/ASBDownloads/DSM-All-c.pdf
Title of vg:  “Strategic Maneuver:  Increasing Lethality, Survivability, and Tactical Mobility of Early Entry Forces.”

26.  Inside the Army article, 28 February 2000, "Closer Review Of Data Shows Wheels Not More Reliable Than Tracks."  Kim Burger.

See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg010209r.htm 

27.  US House of Rep’s,  “Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 4205,” 6 October 2000.  

http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=106_cong_bills&docid=f:h4205enr.txt.pdf 

28.  Senators Santorum and Lieberman 21 March 2000 letter to SecDef Rumsfeld.  As published by Inside The Army, 16 April 2001.

See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg010321f.htm 

29.  “Army Asks Congress to Drop Demand for Comparative IBCT Evaluation,”  Inside The Army, 29 Oct 2001.  Erin Q. Winograd.  DJL file:  gg-011029B-ArmyCE-ITA.doc.  

See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg011029b.htm 

30.  GM/GD, UD filed a protest with the GAO.  See URL, not included here as an Exhibit:  http://www.udlp.com/issues/publicver_iav_protest.pdf   .

(The UD protest may have been taken off the Web.) 

31.  Army Suspends Vehicle Award After A Protest;  
URL:  http://www.freerepublic.com/forum/a3a2e3d3d6dd3.htm  

32.  GAO Decision #B-286925; Matter of:  United Defense LP; 9 April 2001.  See URL:

http://www.contracts.ogc.doc.gov/cld/rd/gao/2001/B-2869255.pdf    
Or try:

http://www.contracts.ogc.doc.gov/cld/rd/gao/2001/B-2869255.html 

Printout is 36 pages long and is not included here.  See also Exhibit 34.

33.  US Army News Release:  Army Statement On GAO Interim Armored Vehicle Protest Recommendation.  URL:  http://www.dtic.mil/armylink/news/Apr2001/r20010409gaodeny.html
34.  DJL’s Condensed version of GAO ruling.  DJL file:  gg-010409-gao.doc;  5 pages.

See URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg010409gao.htm 

35.  Army News Service, “Fort Knox field-tests equipment for new units.”  Army LINK News.  21 Jan 2000.  URL:  http://www.dtic.mil/armylink/news/Jan2000/a20000121ppd.html 

36.  Editorial, G2mil Magazine, September 2001, Shinseki’s Light Armor Scam, URL:  

www.G2mil.com/Sept2001.htm 

37:  “DARPA/ Army Collaborative Future Combat Systems Demonstration Program.” www.darpa.mil/fcs/      Ex 37 is 5 pages selected out of many in the website.

38.  “The Future Combat Systems Program,”   

file:///C:/WINDOWS/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.IE5/QZYHEBGD/276,8,The  Future Combat Systems Program.  See URL:

http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg020222h.jpg 

39.  Vugraph: “Future Combat Systems Concept,” 

file:///C:/WINDOWS/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.IE5/QZYHEBGD/273,6,Future Combat Systems Concept.  See URL: 

http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg020223a.jpg  

39A.  (Added 6 October 2002)  “US Army considers options to meet FCS goal,”  Janes Defence Weekly, Kim Burger, 19 September 2001.  DJL File:  gg-010919-JDW-Burger.doc URL:  http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg091919.htm 

40:  “News from www.strategypage.com. “  Armed Forces of the World:  Canadian Forces Crumble.  5 January 2002. (Check back issues.)  Or, see URL:

http://www.geocities.com/lavdanger/gg020223.htm  

………………………………………….

L.  Disclaimer:  I have no financial interest in any DOD procurement.  I am a retired ordnance engineer who has been fighting the IAV Program decisions and claims for about 3 years – along with other people.  No one has paid me for what I have said or written.  I have paid all printing and mailing expenses.


I am retired from two ‘defense’ companies, Aerojet and FMC (now UD.)  The Administrator of the FMC/UD pension fund has assured me that the funds are sequestered in investment accounts that are independent of what happens to UD.  (Fortunately for me.) 


This disclaimer was published in Exhibit 5, November 2000.

…………………………………………………………………………

End of paper 

…………………………………………

PAGE  
50

