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ILLEGAL ACTIONS IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

TUESDAY, MARCE 13, 1962 

HOUSBOF RDPRESENTATIVES, 
S ~ C O M M ~ T E E  ANDON EXECUTIVE 

LEO IS LA TI^ REORGANIZATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE GOVERNMENTON OPERATIONS, 

Washington, D.0. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, a t  10: 06 a.m., in room 

1501-B, New House Office Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present: Representatives William L. Dawson, Neal Smith, Kathryn 
E. Granahan, and John B. Anderson. 

Also present: Elmer W. Henderson, counsel; Arthur Perlman, 
professional staff member; James A. Lanigan, general counsel, Gov- 
ernment Operations Committee; Miles Q. Romney, associate general 
counsel, Government Operations Committee; and John P. Carlson, 
minority counsel, Government Operations Committee. 

Chairman DAWSON. Our hearing today will go into the construc- 
tion of an airfield a t  Fort  Lee, Va., by the Quartermaster Corps of 
the U.S. Army. This is one of the projects called to the attention of 
Congress in tho Comptroller General's report of January 1961, en- 
titled, "Review of Programing and Financing of Selected Facilities 
Constructed at  Army, Navy, and Air Force Installations, Department 
of Defense." We expect to go into some of the other items in that 
report at  a later date. 

The hearing is being held pursuant to the committee's duty of- 
(1) Receiving and examining reports of the Comptroller Gen- 

eral of tihe United States and of submitting such recommendations 
to the House as it deems necessary or desirable in connection 
with the subject matter of such reports, and 

(2) Studying the operation of Government activities at all 
levels with a view to determining its economy and efficiency. 

Due to the nature of this inquiry, all testimony will be taken under 
oath in executive session. 

Our first witness will be Mr. William A. Newman, Director (Air 
Force), Defense Accounting and Auditing Division of the General 
Accounting 0 5 ~ .  

We are happy indeed to have you with us this morning Mr. New- 
man. 

Mr. NEWMAN. We are happy to be here. I have with me Mr. J o b  
Moore, attorney. 

Chairman DAWSON. This is Congressman Anderson, Congressman 
Smith. 

1 
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This is the minority counsel Mr. Carlson, and Mr. Henderson the 
subcommittee counsel. 

This is Mr. Lanigan, attorney for the full committee, and I am 
Congressman Dawson, chairman of the full committee and the sub- 
committee. 

'You do solemnly swear that you will tell the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. NEWMAN. I do. 
Mi.  MOORE.I do. 

TES!tTMONY OF WILLIAM A. NEWMAN, DIRECTOR, DEFENSE AC-
COUNTING AND AUDITING DIVISION, U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNnNG 
OFFICE; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN MlOORE, ATTORNEY 

Mr. NEWMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
appreciate the invitation to discuss with you our report to the Con- 
gress on our review of programing and financing of selected facilities 
constructed at Army, Navy, and Air Force installations. A copy of 
this report is submitted herewith for the record. The purpose of our 
review was to study the extent to which the total cost of military con- 
struction projects had been disclosed to the Congress and the extent 
to which construction had been financed with other than military 
construction appropriation funds. 

As part of our review we examined into military construction pro- 
grams of the three military services that had been submitted to the 
Congress in fiscal years 1957,1958, and 1959 to determine the general 
nature of projects included in those programs and to ascertain the 
methods followed by the departments in compiling and submitting 
their programs. We examined approximately 500 contracts for con- 
struction or construction-type work similar to that included in the 
military construction program, which was being financed in whole or 
in part with other than military construction funds. We visited 63 
Army, Navy, or Air Force installations where work under the above 
contracts was either completed or in process to determine specifically 
the nature of the project. 

I n  order to control and limit the extent of military construction, 
programs are authorized by the Congress in annual military construc- 
tion acts, and they are financed with funds provided in annual and 
supplemental military construction appropriations. 

I n  the military construction acts, the Secretary of each military 
department is authorized to "establish or develop military installa- 
tions and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, rehabili- 
tating, or installing permanent or temporary works." 

These construction authorizations generally specify the location 
of the projects and describe the type of facility to be constructed in 
general terms or they require clearance with the House and Senate 
Armed Services Committees before certain types of construction are 
undertaken. 

I n  contrast to the military construction appropriation acts, Depart- 
ment of Defense appropriations for operation and maintenance funds 
for each of the military departments, merely specify that these 
funds are for expenses, not otherwise provided for, necessary for the 
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operation, maintenance, and administration of the activities of the 
individual services. 

At the time of our review these acts did not specify that operation 
and maintenance funds are appropriated for the construction, con- 
version, rehabilitation> or installation of public improvements. How-
ever, the use of operation and maintenance funds to finance such wqrk, 
if urgently needed, was authorized by statute for each project costing 
not more than $25,000. 

Notwithstanding the language in these statutes, operation and main- 
tenance funds in excess of $25,000 were used to finance various types 
of construction and construction-type work outside the military con- 
struction program. 

I n  using operation and mainteilailce funds to finance such work, the 
military departments apparently relied on the fact that, in the course 
of presenting their justifications for such funds at the appropriation 
hearings, general disclosures were made by the services to the Congress 
that the funds were needed for construction and construction-type im- 
provement projects categorized by them as projects for the major 
repair, emergency repair, rehabilitation, alteration, or modification of 
existing facilities. 

Our review disclosed that more than $50 million worth of construc- 
tion and construction-type work had been accomplished by the military 
departments in fiscal years 1957, 1958, and 1959 outside the military 
construction program. 

Most of this work was financed with operation and maintenance 
funds. Financing the work in this manner enabled the military de- 
partments to avoid the specific congressional review and approval in- 
tended under the military construction authorization processes estab- 
lished by the Congress to control and limit the extent of military 
construction. 

The avoidance of the review process was accomplished usually by 
classifying the work as repair, rehabilitation, modification, or altera- 
tion projects and by financing this work from operation and main- 
tenance appropriations which are considered by the military depart- 
ments to be more readily available for these purposes than military 
construction appropriations. 

Since there are over 1,000 military installations in the United States 
and abroad and since our review was confined to a relatively few proj- 
ects at  63 locations in the United States, the financing pattern dis- 
closed by our selective study at  these installations indicates that a 
substantially greater amount than that disclosed by our review is being 
spent by the military departments for construction and construction- 
type work not specifically approved by the Congress as part of the 
military construction program. 

We found that, under existing practice, projects financed by the mili- 
tary departments for operation and maintenance funds included con- 
versions of existing facilities from one end use to another, additions 
for extensions to existing facilities, and even new construction. 

These projects involved basic and sizable structural changes as well 
as substantial sums of money. I n  other instances operation and main- 
tenance appropriations were used to complete projects when amounts 
made available under construction authorities or approvals were not 
sufficient to complete the work. 
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Finally we also found instances where certain construction projects, 
essentially similar to those included in the military construction pro- 
gram, were being accomplished outside the program as repair, re-
habilitation, or modification projects. 

I n  commenting on our report the Department of Defense informed 
us that there had been no intent on its part to circumvent the approval 
of Congress in financing construction and construction-type work out- 
side the military construction program with operation and main- 
tenance funds. 

The Department stated that it was possible under then existing defi- 
nitions for work to be classified as construction or otherwise depend- 
ing upon the interpretations of the individual, and that it recognized 
the need for more precise definitions in order that the various types of 
projects might be clearly identified for funding purposes. 

On January 18,1961, the Department of Defense issued its directive 
No. 7040.2 which attempted to establish for the first time some uni- 
form definitions. Taking note of this directive and the content of 
our report, the general subject of authorizing and financing military 
construction, repairs, and modifications received extensive attention 
by the Congress in its prior session. As a result the Department of 
Defense Appropriation Act, 1962, which was approved august 17, 
1961, contained restrictive provisions which were designed to limit 
the use of operation and maintenance funds for the type of activities 
disclosed by our review. Section 637 of this bill contained the fol- 
lowing language : 

Funds appropriated in this Act for maintenance and repair of facilities and 
installations shall not be available for acquisition of new facilities, or altera- 
tion, expansion, extension, or addition of existing facilities, as defined in De- 
partment of Defense Directive 7040.2, dated January 18, 1961, in escess of $25,- 
000: Provided, That the Secretary of Defense may amend or change the said 
directive during the current fiscal year, consistent with the purpose of this 
section. 

One of the cases mentioned in our report involved n new construc- 
tion project undertaken by the Army at Fort Lee, Va., tvithout specific 
prior approval of the Congress. 

I n  this instance an airfield was constructed for the convenience of 
visitors. Part of the construction cost was financed with operation 
and maintenance funds. The amount of funds so used exceeded the 
$25,000 limitation imposed by 10 U.S.C. 2674. 

Moreover, the project was not justified as being urgently needed. 
As this was new construction, such use of operation and maintenance 
funds resulted in a violation of section 3679, Revised Statutes (31 
U.S.C. 665). This section prohibits the obligation or expenditure of 
appropriated funds in excess of the amount available for such use. 

This airfield, which was built with engineer troop labor from Port 
Belvoir, Va., had already cost $536,363, including troop labor, at the 
time of our examination, and additional construction was planned. 
In round figures, $508,000 was expended in fiscal years 1958,1959, and 
1960 for the airfield proper and $28,000 was spent for the construc- 
tion of a hangar during the fiscal years 1959 and 1960. 

The airfield was constructed to service tllree aircraft of the installa- 
tion and planes of visitors to the installation. Previously two air- 
ports, 12 and 40 miles away, were utilized. When coi~struction started, 
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the project was estimated to cost $141,537, including $24,948 for 
materials and supplies to be financed from operation and maintenance 
appropriations and the balance of $116,589 to represent the cost of 
troop labor and the use of engineer construction equipment already 
owned. 

At the time of our review, the following costs had been incurred 
in constructing the Fort Lee airfield, and an additional $1million 
had been programed : 
Troop labor at  standard rates----------------------------------- 
Troop transportation, including per diem ........................... 
Assigned rental cost of engineer construction equipment-------------- 
Materials and services purchased ............................... 

$225,812 
84,121 

131,767 
66,605 

Total for 1958, 1959, and 1960 ............................... 
Estimated cost of hangar constructed in fiscal years 1959 and 1960---- 

508,305 
28,068 

T o t a l - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 536,373 

For statutory cost limitation purposes, the Army did not consider 
the cost of troop labor or the assigned cost of equipment rental as a 
part of the cost of military construction on the basis that these cysts 
were already related to troop training and the benefit to construction 
was incidental. 

While the method of financing these costs may support the Army 
view, there can be little question in this case that these costs represent 
a very substantial portion of the total construction r k a g e  It is, 
therefore, our opinion that they should have been isclosed by the 
Army in its military construction program submitted for approval 
of the Congress. 

With respect to the cost of materials and services purchased for 
the project, the Army failed to stay within the limitation imposed 
by 10 U.S.C. 2674 upon which it relied for authority to use the opera- 
tion and maintenance funds. 

Moreover, the justification made available to us did not disclose 
any consideration of urgency. These costs, which amounted to $66,- 
605, represented the cost of such items as crushed stone, fill material, 
bituminous plant mix and the application thereof to the landing strip, 
bituminous paving of the aircraft parking areas, steel tunnel liner, 
concrete drainpipes, and related expenses. Although it was recog- 
nized by the Army on several occasions that these costs all applied 
to the airfield as one project, at  the time of our review only $23,359 
was charged to the project on the records. 

The $43,246 balance was deliberately charged to other projects 
such as road maintenance, to stay within the $25,000 statutory limita- 
tion. Adjustments have since been made by the Army to transfer to 
the appropriate account substantially all of these costs. 

As this was a new construction project, financing these costs with 
operation and maintenance funds in disregard of the limitations im- 
posed by 10 U.S.C. 2674 was a violation of subsection (a) of section 
3679, Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665). 

As previously stated, this section prohibits the expenditure or obli- 
gation of appropriated funds in excess of the amount available. At 
the time of our review the violation had not been reported to the 
President and the Congress by the Army as required by law. I n  this 
connection, subsection (i)  (1) of section 36'19, Revised Statutes, sub- 
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jects officers and employees who violate subsection (a) to appropriate 
administrative discipline and to specified penalties if convicted of 
a knowing and willful violation. 

I n  September 1960 we notified the disbursing officer involved that 
me had disallowed $41,605 in their accounts. At that time we were 
told by Fort Lee officials that, as a result of our disclosure, the Office 
of Quartermaster Inspector General had reviewed the matter. We 
have since been advised by the Department of Defense that the viola- 
tion had been reported to the President and the Congress, pursuant 
to the provisions of section 3679. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mrs. Granahan? 
Mrs. GRBNAHAN. NO, Mr. Chairman. I came a little bit late, so I 

have no questions at present. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson? 
Mr. ANDERSON. I notice you said that the Army did not consider 

that they should include in these costs troop labor and also the as- 
signed rental cost of engineering construction equipment. What do 
they say about this $84,000 item for troop transportation, including per 
diem? Do they consider that is an item that has to be considered? 

Mr. NEWMAN. That question I would like to have answered by Mr. 
Kelly, who is familiar with the project and had conversations directly 
with the people at the base. 

Mr. ANDERSON. IShe going to testify later ? 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Kelly will testify later. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Then I will save that question. 
Mr. LANIGAN. In connection with this question, the Army Audit 

Agency reported that in this case, the Quartermaster Corps used about 
$137,000 of 0. & M. funds from their funding program which they 
classified as "Unfunded" for limitation purposes. Of this total, $84,- 
000 was expended to pay per diem and to transport the troops and 
equipment from Fort Belvoir to Fort Lee. The balance was used to 
provide materials and supplies other than subsistence for the troops. 

I f  this is correct, should these moneys paid out of 0.& M. funds 
have been charged against the $25,000 limitation? 

Mr. NEWMAN. Iwould like Mr. Moore to answer that. 
Mr. ~ O O R E .  We feel that all funding costs directly related to this 

project should be charged to the limitation. That would exclude troop 
labor and the value of the use of any equipment on hand of the Engi- 
neers. But costs which have to be charged to the maintenance and 
operation appropriation are funded costs and should be charged to 
the limitation. 

Mr. LANIGAN.That would include the $84,000 for troop transporta- 
tion, including per diem ? 

Mr. MOORE. Yes. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Also on page 6 of your report, you indicate that 

there was a hangar built in fiscal years 1959-60. What would be the 
circumstances under which the hangar would be considered a part of 
t>he initial project and properly chargeable to the initial $25,000 limi- 
tation 8 

Mr. MOORE. Well, we always have much difficulty in determining 
what is a project. The problem here, I think, is whether or not the 
original project contemplated included the hangar, whether it was 
necessary as a part of the airstrip, and for the operation of the air- 
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strip. Now, obviously, the use of a hangar is very closely related with 
the use of an airstrip. So if you can show that i t  was necessary at the 
time they started construction of the airstrip and that there were no 
changed conditions between the time they started construction of the 
airstrip and the time, a year later, when they approved construction of 
the hangar, we would feel that it was one project. I n  other words, if 
the planned need was there at  the time they started the airstrip, we 
would conclude that this was one project. 

But if they can show that there were changed conditions which 
created the real need for the hangar when they started construction 
in 1958, which did not exist in 1957 and they did not contemplate 
building a hangar in 1957, then there would be a basis for saying it 
was two projects. 

Mr. LANIGAN. We will develop evidence on that later. I just asked 
that to get the ruling into the record. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Carlson ? 
Mr. CARLSON. I have no questions. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Henderson ? 
Mr. HENDERSON.I have no questions. 
Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very, very much sir. 
Our next witness will be Mr. Hyman Baras, &enera1 Accounting 

Office, on assignment to the Committee on Government Operations. 
Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give the 

subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God 8 

Mr. BARAS. I do. 

TESTIMONY OF HYMAN BARAS, SUPERVISORY ACCOUNTANT, U.S. 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ON ASSIGNMENT TO HOUSE 
COMMITTEE (ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 

Mr. BARAS.Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in July 
1961, this committee expressed its desire to inquire further into the 
construction of certain projects reported on in the Comptroller Gen- 
eral's report of January 1961, including the construction of the air- 
field at  Fort Lee, Va. 

I was thereupon assigned by the Comptroller General, at  the com- 
mittee's request, to assist the committee in its investigation. I n  the 
course of this work with the staff, I accompanied a staff investigator, 
Mr. Arthur Perlman, on field trips during which he interviewed the 
Army military and civilian personnel most concerned with the airfield 
construction. 

The individuals interviewed were : 
- Maj. Gen. Alfred R. Denniston, commanding general at  Fort  
Lee; 

Col. Louis H. Shirley, retired, former deputy post commander 
at Fort Lee ; 

Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, who was Assistant Chief of Staff, 
G 4 ,  at  Fort Lee at the time the airfield was under construction ; 

Col. James W. Connor, retired, who was inspector general of 
the Qartermaster Training Command and who later succeeded 
Colonel Ridlehuber as G 4  ; 
81951-62-2 
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Lt. Col. William H. Jarrett, post engineer at Fort Lee and, sub- 
sequently, chief of the facilities branch in the G 4  section ; 

Lt. Col. ,Julian E .  Pylant, who succeeded Lieutenant Colonel 
Jarrett as post engineer ; 

Maj. Thomas S. Swartz, retired, who served as assistant post 
engineer ;and 

Mr. Hiram W. Fussell, accountable property officer in the office 
of the post engineer ;and 

Mr. William H. Stewart, assistant to Mr. Fussell. 
The investigation by the committee staff supplementing that of the 

GAO disclosed : 
(1) That the airfield project, approved by the Office of the 

Quartermaster General (OQMG) for construction at a cost of 
$141,000, had actually cost an estimated $586,000 at the time con- 
struction was halted ; 

(2) That materials costing approximately $87,000, including an 
estimated $22,000 spent on the airfield hangar, were acquired for 
the airfield through the expenditure of operation and mainte- 
nance funds desplte the fact that the amount which could be 
funded for this project from operation and maintenance funds 
was limited by statute to $25,000 ; 

(3) That such acquired materials as were in excess of the stat- 
utory limitation were not charged on the records to the airfield 
but to other construction projects, one of which was nonexistent; 

(4) That Army officials, in an effort to circumvent the $25,000 
limitation, attempted to misrepresent a h a n g ~ r ,  constructed a t  the 
airfield, as a storage building unrelated to the airfield ; 

(5) That several key Army officers at Fort Lee realized from 
the start that it would be difficult, if not impossible, to build the 
airfield without the expenditure of more than $25,000 of operation 
and maintenance funds ; 

(6) That construction of the airfield was allowed to continue 
despite a decision by higher Army headquarters midway in the 
course of construction that, because of the presence of numerous 
structural obstacles precluding an instrument approach, the air- 
field could not meet the acceptable criteria for a standard Army 
airfield and would therefore have to be sited elsewhere; 

(7) That, following the failure to obtain waivers from highe>r 
headquarters to permit the continuance of construction despite 
the presence of the obstacles, officials a t  Fort Lee attempted to 
have this information withheld from the Corps of Engineers 
for fear that its divulgence might have caused the engineers to 
halt the construction of the airfield, and, 

(8) That upon learning of the imminent arrival of GAO rep- 
resentatives to commence their review of military construction, 
officials a t  Fort Lee destroyed certain records for the purpose of 
withholding from GAO certain information relating to the air- 
field construction. 

The Fort Lee airfield project, officially designated as Project 10-57, 
was originally submitted for approval to the OQMG on September 
17, 1951, on DA form 5-25 (exhibit 1). The project called for the 
construction of a 1,500-foot landing strip at a tota,l estimated cost of 
$110,095 of which $37,009 constituted funded costs. The balance of 
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unfunded cost comprised primarily the cost of troop labor. The in- 
tent was to have the airstrip constructed by Army En,' alneers as a 
troop training project and to have the remaining needed aviation 
facilities included in a future military construction program to be 
approved by the Congress. 

(Exhibit 1-Individual project estimate-repairs and utilities, office 
of the post engineer, Fort Lee, Va., post request No. 10-57, construc- 
tion of flexible pavement landing strlp, September 17, 1957, appears 
in the appendix on p. 251.) 

Mr. BARAS. The Army justification made these points : 
(1) That aircraft stationed at Fort Lee were operating from 

Petersburg airport or from Camp Pickett/Blackstone airport, 
necessitating daily transportation of all passengers and main- 
tenance personnel to and from Fort Lee; 

(2) That since numerous official visitors at Part  Lee arrived 
from higher headquarters at  Petersburg airport it was necessary 
to frequently dispatch firefighting equipment and personnel to 
cover these landings ; 

(3) That considerable savings in fuel and maintenance costs 
could be effected if the airfield were located at  Fort Lee, thereby 
obviating the necessity to utilize Petersburg airport, 12 miles 
distant, and Camp Pickett/Blackstone airport, 41 miles distant, 
and, 

(4) That the possibility existed for the continuance of certain 
annual military exercises and for the possible increased use of 
aircraft in the Army for the purpose of increasing Army mobil- 
ization. 

On October 1, 1957, Brig. Gen. A. G. Viney, Deputy Chief of En- 
gineers for Military Operations in the Office of the Chief of Engi- 
neers, OCE, advised Maj. Gen. I r a  K. Evans, Commanding General 
of the Quartermaster Training Command, QMTC, at  Fort Lee, by 
letter (exhibit 2), that OCE military construction personnel were in 
coiltact with the Fort Lee post engineer concerning the specifications 
for the airfield. General Viney wrote that efforts were being made to 
somehow reduce the funded cost of the project to the point where the 
Chief of Engineers would have ap roval authority. 

(Exhibit %Letter from Brig. &en. A. C. Viney, Deputy Chief of 
Engineers for Military Operations, to Maj. Gen. I ra  I<. Evans, Octo- 
ber 1,1957, appears in the appendix on p. 254.) 

Mr. BARAS. A lack of concern for financing such projects in the 
orthodox manner, e.g., with military construction funds authorized 
by the Congress, may be indicated by General Viney's statement in 
this letter that- 
MCA funds are even more of a problem this year than usual. Possibly you 
may have some 0.& M. funds which could be so applied. 

The submission of the project was subsequently revised (exhibit 3) 
and the total cost increased from $110,095 to $141,537. However, 
whereas the length of the runway was increased from 1,500 to 2,500 
feet and the thickness of the pavement increased from ll/z inches to 
2 inches the funded cost required to complete the project was reduced 
from the original $37,009 to $24,948. This brought the roject within 

the  $25,000 statutory limitation on the use of 0.& M. Punds imposed 
by section 408 of Public Law 9@3,84th Congress. 
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(Exhibit 3-Individual project estimate-repairs and utilities, 
office of the post engineer, Fort Lee, Va., post request No. PR 10-57 
(revised), construction of flexible pavement landing strip, Novem- 
ber 1,1957, appears in the appendix on p. 255.) 

Mr. BARAS. This s ta t~~tory  provision permitted the expenditure of 
up to $25,000 of operation and maintenance funds to construct urgently 
needed facilities costing less tlian $25,000. 

Although the Army was apparently relying upon this provision for 
authority to use operation and maintenance funds in constructing the 
airfield, the project justification did not refer to any urgent require- 
ment as a basis for requesting approval for the construction. Except 
for considerations of urgency, a project such as the construction of 
an airfield would normally have to be included in a military construc- 
tion program and submitted to the Congress for approval. 

The need for an airfield at  Port Lee had not been considered critical 
for some time. Although one had been sought by the installation 
since 1952 it had never been approved by higher headquarters for in- 
clusion in a military construction program. I n  addition to the ques- 
tion of urgency it is noteworthy that several Fort Lee officials ad- 
mitted, during the interviews conducted by the committee staff, that 
they had been doubtful that materials required for the airfield could 
be acquired for less than the $25,000 permitted by the statute. 

roval of OQMG for the airfield was obtained on November 27, 
1957,APiy endorsement (exhibit 4) to the letter accompanying the sub- 
mission of the project, a t  a total estimated cost of $141,537. It limited 
the expenditure of 0.& M. funds for supplies and indirect costs to an 
amount not be exceed $24,948. However, the approval was made sub- 
ject to certain conditions including : 

(1) That the provisions of Army Special Regulation 420-60-2 
governing the use of military personnel be adhered to, and, 

(2) That no work mould be accomplished which would hinder 
the ultimate completion of the airstrip in accordance with the 
criteria prescribed for standard Army airfields contained in En- 
gineer Manual 1110-3-311 including the maintenance of all pre- 
scribed clearances for structures and other obstructions. 

(Exhibit 4--Memorandum from Col. Oliver C. Harvey, Quarter- 
master Corps, Chief, Installations Division, to the Training Com- 
mand, U.S. Army, Port Lee, Va., re individual project e s t i m a t e  
repairs and utilities, post request No. 10-57 (revised), November 27, 
1957, appears in the appendix on p. 257.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. I think it would be advisable Could I interrupt? 
to complete the sentence there-it reads : 
including the maintenance of all prescribed clearances for structures and other 
obstructions during present and future stages of construction, 

Mr. BARAS. That ishow the approval reads. 
Chairman DAWSON. Would the witness stop for just a moment? 
Mrs. Granahan, will you take the chair for me, please? 
Mrs. GUNAHAN ( residing). Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BARAS. Port 2ee officials stated in the course of the interviews 

that it had been their hope that they could stay within the $26,000 
stat~utory cost limitation by utilizing certain material which was 
thought to be available a t  Fort Lee as fill material. 



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. I.1 

However, a memorandum for the record (exhibit 5) prepared a t  
Headquarters, 79th Construction Engineer Group of Fort Belvoir, 
indicates that even before construction began the availability of such 
material at Fort Lee was doubtful. 

(Exhibit 5-Letter from Maj. J. F. Deacon, Corps of Engineers, 
G-3, Fort Belvoir, Va., to Maj. Thomas S. Swartz, January 29, 1958, 
enclosing a memorandum re a conference between Col. Walter R. 
Ridlehuber, Maj. J. F. Deacon, and Maj. Thomas S. Swartz held a t  
Port  Lee, Va., January 21, 1958, appears in the appendix on p. 259.) 

Mr. BARAS. This memorandum refers to a meeting held at  Fort Lee 
on January 21,1958, with certain representatives of the 87th Engineer 
Battalion who were slated, to provide the troop labor. The memoran- 
dum states that a survey of material in an area close to the airstrip 
which they had just inspected did not appear promising. I n  response 
to questioning by the engineers as to the availability to borrow pits 
elsewhere on the post Colonel Ridlehuber and Major Swartz replied: 

Fort  Lee is  just about out of borrow material, with the exception of that  
a rea  adjacent to  the airstrip. If this material does not meet your requirements, 
we  must make arrangements for  purchase. 

The intention of the Army at  this time was to supplement the fa- 
cilities provided by the engineer troops with other related facilities 
whiclh were to be included in a military construction program to be 
submitted to the Congress. These facilities were to inclsude lengthen- 
in the runway to 3,000 feet, the minimum required for Army air- 
fiefds, and constructing a hangar, operations building, storage build- 
ing, and other items. The requirements for these facilities were 
computed on the basis of the four light aircraft authorized for Fort  
Lee. 

I n  a letter of January 30, 1958 (exhibit 6), from OQMG, Installa- 
tions Division, signed by Col. James C. Pennington for Col. Oliver C. 
Harvey, Division Chief, to the commanding general, Fort Lee, Colonel 
Harvey in referring to these desired facilities recommended that: 

Those facilities * * * which cannot be provided within locally available re-
sources prior to fiscal year 1960 be considered for inclusion as specific items i n  
the  fiscal year 1960 increment of the military construction program. 

(Exhibit 6-Memorandum from Col. Oliver C. Harvey, Quarter- 
master Corps, Chief, Installations Division, to the commanding gen- 
eral, Quartermaster Trainin,g Command, re fiscal year 1960 military 
construction, Army program, January 30, 1958, appears in the ap- 
pendix on p. 264.) 

Mr. BARAS. The Engineer troops from Fort Belvoir began to arrive 
at Fort Lee in March 1958 and proceeded with the construction. How-
ever, it mas apparent that certain obstructions, such as water tanks and 
a smokestack, would preclude the construction of an instrument ap- 
proach type of landing facility. Itwas decided to request waivers from 
higher authority to permit continuation of the construction of a non- 
instrument approach runway. This request (exhibit 7) was made to  
OQMG on November 25, 1958, and after review by OCE was for- 
warded to the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations (DCSOPS) 
through the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (DCSLOG) with 
the recommendation that the request be approved. 

(Exhibit 7-Memorandum to the Quartermaster General, Depart- 
ment of the Army, attention of the Installations Division re request 
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for waiver for obstructions to air navigation, November 25,1958, with 
an enclosure headed "Known Obstructions to Air Navigation," ap- 
pears in the appendix on p. 266.) 

Mr. BARAS. The request, however, was turned down by DCSOPS 
on January 29, 1959 (exhibit 8),  and at the same time a recommen- 
dation was made that a new airfield site be selected. The effect of this 
rejection was to force the elimination from the fiscal year 1960 mili- 
tary construction program of the aviation facilities which Fort Lee 
had been seekin in support of the airfield. 

(Exhibit 8- Lemorandum from Col. Hallett D. Edson, Deputy 
Director, Army Aviation, Office of Deputy Chief of Staff for Opera- 
tions, to Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics re Fort Lee, Va., aviation 
facilities, fiscal year 1960 military construction appropriation pro- 
gram, January 29,1959, appears in the appendix on p. 269.) 

Mr. BARAS. The reason given for the rejection of the waiver request 
was that it had become the policy of DCSOPS that all new Army air- 
fields be located so that in line with Army requirements an instrument 
approach procedure wuld be developed. These requirements include 
the accomplishment of a certain minimum amount of night flying, 
night landings, and night takeoffs. 

The requirement for maintenance of clearances for structures and 
other obstructions was one of the conditions upon which OQMG had 
originally approved the Fort Lee project. 

Correspondence between Fort Lee, the Quartermaster General's 
Office, and the Office of the Chief of Engineers, which appear as en- 
dorsements to the September 17, 1957, letter of transmittal accom- 
panying the original submission of the project (exhibit 9), made no 
mention of obstructions such as smokestacks and water tanks. These 
letters speak of necessary "additional clearing" and indicate that 
Fort Lee wanted to defer the clearing operation, whereas the Corps 
of Engineers recommended that it be done concurrently with the run- 
wa construction. 

r ~ x h i b i t  9-Memorandum to the Quartermaster General, Depart- 
ment of the Army, re individual project estimate-repairs and utili- 
ties post request No. 10-57 (revised), January 3, 1950, appears in the 
appendix on p. 270.) 

Mr. BARAS. Colonel Ridlehuber, when questioned by the commit- 
tee staff, stated that he interpreted OQMG's November 27, 1957, letter 
of approval (exhibit 4) requiring the maintenance of clearances to  
pertain only to timber and not to obstructions such as water tanks 
and smokestacks. He added that construction was begun despite the 
presence of obstructions because he understood that a request for  
waiving the requirement that they be cleared could be obtained later 
and because of pressure from interested Army personnel in DCSLOG, 
the Continental Army Command, Conarc, and within the command 
a t  Fort Lee. 

(Exhibit 4--Memorandum from Col. Oliver C. Harvey, Quarter- 
master Corps, Chief, Installations Division, to the Training Com- 
mand, U.S. Army, Fort Lee, Va., re individual project estimate- 
repairs and utilities, post request No. 10-57 (revised), November 27, 
1957, appears in the appendix on p. 257.) 

Mr. BARAS. The rejection of the request for waivers precipitated a 
series of communications between officials at Fort Lee and at OQMG 
concerning the steps to be taken in the light of the DCSOPS decision. 
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I n  a memorandum of February 19, 1959, by Col. Heinz Weise-
mann (exhibit lo),  deputy G 4  at Fort Lee, concerning his phone 
conversation of that date with Mr. Olewiler, OQMG, Mr. Olewiler 
was represented as being shocked a t  the elimination of the aviation 
facilities from the Fort Lee fiscal year 1960 military construction 
program. 

(Exhibit 10-Memorandum by Col. Heinz Weisemann, Deputy Act-
ing Chief of Staff, G 4 ,  concerning telephone conversation with W. N. 
Olewiler re permanent airfield, February 19,1959, appears in the ap-, 
pendix on p. 271.) 

Mr. BARAS.Mr. Olewiler stated that he wanted to know how far  
the construction had progressed up to that point since he had to ad-
vise the OCE about the construction rogress and then find out 

doned. 
2whether plans for completion of the ai eld would have to be aban-

Colonel Weisemann informed Mr. Olewiler that the Engineer 
troops who had temporarily returned to Fort Belvoir were due back 
at Fort Lee in May 1959 to complete the aifield. Mr. Olewiler was 
skeptical that anyone would approve finishing up an airfield at a site 
which had been turned down. 

On the same day, February 19, 1959, a memorandum was written 
by Colonel Ridlehuber (exhibit l l ) ,  concerning a talk which he had 
with another official of OQMG, Lieutenant Colonel McKillips. In 
this memorandum Colonel Ridlehuber stated that Fort Lee was recon-
ciled to the elimination of the aviation facilities from the fiscal year 
1960 military construction program and went on to say: 

"* but we strongly recommend that no information be furnished OCE at 
this time which would jeopardize continuing work on the local troop trainfng 
construction project. 

(Exhibit 11-Memorandum from Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, Act-
ing Chief of Staff, G 4 ,  furnished to the Chief of Staff about a tele-
phone conversation between Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber and Lt. Col. 
Edward J. McKillips re permanent airfield, February 19, 1959, ap-
pears in the appendix on p. 274.) 

Mr. BARAS.Lieutenant Colonel McII(il1ips is reputed in this mem-
orandum to have said that he had told Mr. Olewiler to forego his plan 
to discuss the situation with anyone. Colonel Ridlehuber then said 
that "it was a dangerous proposition the way Mr. Olewiler was 
talking." 

Colonel Ridlehuber, in statements which he made to the committee 
staff when he was interviewed, first said that he wanted all informa-
tion to be restricted within OQMG because the commanding general 
at Fort Lee had not had su5cient time to study the situation and come 
up with an official position. However, he later admitted that his 
anxiety about divulging information arose from his concern that if 
the facts were known ~tmight prevent the return of the Engineer 
troops to Fort Lee in May. 

Colonel Ridlehuber's memorandum of February 19 continues that 
his conversation with Lieutenant Colonel McKillips turned to a "per-
sonal" letter that General Denniston had addressed to General Evans 
at  OQMG in which General Denniston requested approval to allocate 
$18,000 of 0. & M. funds to pay the per diem expense of the Fort 
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Belvoir Engineers scheduled to return to Fort Lee. General Evans 
is represented as concurring with General Denniston's views but as 
being unwilling to reply to it officially. 

Colonel Ridlehuber informed the committee staff that he had drafted 
this letter for General Denniston's signature and that it was addressed 
to General Evans personally in the hope that Fort Lee would, in this 
way, receive better consideration from OQMG. The reason why Gen- 
eral Denniston's letter went unanswered has never been made clear to 
the committee staff. 

Colonel Ridlehuber went on to state in his February 19 memoran- 
dum that if Fort Lee were to complete the airstrip and if the Depart- 
ment of the Army would still refuse to sanction its use as an airfield, 
it would be used as a fair weather landing strip and the airfield at  
Camp Pickett and Byrd Field in Richmond would continue to be 
used as they were previously. 

Colonel Ridlehuber referred to a distinction between a landing strip 
and an Army airfield, saying, "We will have the strip-still quite 
legal." Lieutenant Colonel McKillips replied that this was a point 
that was concerning officials at OQMG, that he had discussed it with 
Colonel Pennington, and that they were deferring any further dis- 
cussions with OCE. Although Colonel Ridlehuber did not specify, 
when interviewed, what distinction existed between a landing strip 
and an airfield, he conceded that approval for the field constructed 
at Fort Lee was granted upon the condition that it would conform 
to the Army Engineer criteria for a standard Army airfield, and that 
he was unaware of the existence of any Engineer and design criteria 
for other than Army airfields. 

A third memorandum of the same date, February 19, 1959 (exhibit 
12), was written by Col. Lewis H. Shirley, Deputy Commander at 
Port Lee, concerning a phone conversation which Colonel Shirley had 
had with Colonel Pennington of OQMG. 

(Exhibit 12-Extract of a telephone conversation between Col. 
James C. Pennington and Col. Louis H. Shirley, February 19, 1959, 
appears in the appendix on p. 275.) 

Mr. BARAS.I n  this memorandum Colonel Pennington mas reported 
to have said that he had been told by General Evans to give the go 
ahead to General Denniston to spend the $18,000 for per diem, as 
General Denniston had requested, and that "OQMG will stand behind 
him." 

Colonel Shirley went on to add that a memorandum for the record 
to this effect would be furnished the Comptroller per General Evans7 
instructions, and would be attached to General Denniston's letter and 
filed if needed for future reference. Scrawled beneath Colonel Shir- 
ley's memorandum is a note initialed by Colonel Ridlehuber, "Info not 
to be released outside of this headquarters." Colonel Shirley, when 
questioned, stated that he was at a loss to explain why Colonel Ridle- 
huber would want to withhold this information. 

On February 24, 1959, Colonel Pennington addressed a letter (ex- 
hibit 13) to the commanding general at Fort Lee. In  it he pointed out 
that the Chief of Engineers had forwarded a copy of the DCSOPS 
findings with respect to the unsuitability of the airfield under construc- 
tion, and that a new airfield site which would meet standard Army air- 
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fieldcriteria would have to be selected. Colonel Pennington requested 
that he be advised whether such a field could be sited on Fort Lee. 

(Exhibit 13-Memorandum from Col. James C. Pennington, Chief, 
Installations Division, to the commanding general, Quartermaster 
Training Command, Fort Lee, Va., re fiscal year 1960 military con- 
struction appropriation program, aviation facilities, February 24, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 276.) 

Mr. BARAS. At this time a staff study (exhibit 14) was undertaken 
by the Fort Lee Command to determine whether an airfield meeting 
standard Army airfield criteria could be sited on the post. A tentative 
draft containing facts, conclusions, and recommendations was pre- 
pared by Col. Heinz Weisemann, and subsequently circulated to 
members of General Denniston's staff for their comments. 

(Exhib?t 1 6 D r a f t  staff study on airfield site, signed by Col. Heinz 
Weisemann, appe,trs in the appendix on p. 277.) 

Mr. BARAS. This staff study stated that definite requirements for 
a standard Army airfield had never been established by the command 
at Fort Lee; that in 1954 the commanding general at Fort Lee had 
desired a temporary type field for liaison planes, and that at various 
times since 1952 an airstrip had been considered. 

I t  went on to point out that the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations 
position made the landing area along Reformatory Road unjustifiable 
for the expenditure of MCA funds and that a waiver of obstructions 
would not be justified since the field could not be operated under 
unfavorable weather conditions. 

The staff study concluded that a standard Army airfield could not be 
sited at Fort Lee; that there was still a requirement for a landing area; 
and that approval should be sought to provide a facility for use under 
certain favorable flight conditions in view of the fact that $450,000 
had already been spent on the airfield construction; that CAA ap- 
proval for a strip had previously been obtained; and that the field 
would be convenient for emergency landings in fair weather and for 
the use of VIP's. 

The staff study was submitted for comment on March 11, 1959, by
G 4 ,  the Assistant Chief of Staff for Logistics, to 6-3, the Assistant 
Chief of Staff for Operations. 

6-3 returned his comments on March 31, 1959 (exhibit 15). He 
concurred in the need for a study 0f.a suitable Army airfield site to 
fulfill all aspects of the Fort Lee and QMTC missions and respon- 
sibilities. However, he took issue with several points in the draft 
study such as the fact that the strip could be utilized as a fair weather 
strip if certain ceilings were observed and if landings were made 
with the wind, thereby avoiding a water tank obstruction. 

(Exhibit 15-Comment by Fort Lee,G-3, on draft staff study re 
aviation facilities, March 12,1959, appears in the appendix on p. 285.) 

Mr. BARAS. G-3 pointed out that landing with the wind is con- 
sidered hazardous and should be attempted only for unusual or 
emergency conditions. G-3 took issue with a statement in the draft 
that the Petersburg airport, which was considered for leasing by Fort 
Lee, needed complete reconstruction to accommodate USAF planes of 
the Washington air defense sector which were attached to Fort 'Lee. 
He called the reconstruction of Petersburg airport nonessential and 
adequate in its present condition for use by the Army planes. 
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6-3 went on to say that a landing area of the type envisioned in 
the staff study provided only limited capability over and above the 
strip which had been in use previously at  the post and that because 
of the inability to expand the strip under construction to a standard 
Army airfield, further expenditures might not be justified. 

6-3 concluded that although the landing area was a very worth- 
while training project, its development did not substantially con- 
tribute to the ability of Fort Lee and QMTC to fulfill their assigned 
missions, and he recommended that negotiations for the leasing of 
Petersburg airport be reopened, since this arrangement appeared to 
be the most economically feasible one. He also cited the fact that 
civilian airfields were commonly used by the Army in various parts 
of the country. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Could I ask a question here? 
I think you have referred to the existing airstrip. I do not think 

it has been made clear yet that there was an existing grass strip 
at Fort Lee. Can you explain that? 

Mr. BARAS. Yes. There was an existing grass strip at  Fort Lee, I 
believe about 2 miles distant from the hard pavement airstrip which 
they were constructing. This grass strip was used by the planes which 
were slated to use the hard pavement strip. 

Mr. SMITH.Did the grass strip go in the same direction as this one? 
Mr. BARAS. I do not know. 
Mr. SMITH.The same obstructions were not there ? 
Mr. BARAS. I do not know. It had already been constructed and 

was in use. 
Mr. LANIGAN. wasIt was actually constructed at  the time that 

going on ? 
Mr. BARAS. Yes, it was. 
Mr. HENDERSON.Were they planning to continue the use of the 

grass strip when this new one was completed? 
Mr. BARAS.NO; the hard strip was planned to replace the grass 

strip. 
General Denniston subsequently informed the committee staff that 

G3 ' s  views and recommendations had never been brought to his at- 
tention, although he has since become aware of those comments, nor 
did the general recall a staff meeting to discuss the staff study. He 
said that i t  had been his feeling that all of his command were of the 
opinion that the airfield was needed. On the other hand, Colonel 
Ridlehuber informed the staff that G-3 had been "taken to task7' by 
General Denniston at a meeting following the staff study. He was sur- 
prised that a memorandum of this meeting was not in our possession. 
His comment on G-3's views was that G-3's thinking was "up in the 
cloud^.^' 

G 4 C o l o n e l  Ridlehuber-submitted his comments on April 1, 
1959 (exhibit 16). He stated that the amount of work accomplished 
to date on the airfleld was $450,000 and that the engineers estimated 
that to convert the strip to an Army airfield would cost $1,651,000, 
plus the cost of electronic equipment for night flying. 

(Exhibit 16-Memorandum from Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, Act- 
ing Chief of Staff, G 4 ,  to the Chief of Staff, re fiscal year 1960 mili- 
tary construction appropriation program, aviation facilities, April 1, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 290.) 
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Mr. BARAS. He  said that for the time being use of Byrd Field in 
Richmond for night flying and pilot training would appear adequate. 
However, to complement the use of Byrd Fleld, there was a need for 
a daytime fair weather landing field at Fort Lee, and he recornmencled 
completion of the strip as a troop training project. Colonel Ridle- 
huber also pointed out the possibility that OCE would discontinue 
the training project unless a strong case for the landing strip were 
presented. 

On April 6, 1959, after the staff study had been commented upon 
by General Denniston's staff, the general prepared a reply by first 
indorsement (exhibit 17) to Colonel Pennington7s letter of February 
24 in which he recommended that construction of the airfield go for- 
ward to its completion. 

(Exhibit 17-Memorandum from Maj. Gen. Alfred P. Denniston, 
commanding general, Fort Lee, Va., to the Quartermaster General re 
fiscal year 1960 military construction appropriation program, aviation 
facilities, April 6, 1959, appears in the appendix on p. 292.) 

Mr. BARAS. The general's reply followed pretty much along the line 
of the comments which had been submitted by G-4. The general 
pointed out that $450,000 worth of work had already been accom-
plished "at a project cost of less than $25,000"; that i t  would cost 
$1,651,000 exclusive of electronic equipment to convert the landing 
strip to an airfield, and that the remaining cost to complete the land- 
ing facility under construction would be less than $200,000. The gen- 
eral stated that : 

I t  is reasonable to expect that  this can be accomplished within the dollar re- 
saurces which can be made available over a period of time. 

General Denniston was asked, when interviewed by the committee 
staff, as to how he knew that the work to date had been accomplished 
with less than $25,000 of funded cost, and he replied that he relied 
on Colonel Ridlehuber for this information. 

On April 7, 1959, Colonel Ridlehuber reported in a memorandum 
(exhibit 18) the substance of a phone conversation of that date which 
he held with Colonel Pennington of OQMG and with Colonel Weise- 
mann who had hand-carried General Denniston's endorsement to 
Colonel Pennington in Washington. 

(Exhibit 1CMemorandum of telephone conversation between Col. 
Heinz Weisemann, Col. James S. Pennington, and Col. Walter R. 
Ridlehuber re Fort Lee Airfield, April 7,1959, appears in the appendix 
on p. 294.) 

Mr. BARAS. Colonel Ridlehuber reported : 
(1) That General Denniston7s first endorsement had been gone 

over rather carefully in Colonel Pennington's office ; 
(2) That Colonel Pennington7s view was that, as far  as OQMG 

was concerned, Fort Lee had already been given the go-ahead 
back on February 19, 1959, when he had spoken to Colonel Shir- 
ley and that "therefore they don't want to introduce any addi- 
tional papers in the file a t  this time" ; 

(3)  That Colonel Weisemann stated that Colonel Pennington 
was now contending that the Installations Division of OQ.MG 
was probably in error in sending the basic February 24 letter to 
General Denniston to begin with; 
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(4) That Colonel Ridlehuber said that the district engineer 
was still working out the details of the facilities to be included in 
the MCA project, that someone had to tell them to stop their work 
now that waivers had not been obtained, and that General Den- 
niston7s endorsement should be forwarded to DCSOPS so that 
they would know that another site for a standard Army airfield 
was not available a t  Fort Lee ; 

(5) That Colonel Pennington reviewed his earlier talk with 
Brig. Gen. R. T. Evans regarding General Denniston's letter of 
February 16, 1959, saying that General Evans had "directed 
Colonel Pennington to call General Denniston back and OK the 
project, and tell him that he would type an MFR"-which is an 
abbreviation for a memorandum for the record-"instead of an 
official reply, since they were in 2,000-2,100 money"; 

(6) That "Colonel Pennington said that what he wanted to do 
was to get another piece of official correspondence out of his 
hands * * * When Colonel Ridlehuber asked if he wanted to 
hold that piece of paper, Colonel Pennington replied that he 
wanted to forget it" ; 

(7) That Colonel Pennington said that since OQMG had al- 
ready approved everything else they were talking about, the 
only reply that had really been needed to his February 24 letter 
was one paragraph that the Army airfield with instrument ap- 
proach zone criteria was not capable of being sited at Fort Lee; 

(8) That "Colonel Ridlehuber said 'OIC, we will drag our feet 
until after late May' " ; 

(9) That Colonel Pennington said he would return the first 
endorsement to Colonel Weisemann ;and 

(10) "Colonel Ridlehuber said to 'bring the first endorsement 
back. We will proceed to get the company down here. I f  com- 
plications arise, we will go back to Colonel Pennington's shop.' 
To Colonel Pennington, he said, 'Let him bring the paper on back 
and we will rock along until further developments; I will reply 
along the line you indicated.' "-

Mr. HENDERSON. All these points that you Excuse me, Mr. B,aras. 
made-1 through 10-were included in the memorandum that you re- 
ferred to ? 

Mr. BARAS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HENDERSON.Everything is in the memorandum ? 

Mr. BARAS. Everthing was in the memorandum. 

Mr. HENDERSON.
Fine. 
Mr. BARAS. When General Denniston was asked about the unusuaI 

manner in which his April 6, 1959, first endorsement to  Colonel Pen- 
nington7s letter had been treated at OQMG, he replied that he was 
unaware that Colonel Penning-ton did not want i t  and that i t  had, 
therefore, not become a part of the official record. 

Colonel Ridlehuber during his interview was asked about his state- 
ment as reported in his April 7 memorandum to the effect that Fort 
Lee would drag out proceedings until late May. He  replied that his 
intention was motivated by his anxiety to have the engineer troops 
from Fort  Belvoir return to Fort  Lee, as scheduled, to complete the 
airfield. 

With the aviation facilities stricken from the fiscal year 1960 mili- 
tary construction program, Fort Lee officials were faced with the prob- 
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lem of how to secure a hangar. I n  a memorandum of May 25, 1959, 
written by Colonel Ridlehuber (exhibit 19) concerning his phone con-
versation of that date with Mr. R. G. MacDonald of the Installations 
Division, OQMG, Colonel Ridlehuber wrote : 

We a r e  stumped for some type of hangar. We have been shopping around. 
We can get a metal 80 by 80 hangar building delivered on the site for  about 
$17,000. The company here would prepare the site for  it. 

Colonel Ridlehuber has asked post engineer to  prepare a form 5 2 5  for  this 
project in  the hope that  aerial detachment may have some P-2000 money a t  the  
end of the year with which we can buy it. The complete story will be given in the  
letter to Colonel Pennington. Colonel Ridlehuber said he would appreciate 
having Mr. MacDonald look out for that  5-25. 

Mr. MacDonald is worried about exceeding $25,000 on the funded part of it. 
Colonel Ridlehuber said that  a s  this would be a n  improvement, it would be a n  
entirely new project. Mr. MacDonald said it's all par t  of the airfield-that's 
what bothers him. 

(Exhibit 19-Memorandum of telephone conversation between Col. 
Walter R. Ridlehuber and Robert G. MacDonald, May 25, 1959, ap-
pears in the appendix on p. 296.) 

Mr. BARAS.Mr. MacDonald is later quoted in this same memoran-
dum as saying that, "If the funded cost exceeds $25,000, we are all 
in trouble." Colonel Ridlehuber speculated that the "temporary" 
hangar might be considered another project if i t  were erected on a 
site other than that planned for the hangar sought in the military 
construction program. His memorandum continues : 

Colonel Ridlehuber stated that  we will call this a project for the aerial de-
tachment. To meet the critical dimensions, we have t o  go into this larger type 
building and we will say that  it is for storage for  the 109th for  the aerial pack-
aging, a s  well a s  aircraft maintenance ; it will meet both requirements. 

Mr. MacDonald said he  guessed we had better. 

Colonel Ridlehuber was asked by the committee staff whether he 
had ever discussed with anyone Mr. MacDonald's anxiety ,about the 
creation of a new project and the funding of the hangar. He  replied 
that he did not agree with Mr. MacDonald's thinking that the hangar 
was part 'and parcel of the airfield. He maintained that it was to be 
purchased as a packup shed for the 109th Air Supply Company. 

On the same date Colonel Ridlehuber dispatched a letter (exhibit 
20) to Colonel Pennington a t  OQMG in whlch he disoussed the sup-
port facilities needed for the Fort Lee airfield, including an opera-
tions building, hangar, fire station, control tower, and so forth. With 
reference to the hangar, which he termed "a hangar and operational 
storagebuilding," he wrote : 

This is the problem child. * * I requested the engineers to  prepare project 
form 5-25 for one 80- by 80-foot prefabricated building for the aerial detachment, 
with the hope that  sufticient funds under P-2000 may be available to  purchase the 
building before June 30. 

Colonel Ridlehuber then described how the hangar would be erected 
by the engineer company on concrete footings with the floor to be 
poured with concrete when funds become available. He  informed 
Colonel Pennington of his plan for disassociating the hangar from 
the airfield project, stating: 

It will be designated a s  for  the aerial detachment for  use in  temporary main-
tenance of aircraft and for  operational storage of aerial supply, cargo, and train-
ing materials. I n  this way we will not associate the project with the "Army air-
field" even though it will be erected on the general site. 
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(Exhibit 20-Letter from Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, Acting Chief 
of Staff, G 4 ,  Fort Lee, Va., to Col. J. C. Pennington, May 25, 1959, 
appears in the appendix on p. 298.) 

A 
Mr. BARAS.On June 1,1959, Colonel Ridlehuber, in a memorandum 

exhibit 21), recorded a phone conversation which he had held with 
olonel Pennington on May 29. Colonel Pennington is reported as 

having taken up the matter of operating facilities for the landing 
field with Gen. A. T. McNamara who was- 
concerned over the possible repercussions from exceeding the $25,000 project- 
t r o o p w h i c h  was authorized for the airfield. 

(Exhibit 21-Memorandum of telephone conversation between Col. 
James C. Pennington and Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, May 29, 1959, 
appears in the a pendix on p. 300.) 

Mr. Bnrus. 8olonel Pennington had again spoken to DCSOPS 
about obtaining waivers on the airfield but without success. DCSOPS 
brought up the alternative of leasing the Petersburg airfield b u t  

Colonel Pennington told them this was out of the question. * * * General Mc- 
Namara went on to say that  he doubted that  a standard-type airfield could ever 
be justified for four airplanes and furthermore he saw no reason why Army air- 
craft should not be operated on temporary airstrips. 

* * * I asked Colonel Pennington to assure the Quartermaster General that  
we would not recommend anything that  would put him in a n  embarrassing po- 
sition. I n  the case of the hangar i t  will be procured, if the purchase is approved
and P-200 funds a re  available, for the aerial detachment and not directly asso- 
ciated with the aiffield. I n  the  case of a physical inspection by Department 
of the Army representative a t  some later date, i t  can be explained that  this is a 
temporary building which will be moved to meet other storage requirements, if 
and when no longer required a t  the airfield site. 

The other facilities required such a s  water, power, storage building, and lights 
can be provided a s  resources become available a s  improvements to the landing 
field which will be in existence. 

Colonel Pennington said he agreed and to send the DA Form 5-25 on up for  
the hangar building and he would see that  it was approved. I assured him that  
it would be sent up  the first week in June. 

Although Colonel Ridlehuber had declared the hangar to be a tem- 
porary building which would later be used to fulfill the storage re- 
quirements of the 109th Aerial Detachment, this was not the view 
of General Denniston when he was interviewed by the staff. The gen- 
eral viewed the hangar as a permanent structure, saying that it never 
occurred to him that i t  was a temporary hangar, nor was he aware 
that Colonel Ridlehuber had discussed the hangar in terms of i t  being 
a temporary facility. 

On June 2,1959, Colonel Pennington officially replied (exhibit 22) to 
Colonel Ridlehuber's letter of May 25, saying : 

As you know, and a s  I mentioned in our telephone conservation on May 29, the 
Quartermaster General is limited to a funded cost of $25,000 for  new construc- 
tion. This limitation applies to the entire airfield a s  one project and not to 
various elements or increments. I n  other words, the project completed with 
$25,000 funded cost must be a usable facility in itself. I understand that you 
a re  about up to the legal limit now, so it does not appear possible to accomplish 
PR 16-60 for electricity and water nor P R  18-60 for a temporary control tower 
from 0.& M. funds in fiscal year 1960. 

(Exhibit 22-T,etter from Col. .James C. Pennington, Quartermaster 
Corps, Chief, Installation Division, to Col. W. R. Ridlehuber, June 2, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 302.) 
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Mr. BARAS. Having stated his awareness that Fort Lee had ex- 
pended close to the $25,000 statutory limitation and his further 
understanding that the limitation applied to the entire airfield facility 
as one project, Colonel Pennington nevertheless concluded his letter 
with a statement that OQMG was awaiting submission of the project 
for the building to be used by the aerial detachment and would take 
expeditious action on it. 

The committee staff was informed by Major Swartz, who at the time 
was assistant post engineer, that in May of 1959 when it became ap- 
parent that the cost of materials still to be acquired for the airfield 
would throw the cost of the airfield project over the $2'5,000 statutory 
ceiling, Colonel Ridlehuber instructed him to initiate purchase requests 
and to charge the materials procured for the airfield to such projects as 
maintenance of roads, repairs and utilities maintenance, and others. 

Acting under these instructions, at  least a half dozen purchase re- 
quests were prepared and falsely designated a s  being required for 

urposes other than the ainfield. These were processed by Major 
dwartz, Lt. Col. William H. Jarrett, post engineer, Lt. COI. ~ u l l s n  
E. Pylant, who succeeded Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett as post engi- 
neer in July 1959, and Mr. Hiram W. Fussell, accountable property 
officer in the post engineer's office. They included : 

Purchase request No. Date Items purchased Stated on the purchase 
request as requued for- 

Maintenance of roads. 1900 (exhibit 23) - - - - - May 13,1959 2,150 tons of crushed stone .----.-.-----
2005 (exhibit 24) - - --- May 22,1959 Contract to perform all operations in Improvements to landing 

connection m t h  the supply of bitu- strip.
minous plant mix. 

2006 (exhibit 25)- -..- do-__-.-- Do...... Laying of plant mix .-------_--.-------
2107-M (exhibit 26).. June 5,1959 Mobex.5,500 tons of crushed stone --.---------
92-0 (exhibit 27) ..... July 24,1959 2,600 tons of crushed stone ..-----------Mslntenance of roads in 

training areas. 
I l l  (exhibit 28) --.-.-July 29,1959 Contract for bituminous paving of Repairs and utilities main-

the aircraft parking apron at the tenance. 
airfield. 

(Exhibit 23-Local purchase request No. 1900 from the post engi-
neer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, May 13, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 303.) 

(Exhibit %Local purchase request No. 2005 from the post engi- 
neer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, M v  22, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 304.) 

(Exhibit 25-Local purchase request No. 2006 from the post engi- 
neer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, May 22, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 305.) 

(Exhibit 26-Local purchase request No. 2107-M from the post 
engineer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, 
June 5,1859, appears in the appendix on p. 306.) 

(Exhibit 27-Local purchase request No. 92-G from the post engi- 
neer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, July 24, 
1959, appears m the appendix on p. 307.) 

(Exhibit 28-Local purchase request No. 111from the post engineer, 
Fort Lee, Va., to tho purchasing and contracting officer, July 29, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 308.) 

Chairman DAWSON. What is MOBEX? 
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Mr. BARAS.Mobex is a training exercise of tlie Quartermaster 
Training Command. 

Mr. LANIGAN.We have a statement on that if we could include i t  
among the exhibits. (See exhibit 40, p. 334.) 

Chairman DAWSON.All right. 
Mr. BARAS. The total cost of the materials so procured amounted to 

approximately $38,000. The first four purchase requests were initi- 
ated by Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett, or by Major Swartz or Major 
Buechler in his behalf, and approved by Coloilel Ridlehuber. 

The last two mere initiated by Lieutenant Colonel Pylant and ap- 
proved by Colonel Connor. Although two of the purchase requests- 
Nos. 2005 and 2006-indicated that the materials were needed for the 
landing strip, the post engineer's cost accounts showed that they were 
not charged to the airfield project. 

Major Swartz was asked by tlie committee staff to explain a nota- 
tion (exhibit 29) which lie addressed to Mr. Fussell, accountable of- 
ficer, in an informal memorandum concerning the proposed acquisi- 
tion of 2,150 tons of crushed stone. This later materialized into pur- 
cllnse request KO. 1900, dated May 13, 1959. I n  his notation Major 
Swartz wrote : 

Mr. FUSSELL. This order will be followed by I would like a copy of the PR. 
additional orders and I will have to keep a record of them. Actually, although 
charged to road maintenance, this material mill be used on the airfield. 

(Exhibit 29-Purchase 'ecluest signed by Maj. Thomas S. SIT-artz, 
assistant post engineer, Port Lee, Va., for 2,150 tons olf cruslzed stone 
appears in the appendix on p. 309.) 

Mr. BAR~S. Major Swartz stated .that his notation to Mr. Pussell 
was based on instructions which lie received from Colonel Ridlehuber 
and Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett. 

I n  addition, the following three purchase requests were initiated 
for the procurement of materials for the hangar and set up as a sepa- 
rate project, P R  72-59. 

Purchase request Date Items purchased Stated as required for- I I 
No. 

Construction of prefabricated metal Purchase request 72-59. 
buildmg.

Labor and supervision ----.-.......-..
Do. 
Reinforcing........................... Do. 


(Exhibit 30-Local purchase request No. 2069 from the post engi- 
neer, Port  Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, June 3, 
1959, appears in tlie appendix on p. 310.) 

(Exhibit 31-Local purchase request No. 2274 from the post engi- 
neer, Fort  Lee, Va., to tlie purchasiiig and contracting officer, June 25, 
1959, aqpears in the appendix on p. 311.) 

(Exhibit 32-Local purcliase request No. 165 from the post engineer, 
Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, August 10, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 312.) 

Mr. BARAS. The total cost of the above purchase requests amounted 
to about $17,500. Major Buechler initiated the first two, one on behalf 
of Lieutenant Colonel Jarret,t and the other on behalf of Lieutenant 
Colonel Pylant. Lieutenant Colonel Pylant initiated and signed the 
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third purchase request. The three purchase requests were approved, , 
respectively, by Colonel Ridlehuber, Major Swartz-for Colonel 
Ridlehuber-and Colonel Connor. 

I n  connection with purchase requests 2107-M, 92-G, 111,2069,2274, 
and 165, a portion of the certification required of the fiscal officer to 
the effect that funds were available to cover the cost of the items re- 
quested was crossed out. The words obliterated were "Icertify that." 
The staff was told by Lieutenant Colonel Pylant that he had per- 
sonally obliterated these words because he felt that, as to those pur- 
chase requests which he was initiating, he was going on record that 
the funds were available for the acquisitions. Being aware that this 
was not the case, Lieutenant Colonel Pylant said that he felt obliged 
to strike out these words on the assumption that he then could not be 
held to have made a false certification. The purchase requests with 
words certify that" crossed out were countersigned by two civilian 
employees for Maj. H. F. Yates, finance officer. On the other hand, 
in the cases of purchase requests Nos. 92-G and 2274, in the box calling 
for the certification, the finance officer inserted the stamped words 
"Subject to the availability of funds." The staff is unaware of any 
authority for such insertion. 

Colonel Ridlehuber admitted to the committee staff that it was he 
who instructed Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett and Major Swartz to pre- 
pare purchase requests for material needed for the airfield and to 
charge them to road maintenance and to stock. 

One of the projects which were conceived by Colonel Ridlehuber 
was entitled "Operation Mobex." It was to this project that the ma- 
terial purchased on purchase request No. 2107-M, dated June 5,1959, 
was charged. This material, consisting of 5,500 tons of crushed stone, 
was used in constructing the apron connecting the hangar and the 
runway. Colonel Ridlehuber attempted to expla$n the Mobex project 
by saying that a hardstand was required on which the troops were to 
unload in case of an alert and that this had been a requirement for , 
some time but had been eliminated from previous military construc- 
tion programs. 

At the time of the investigation by the Quartermaster General's in- 
spector general, Colonel Ridlehuber had stated that he could not recall 
why the designation of Mobex appeared on PR-2107-M and that this 
may have been an error. Colonel Ridlehuber admitted to the commit- 
tee staff, however, that the designation of project Mobex as the purl 
pose for which the crushed stone was being procured, could be con- 
sidered a subterfuge. 

Colonel Shirley, during his interview, stated that he was aware of 
the existence of the Mobex program but did not furnish any details 
beyond acknowledging his awareness. Lieutenant Colonel Pylant, on 
the other hand, in response to questioning by the staff, stated that, so 
far as he knew, Mobex was conceived by Colonel Ridlehuber as a 
fictitious project to enable the post to secure funds for the purchase of 
crushed stone for the airfield. 

Lieutenant Colonel Pylant told the interviewers that the creation 
of this fictitious project drained his office of funds which were needed 
for other maintenance projects. Mr. Hiram W. Fussell, accountable 
officer in the office of the post engineer, also informed the committee 
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staff that he knew nothing about any such project as "1\4obex," terming 
it "a new one on me." 

I n  connection with Lieutenant Colonel Pylant's initiation of pur- 
chase requests which were recorded as being needed for maintenance 
and other projecbs when they were in fact to be used on the airfield, 
the committee staff was informed by Colonel Ridlehuber that Colonel 
Connor, who had succeeded him as G 4 ,  had reported that he was 
having difficulty getting Lieutenant Colonel Pylant to buy the neces- 
sary material to complete the airfield. 

Colonel Ridlehuber indicated to the committe staff that Lieutena,nt 
Colonel Pylant was reluctant to develop any projects to which to 
charge the airfield material. Lieutenant Colonel Pylant later con- 
firmed this to the staff and said that he had, in fact, told Colonel Ridle- 
huber at  the time, "I'm not going to the pen for this," to which Colonel 
Ridlehuber replied, "I'll sign it." Colonel Connor, however, denied 
that he had ever complained to Colonel Ridlehuber about Lieutenant 
Colonel Pylant's refusal to falsify the purchase of the material being 
requisitioned and did not corroborate the facts as presented by Colonel 
Ridlehuber. 

Lieutenant Colonel Pylant also told the committee staff that he 
was motivated to write a memorandum to Colonel Connor on July 
24,1959 (exhibit 33), requesting the latter's approval of two purchase 
requests as a self-protective measure. 

(Exhibit 33-Memorandum from Lt. Col. Julian E. Pylant, post 
engineer, Fort Lee, Va., to Maj. Thomas S. Swartz, July 24, 1959, 
appears in the appendix on p. 313.) 

Mr. BARAS. I11 this nlemoranduln Lieutenant Colonel Pylant in- 
formed Colonel Connor that the material being requested was needed 
to complete the airfield. Coloiiel Connor replied to Lieutenant Colo- 
nel Pylant on July 28 (exhibit 34), as follows : 

1.a f t e r  discussion between yourself, Major Swartz and Lieutenant Colonel 
Jarrett ,  July 27, you determined that  it would be best to  procure total stone 
i n  one action, and due to dollar value of paving ( in  excess of $5,000) divide this 
work into two increments. 

2. Purchase request for  stone was  forwarded to P. 6: C. this date, and the 
purchase requests on paving will be approved upon receipt in this office. 

3. These funds a r e  and will be utilized from your normal operating funds 
for  maintenance. 

(Exhibit 34-Memorandum from Col. J. W. Connor, Acting Chief 
of Staff, G 4 ,  to the post engineer re Fort Lee Army airstrip, July 28, 
1959, appears i11 the appendix on p. 314.) 

Mr. BARAS. Colonel Connor told the staff that he understood that, 
based on what Colonel Ridlehuber had told him, it was proper to 
designate the use of the materials acquired in the manner shown on 
the purchase requests. 

He said that he checked every purchase request to see that it had 
been approved by authorized officials and for the indication of the 
certification of funds, but that he did not check the account to which 
the material was coded. He said further that he was concerned 
that purchase requests were being processed in increments and that 
before approving two requests, Nos. 110 and 111,dated July 29,1959, 
for the bituminous surfacing of the taxiway, roads, and parking 
apron, he discussed them with Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett. 
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He said that he pointed out to Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett that 
:~lthougl~the combined cost of the two P/R7s exceeded $5,000, indi- 
vidually they approximated $3,000 each. 

By processing two purchase requests fox this procurement instead 
of one it appeared that an attempt was being made to circumvent the 
approval authority required from higher headquarters for procure- 
ments in excess of $5,000. Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett assured him 
that this was all right. When Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett was inter- 
viewed by the committee staff he reca.lled discussing the two purchase 
requests with Colonel Connor, but stated that he had been instructed 
by Colonel Ridlehuber to purchase materials in such quantities as to 
keep the cost under $5,000 so that there would be no need to get ap- 
PI-oval from higher headquarters. Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett 
~.esaJled Colonel Connor saying that he was going to discuss the two 
requests with Colonel Shirley and that Colonel Connor later returned 
and personally approved them. 

According to testimony by various officials at  Fort Lee a conference 
was held in the office of Colonel Shirley when it became known that 
the GAO would be a,rriving to conduct their review of military con- 
st-ruction. 

Based on testimony obtained by the staff, it appears that the confer- 
ence was attended by Colonel Shirley, Colonel Connor, and Lieutenant 
Colonel Jarrett. Colonel Connor recalled Colonel Shirley saying 
that "they had better get the files in order." 

Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett stated that he was instructed by Colonel 
Shirley to notify either the post engineer or the assistant post engi- 
neer to remove all embarrassing material from the 10-57 file before 
the arrival of GAO. He  passed this instruction on to Major Swartz 
by phone but denied that he removed any documents from the file 
himself. Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett said that he was latw infornled 
by Major Swartz that he, Swartz, had gone through the file. 

Major Swartz corroborated the fact that he had received instruc- 
tions from Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett to remove embarrassing mate- 
rial from the file and added that he was also told to destroy i t  and that 
he did so. Major Swartz pointed out, however, that other copies of 
the destroyed documents were still available in other offices, such as 
the Comptroller's office. Major Swartz maintained that he was 
obliged to carry out instructions from a superior officer. 

Colonel Connor told the staff he vigorously protested at t,he meeting 
in Colonel Shirley's office the proposal to purge the files, saying that, 
as far as he was concerned, GAO would see everything. Colonel 
Connor informed the committee staff that he told Colonel Shirley 
that he would not be a party to the removal of any material from the 
files and that, in fact, he took the originals of the purchase requests 
with which he was concerned and personally placed them in his safe for 
fear that someone might alter the coding. 

Lieutenant Colonel Pylant said that he had been told by Major 
Swartz to remove any unofficial documents from the project file, such 
as memorandums for the record. H e  said that these were later turned 
over to Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett to make certain that no embar- 
rassing memorandums had been overlooked. 

Major General Denniston denied any knowledge about the removal 
or destruction of records, saying that he first learned of it when this 
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fact was brought to his attention by the Quartermaster Inspector 
General. 

Colonel Shirley admitted that he called in the staff for a conference 
prior to the arrival of the GAO but that it was not for the purpose 
of issuing orders to have the files cleansed of any embarrassing mate- 
rial. Furthermore, he stated that he was unaware of the existence of 
any material in the files which would prove embarrassing to Fort Lee. 

General Denniston readily admitted to the committee staff his 
responsibility, as commanding general, for what had occurred a t  Port 
Lee with respect to the construction of the airfield. 

H e  acknowledged his awareness of the $25,000 statutory limitation 
and said that it should have been apparent to him that the airstrip 
could not be built for under that amount. However, he said that he 
never gave it any real thought. H e  explained that he placed great 
reliance in Colonel Ridlehuber, whom he had known well for some 
years before taking over command at Fort Lee. The general denied 
any knowledge of the falsification of records, terming these inexcus- 
able. General Denniston said that the airfield was "one-man, person- 
al project of Colonel Ridlehuber." However, he was never conscious 
of anyone ever wanting the airstrip constructed a t  any cost although 
he said some people, whom he did not identify, have this opinion. 

He  said further that Colonel Ridlehuber was derelict in not keep- 
ing him better informed on the financial status of the airfield project, 
and particularly of the concern of the Quartermaster General. He  
became aware of the airfield not meeting the engineers' criteria only 
after it was practically complete. 

Colonel Shirley told the interviewers that in the performance of 
his duties as deputy commander a t  Fort  Lee since 1958, he was re- 
quired to carry out the commanding general's wishes, to act as his re- 
presentative, to review reports from staff officers and to keep the gen- 
eral informed on their substance. 

Colonel Shirley said that he was aware of the $25,000 limitation 
imposed on the use of 0..& M. funds but did not know, until informed 
by GAO, that it had been exceeded. 

Like Colonel Ridlehuber, Lieutenant Colonel Pylant and others he 
had reservations about the ability of the engineers to construct the 
airfield for less than $25,000 of funded costs, bat he I n s  not aware 
that funds available for other post engineer projects were being used 
to urchase material for the airfield. 

golone1 Shirley recalled approving two purchase requests for mate- 
rials going into the airfield which were shown on the records as re- 
quired for other purposes. 

He was certain that he had told General Denniston that this mate- 
rial was going to the airfield but could not recall any discussion about 
the $25,000 limitation being exceeded nor could he recall having been 
informed of the concern on the part of certain OQMG officials about 
the limitation being exceeded. He said that Colonel Ridlehuber was 
derelict in not reporting this matter to him, but that Colonel Ridle- , 
huber probably felt that i t  was a matter for his office alone to resolve. 

Colonel Shirley recalled the staff study prepared originally b y '  
Colonel Weisemann concerning resiting the airfield a t  Fort Lee and 
recalled discussing this problem with Colonel Ridlehuber after the 
later had received the February 19 call from Mr. Olewiler of OQMG. 
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Although he remembered that discussions were held on the con- 
clusions reached in the study, he did not specifically recall any objec- 
tions raised by the G-3. He said that he did not personally make the 
decision to go ahead with the airfield construction after the waivers 
had been denied by DCSOPS. 

Colonel Ridlehuber acknowledged his awareness of the $25,000 stat- 
utory limitation on the use of 0.& M. funds for urgently needed con- 
struction projects and conceded that he was aware from the very 
beginning of the impossibility of building an airfield for under this 
amount. 

However, i t  was his understanding that if funds were available to 
the command for other maintenance projects which had been approved, 
these could be used to finance materials needed for the airfield. He 
said that, in his opinion, it was a proper procedure to purchase mate- 
rials for a stockpile and later issue them for use on the airfield without 
charging them on the records to the airfield. 

Colonel Ridlehuber continued that he was aware that the engineers 
would depart once the $5,000 figure was reached and that when he was 
advised by Major Swartz that they were getting close to the limit he 
began to devise new sources from which to generate funds to purchase 
the airfield materials. 

He told the interviewers that even at the time that the airfield proj- 
ect was initiated he had already contem lated that several projects 
would be required before the airfield coufd be completed. However, 
he took the position that, so long as they were approved, an indefinite 
number of additional projects could be generated. 

He said that he informed General Denniston that additional proj- 
ects would have to be approved to facilitate the purchase of materials 
for the completion of the airfield and that the general voiced no 
objections. 

Colonel Ridlehuber concluded that in retrospect he still adheres to 
the belief that the airfield work should have continued even after 
DCSOPS rejected the request for waivers because of bhe urgent re- 
quirement for the field. He believes that having the landing field a t  
Fort Lee is saving about $25,000 a year by avoiding the cost of trans- 
porting troops and other personnel back and forth to Byrd Field and 
Petersburg Airport in good weather. 

Colonel Connor told the committee staff that when he took over w 
G 4  in July 1959 from Colonel Ridlehuber, he was told by Colonel 
Ridlehuber that bhere was not any money available to complete the 
project but that "when you can find money from other projects, we 
apply it here." 

He never questioned or discussed the source of funds during his 
tenure as G4, nor was he aware, until apprised by GAO late in 1959, 
despite the fact that he had been a former Inspector General, that 
there was a statutory limitation of $25,000 on the use of 0.& M. funds 
on urgently needed construction projects. 

However, he said trhat he was cognizant of the amount expended 
on the airfield and other projects from monthly status reports sub- 
mitted to him by his Financial Management Section. He  concluded 
that had he been aware of the improprieties that were being perpe- 
trated, he Lcwould have worn out the stairway to the general with his 
complaints." 
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Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett told bhe committee staff that when the 
airstrip was originally conceived as a 1,500 foot-strip, he felt that there 
was a reasonable chance to complete i t  for less than $25,000 of funded 
cost if troop labor were used. 

However, when the plans were revised, calling for a 2,500-foot strip, 
he began to have reservations. He  stated that a conference was called 
to discuss the matter at which Colonel Ridlehuber, Major Swartz, and 
a Mr. Harper, chief civilian engineer at Port  Lee, were also present. 
Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett said that it was the consensus of opinion 
that  i t  would be difficult to accomplish the project for under $25,000. 
H e  said that i t  first became apparent that the project would exceed 
the $25,000 funded cost in March 1959 when i t  was learned that the 
base course material available a t  Fort Lee would not meet the specifi- 
cations and that crushed rock and black topping would therefore have 
to  be procured from outside sources. 

He  discussed this with Colonel Ridlehuber, who instructed him to 
use whatever material was available from the post stockpile and to 
purchase whatever was needed with 0.& M. funds. He admitted that 
he knew this was wrong, but could not dispute a superior officer. He  
told the staff, however, that he felt at the time that he was not com- 
mitting a serious infraction since everyone who approved the project, 
both a t  Port Lee and in Washington, must have realized that the 
project could not be built for $25,000. 

Lieutenant Colonel Pylant stated that when he arrived in July of 
1959 to succeed Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett as post engineer, he toured 
the airfield site with Colonels Ridlehuber and TVeisemann. He was 
told that the project was in good shape financially and that money 
mould be available to complete it. 

He  was also told that the project had top priority since the engineer 
troops were soon scheduled to depart. He stated that he knew that 
the airstrip could not be accomplished for less than $25,000 and that he 
also knew that i t  was improper to use 0.& M. funds on the airfield 
without charging them to  the project, but that he did not protest the 
method of financing because he was only following instructions of his 
superior, Colonel Connor. 

Mr. HENDERSON.Excuse me. 
At the bottom of page 47, you say, "He stated that he knew." Are 

you referring to Colonel Pylant? 
Mr. BARAS. Yes; this is Lieutenant Colonel Pylant saying this. 
Mr. HENDERSON.NOW, did he say this to you, or was he in a conver- 

sation with someone else ? 
Mr. BARAS. NO. H e  said this to Mr. Perlman and myself. 
Mr. HENDERSON. Thank you. I see. 
Mr. BARAS. Lieutenant Colonel Pylant stated that at a conference 

with General Denniston and Colonel Shirley a t  the time he took over 
as post engineer, he was told that he was filling a big man's shoes and 
that L'Bill Jarrett" was the best post engineer they had ever had because 
he did what he was told." 

Major Swartz, who was the airfield project engineer, was asked, 
when he was interviewed, to explain how the estimated funds which 
would be needed for the airfield could be cut back from $37,009 to  
$24,948 a t  the same time that the length and depth of the airfield were 
being increased. 
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He stated that it was originally believed that an adequate supply of 
fill material would be available at Fort Lee and that funds would only 
be needed for plant mix and drainage pipes. 

He also said that it was understood that the engineers would lay the 
bituminous plant mix. It was later found that the Fort Lee material 
did not meet the specifications and that the engineers could not provide 
the paving equipment. 

This meant that the material had to be procured, and the equipment 
rented, from outside sources. Nevertheless, even had the materials 
and equipment been available, Major Swartz was skeptical $bout the 
possibility of completing the airfield for under $25,000 and said that he 
had, in fact, questioned his superior about it. Major Swartz main- 
tained that throughout the construction of the airfield he was obliged 
to participate in the falsification of the purchase requests because he 
had been ordered to  do so. He  knew it was improper, questioned 
Colonel Ridlehuber about it, but never got to the point of outright re- 
fusal to carry out the instructions of his superiors. 

Major Swartz said that he discussed the progress of the airfield 
with Colonel Shirley at  least six times and that their discussions in- 
cluded the difficulty of obtaining materials and that Colonel Shirley 
said that this would be taken care of. However, at no time did the 
question of the method of funding arise during khese discussions. 

Mr. Fussell also acknowledged to the committee staff his awareness 
of the $25,000 limitation on the expenditure of 0.& M. funds for the 
airfield but said that he had no means of knowing when the limitation 
was reached. 

This, he said, was the responsibility of another section in the office of 
the post engineer. However, he said that it was common knowledge 
that Fort Lee was close to the limitation and he discussed this with 
Major Swartz just prior to the time that it became necessary to order 
hot mix and crushed stone. 

He was told that "supplemental" projects would be initiated and 
approved once the limitations were reached. 

Major Swartz did not specify who would approve it. Mr. Fussell 
stated that Major Swartz termed these supplemental projects "after 
fact" projects. Mr. Fussell also said that he had discussed the exceed- 
ing of the statutory limitation with other employees in the post en- 
gineer's office. However, he felt that he had no alternative but to do 
as he was told. 

Mr. William H. Stewart, Mr. Fussell's assistant, stated that he was 
concerned about the improper charges but that he was obliged to fol- 
low orders. 

As a result of the disclosures in the review made by the GAO, the 
Com troller General filed a notice of exception (exhibit 35) against 
two Mance officers who had made payments in excess of the statutory 
limitation in the following amounts : 
Maj. H. I?. Pates - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Lt. Col. S. T. Wilson. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

$38,119.45 
3,484,80 

Total. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  41,604.25 

(Exhibit 35-U.S. General Accounting Office notice of exception 
No. 100001, September 14, 1960, and exception for freight charges, 
September 14, 1960, appears in the appendix on p. 315.) 
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Mr. BARAS. Also following the GAO review, the Army conducted 
some inve~tiga~tions of its own : One by the U.S. Army Audit Agency 
(exhibit 36), a second one by the Quartermaster General's inspector 
general (exhibit 37) and a third by the Department of the Army's 
Inspector General (exhibit 38). Excerpts of the findings by the 
res ective Army investigators were f~unis l~ed to the subcommittee. 

P~xhib i t36-Summary of special audit report on the construction 
of an airfield at  the U.S. Army Quartermaster Training Command, 
Fort Lee, Va., appears in the appendix on p. 318.) 

(Exhibit 37-Summary of pertinent facts, Quartermaster Corps In- 
spector General's <'Report of Investigation re Construction of Alrfield 
at  Fort Lee, Va.," appears in the appendix on p. 321.) 

(Exhibit 38-Summary of facts, Inspector General's report of in- 
vestigation of the Fort Lee airfield, Fort Lee, Va., April 3, 1961, ap-
pears in the appendix on p. 328.) 

Mr. BARAS. On October 4, 1961, the chairman of the committee ad- 
dressed a letter to the Department of Justice, noting that the Army 
had referred the matter of the Fort Lee airfield to the Department 
and requesting the reasons why the Department had, in April 1961, 
declined to prosecute the persons involved. The Department of Jus- 
tice reply dated October 13,1961,.gave the following reasons: 

(1) Evidence failed to dlsclose any personal gain on the part 
of any of the individuals concerned, thereby presenting a senous 
obstacle to successf~xl prosecution; 

(2) Almost all the subjects being military personnel, they 
could contend that they were merely follo~ving orders and had no 
intention to violate the statute; and 

(3 )  The Department of the Army took administrative action 
by issuing reprimands which were inserted in the respective of- 
ficials' personnel files. I n  this regard, 31 U.S.C.A. 665(i) in- 
cludes within its provisions the taking of administrative action. 

The report of the Department of the Army7s Inspector General was 
submitted to the commanding general, 2d Army, who, after considera- 
tion, concluded, on June 20, 1961, that no further action was war- 
ranted beyond letters of reprimand which had been administered. 

The individuals reprimanded were :Major General Denniston, Colo- 
nel Ridlehuber, Colonel Connor, Lieutenant Colonel Pylant, Lieuten- 
ant Colonel Jarrett, Colonel Grant Healey (comptroller), and Major 
Swartz. 

Gentlemen, this concludes my prepared statement. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mrs. Granahan ? 
Mrs. GRANAXIAN. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Baras, did you question 

the commanding general of these people who said they had to do it, 
they were afraid not to do it, and so forth and so on? Was he inter- 
rogated ? 

Mr. BARAS.Yes. General Denniston was the commanding genera1 
at  Fort Lee during almost the entire period of construction and at 
the time that the project costs had exceeded $25,000; we did question 
General Denniston ;yes. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Well, it seems to me it is a very sad state of affairs 
that a minor officer has to do these sort of things because he is told 
t.o do so and he is afraid to go above that. 



31 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

Do you take that connotation from this? 
Mr. BARAS. Well, this is something that the Department of Justice 

apparently found as one of the reasons why they could not take any 
action a ainst individuals. 

Mrs. B RAN AH AN. Because they probably could not prove that they 
definitely took money, although there was certainly a lot of juggling 
of funds? 

Mr. BARAS. One of the reasons stated was that there was no personal 
gain on the part of any individual. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Yes ;Inoticed that. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
There were four aircraft, Inoticed, assigned to Fort 

Lee. At  whose disposal were those aircraft? Were they part of a 
training mission, do you know, or were these personal aircraft of the 
Attorney General and his chief? 

Mr. BARAS. There were four Army aircraft permanently assigned 
t o  Fort Lee. 

Mr. ANDERSON. What kind of a mission did thev For whose use? 
have for these aircraft? 

Mr. BARAS. I do not know what use they were put to. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am trying to figure out why someone was so fran- 

tically concerned with getting this airfield. Was it going to make 
things more convenient for this general, so he did not have to drive 
12 miles to Petersburg, or what the real reason was? 

Mr. B m s .  The staff was never able to establish the reason why this 
project was pursued the way it was. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Carlson? 
Mr. CARLSON. NO questions. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan. 
Mr. LANIGAN. DO you have any evidence that would indicate that 

the complete project, with the hangar, was considered as a unit a t  
some time before construction of the first landing strip started? 

Mr. BARAS. There is evidence in the form of a memorandum which 
is dated September 18, 1957 (exhibit 39), which was some 2 months 
prior to the submission of the airstrip to the Quartermaster General's 
Office for approval. 

(Exhibit 39-Memorandum from C. J. Robin, chief, engineering 
division, Port Lee, Va., to the comn~anding general re the Fort Lee 
Airfield, September 18, 1957, with a revised cost estimate appears in 
the appendix on p. 332.) 

Mr. BARAS. This memorandum is addressed to the commanding 
general at  Fort Lee. Although there is no heading on it, it appears 
that it was prepared by the district engineer's office in Norfolk. There 
is an attachment to the memorandum which discloses the revised cost 
estimate for a Port  Lee airfield, and there is a detailed analysis of the 
cost of various aviation support facilities; maintenance hangar is 
estimated at 5,350 square feet, to cost $96,300. Then there are other 
costs listed for supply buildings, flammable storage building, and so 
on, and 69,870 square yards of paving, which is further broken down 
into 28,000 square yards for a runway, 25,000 for taxiways, and addi- 
tional smaller amounts for a runup area, parking apron, and washing 
area. 
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Mr. LANIGAN. Was it not also true that Fort Lee asked for the in- 
clusion of a hangar within a few months after the approval of the 
initial project in 1957 ? 

Do you recall the date upon which they made their request for a 
hangar under the military construction program ? 

Mr. BARAS. I do not know which date the request was submitted, 
but there is a memorandum of January 30,1958, written by the Chief 
of the Installation Division of the Office of the Quartermaster Gen- 
eral in Washington to the commanding general of the training com- 
mand at  Fort Lee, in which he cites several so-called desirable items 
for inclusion in the fiscal year 1960 and subsequent MCA programs. 

This includes a hangar of 5,350 square feet. (See exhibit 40, p. 334.) 
Mr. LANIGAN. And this mas actually before construction started 

on the airstrip ? 
Mr. BARAS. Yes, sir; constructioil began in tlze spring of 1958. 
Mr. LANIGAN. They were asking for a hangar before that? 
Mr. BARAS. Yes. 
Mr. LANIGAN.NOW, with respect to Operation MOBEX, which you 

referred to on page 34, which was involved in purchase request 2107, 
do you have any information as to what the purchase request, the 
material required under that purchase request, was used for, actually? 

I think you say here it is a construction of an apron connecting the 
hangar and the runway. I s  that correct? 

Mr. BARAS. Yes. 
Mr. LANIGAN.DO you know where that inforniation was obtained 

from, tliat it  was used for construction of an apron ? 
Mr. BARAS. Colonel Ridlehuber, in an interview which we had, 

stated that this material was used on that area between the runway 
and the hangar. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Are you aware tliat in the project approval for 10-57, 
that included paved taxiways and the parking apron, in the project 
approval, the revised project approval? 

Mr. BARAS. Yes. 
Mr. LAXIGAN. SO there is no doubt tliat the inaterial used in 

MOBEX was for part of the initial project that was approved? 
Mr. BARAS. That would be right if it were used on that particular 

area, as we were told ;that is right. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Mr. Chairman, in Mr. Baras' statement, he refers to 

a number of documents, 38 in number. I would like permission to 
put tlzose in the appendix of the record, plus tlze other document 
that he has referred to aiicl another exhibit that was furnished to 
the subconiinittee, explaining Operation MOBEX (exhibit 40) that 
you asked about during the witness testimony. 

(Exhibit 40-Meinoraizdnin explaining a STRAC: mobility test 
exercise (MOBEX) ~vi th  code imlnber and title and definition appears 
in the appendix on p. 334.) 

Chail-man DAWSON. I f  there are no objections, it will be put in the 
record at the conclusion of Mr. Baras' testimony. 

Mr. LANIGAN. I have nothing further. 
Mr. HENDERSON.Ihave a question. 
Mr. Baras, what is the present status of that air£ield down there? 
Mr. BARAS. The airfield is currently being used. 
Mr. HENDERSON. Then it was completed ? 
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Mr. BARAS. Yes. The airstrip-the runway was completed and 
they also have a hangar building. That is what they have completed 
down there. It is operational. 

Mr. HENDERSON.Did your investigation cover the entire construc- 
tion work on the airfield or was it limited to just a certain period of 
time after which the airfield was completed? 

Mr. BARAS. Our investigation picked up after the airfield was 
completed.

Mr. HENDERSON. Could you give us the gist of One last question. 
the Army regulation goveilling the use of military personnel and the 
one you referred to, 420-60-2 ? 

Mr., BARAS I believe the regulation is available to the subcommittee. 
I would have to refer to it to recall the contents. 

Mr. LANICAN. We have a copy of the regulation which we can keep 
in the files for reference. 

Mr. HENDERSON.Fine. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
Ihave another question. 
On the current use of the airfield, is there any liniitation at the pres- 

ent time on the type of craft that can use it or the type of weather that 
it can be used in? 

Mr. BARAS. It is a fair-weather strip. I n  other words, it is not 
usable for night flying under ordinary conditions, barring emergency, 
that is, and it is not usable in unfavorable weather. 

Mr. LANIGAN. ISthere any limitation on the type of aircraft and 
weight of aircraft that can use it ? 

Mr. BARAS. I t  is used for light aircraft, which are assigned to 
Fort Lee. 

Mr. LANICAN. Only for light. So for night flying, bad-weather fly- 
ing, and heavier aircraft, they have to use one of the other airstrips, 
either at Petersburg or Richmond ;is that right? 

Mr. BARAS. That is my understanding, yes. 
Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very much, sir. 
(The docunlents referred to in Mr. Baras' statement and other ex- 

hibits may be found in the appendix.) 
Chairman DAWSON. We have one other witness this morning. That 

is Mr. Kelly, David C. Kelly. 
Mr. LANIGAN. We are just asking Mr. Kelly questions. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Kelly, do you solemnly affirm that the 

testimony you are about to give the subcommittee will be the truth, the 
whole truth and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. KELLY. I do. 
Chairman DAWSON. DO you have a prepared statement ? 
Mr. KELLY. NO, sir, I do not. 

TESTIMONY OF DAVID C. KELLY, SUPERVISORY AUDIITOR, NORFOLK 
REGIONAL OFFICE, U.S.GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFPICE 

Mr. LANIGAN. Could you state your position with the General Ac- 
counting Office ? 

Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir. I am more or less of a supervisory auditor a t  
t.heNorfolk regional office of the GAO. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Did you participate in the audit of the projects a t  
Fort Lee ? 
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Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir, I did. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Prior to the time that the GAO began its audit, was a 

letter sent to Port Lee informing them of the coming audit? 
Mr. EIELLY. Yes, sir; I have a copy of this letter. It is the prac- 

tice of our office, rior to the arrival of the GAO audit staff, to ap- 
prise the commaniing officer of that installation that an audit is forth- 
coming. 

Would you like me to read this letter? 
Mr. LANIGAN. Yes, sir. Would you, please? 
Mr. I~ELLY.This letter is addressed to the commanding general, 

Fort Lee, from Mr. C. E. Merrill, regional manager, dated August 
27,1959. 

DEARSIB: I n  connection with our review of military construction activities 
conducted by the U.S. Army, Engineers District, Norfolk, we have selected Fort  
Lee a s  the site for our review of certain project activities a t  the using installa- 
tion level. 

We anticipate making a preliminary visit to Fort Lee the early part  of next 
week for the purpose of formulating plans for our review with members of your 
staff. Mr. Harrell R. Pra t t  will be in  charge of this assignment. 

Your cooperation i n  this matter will be appreciated. 
Sincerely yours, 

C. E. MERRILL,Regional Manager. 

Mr. LANIGAN.ASI understand it, you were the GAO employee who 
initially discovered this construction activity of the airfield at Fort 
Lee. 

Mr. ~ L Y .That is correct, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Could you tell us how you made that discovery? 
Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir. I n  connection with our MCA audit, a segment 

of our program called for- 
Mr. LANIGAN. Tell us what MCA is. 
Mr. KELLY.Military construction authorization. A se,ment of our 

program was to review projects constructed wit11 0. & M. funds at 
Fort Lee. After completing our review of MCA construction, we 
moved to the post engineer's shop and on a test basis, selected projects 
constructed with 0.& M. funds. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did you select the airfield initially as one of your test 
projects ? 

Mr. KELLY. NO, sir; I did not. Our first selection was the closed 
circuit television system that was being put into effect at Fort Lee. 

Mr. LANIGAN. And you discovered the existence of the airfield proj- 
ect as a result of your examination of the closed circuit television 
project ? 

Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir; I did. I n  reviewing the official correspond- 
ence files of the closed circuit television system, I noted a letter. This 
letter was from-actually, it was a record of a phone conversation 
from Mr. MacDonald, OQMG. He asked Colonel Ridlehuber if the 
airstrip was going to run over the $25,000 limitation. If so, they were 
all in trouble. 

I called this letter to the attention of the audit supervisor and re- 
quested that I be assigned project 10-57 for review. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Then what ? 
Mr. KELLY. One of the first things we do is review the official cor- 

respondence files for potential soft spots. I went to the G 4  section 
and requested Colonel Jarrett to give me the official correspondence 
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file. He directed a Mr. Harrison of that office, Facilities Office, to give 
me this file. I was given a voluminous reading file. 

This was the first file given. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Did you discover the discrepancies in that file? 
Mr. KELLY. NO, sir, I did not. Mr. Harrison and Colonel Jarrett 

went to lunch and I turned to a sergeant who was assigned to the Fa- 
cilities Section. This sergeant had given me the official corre-
spondence file on the closed circuit television and I asked him if he 
had a similar file on the Fort Lee airfield and he presented me with 
same. 

Mr. LANIGAN. What did you discover in this file? 
Mr. KELLY. Well, after a cursory review of this file, I noticed it 

had some pertinent corres ondence in it and I took the file to the post 
engineer's shoh where we Rad been assigned working space. 

Mr. Cartwright, of our staff, and I,made copies of the correspond- 
ence contained in our file. 

Mr. LANIGAN. YOU returned the file, then, to the post engineer, 
G 4 ?  

Mr. KELLY.Yes, sir. I subsequently returned both files, the read- 
in file and the file that I had obtained from the sergeant. kr.LANIGAN.Did you tell the G-4 that you had made copies of the 
material ? 

Mr. KELLY. NO, sir; I did not. 
Neither were we asked by the officials at Fort  Lee the source of our 

information. 
Mr. LANIGAN. HOWdid you discover the memorandum in which 

Major Swartz told Mr. Fussell that he was to charge these purchases to 
other projects? 

Mr. KELLY.This was in a review of the correspondence and the 
purchase requests on file in the post engineer's shop. I n  reviewing 
the files, I found a handwritten note attached to P/R. 1900. This 
was the handwritten document from Major Swartz to Mr. Pussell. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Were handwritten notes commonly attached to the 
purchase request documents? 

Mr. KELLY.NO, sir; not to my knowledge. I do not recall any 
other handwritten documents. 

Mr. LANIGAN. I n  Mr. Baras' statement he lists six purchase re- 
quests which were incorrectly charged. I wonder if wou could tell 
us how you discovered them and what the basis is for your assertion 
that these were incorrectly charged? 

Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir; if you will give me the number of the purchase 
request, I will. 

Mr. LANIGAN.The first one is 1900. 

Mr. HENDERSON.
That is page 31. 
Mr. KELLY. Purchase request 1900, which is dated May 13, 1959, 

for $5,021.66. This was the purchase request which had a note at- 
tached from Major Swartz to Mr. Fussell, saying: "I would like a 
copy of the P/R. This order will be followed by additional orders 
and I will have to keep a record of them. Actually, although 
charged to road maintenance, this material will be used on the air- 
field." 

Mr. LANIQAN.That was the basis of your discovering this one? 
Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir. 

http:$5,021.66
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Mr. I,ANIGAN.What was the cost code it was funded to? 
Mr. ~ L Y .TOcost code fund, P2100-08 9030.1460, which is sur- 

faced areas, maintenance. 
Mr. LANIGAN.And on purchase request 2005, what is the basis for 

assuming that that went to the airstrip? 
Mr. KELLY.Well, purchase request 2005, which is dated May 22, 

1959, is for $7,210. I n  the block where it says, "required for," we 
have, LLImprovements to landing strip." 

Mr. LANIGAN.What cost account was that charged to ? 
Mr. KELLY.It mas charged to P2100-07 9030.1600, which is mnodi- -

fication of facilities. 
Mr. LANIGAN.And 2006 ? 
Mr. KELLY.Purchase request 2006, dated May 22,1959, for $4,296. 

On review of the files we found a description of work which made 
reference to purchase request 2006. I n  the scope i t  stated that there 
was to be a placement of bituminous plant mix on the runway of 
the Fort Lee landing strip. 

Mr. LANIGAN.What was that costed to ? 
Mr. KELLY.This was also P210047 9030.1600, modification of fa.-

cilities. 
Mr. LANIGAN.And perhaps you could tell us now what is the correct 

cost code for a project such as 10-578 
Mr. KELLY.I believe that is 9030.1620, but I would like to look that 

up-9030.1620, entitled "Other minor construction projects over 
$5,000 and up to $25,000." 

Mr. LANIGAN.SOthat was the cost code that should have been used 
for these various purchases ? 

Mr. KELLY.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.NOWto 2107-M. 
Mr. KELLY.2107-M is dated June 5,1959, and on the copy, the car- 

bon copy of the purchase request that I reviewed in the post engineer's 
shop, it had No. 10-57 which is the project number for the airfield, 
noted on the face. The original does not contain this. This was veri- 
fied by the property section, that the material was used on the airstrip. 

Mr. LANIGAN.SOthe original purchase request did not contain 
any indication that this was used on the airstrip ? 

Mr. KELLY.NO,sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.I note in the copy supplied to us by the Quarter- 

master Corps, which was apparently a copy of the original, there is no 
notation. So that notation was just on one carbon that you happened 
to see; is that right? 

Mr. KELLY.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.What is that cost coded to ? 
Mr. KELLY.This is cost coded to Mobex, P2010.3213, which is op- 

eration of tactical forces, other. This provides for supplies other 
than petroleum, oil, and lubricants used by the QM TOE units. 

Mr. LANIGAN.NOW 92--G. 
Mr. KELLY.Purchase request 92-G is dated July 24, 1959, for 

$5,936.59 and in reviewing the correspondence file, there was a letter 
from Colonel Pylant to the G 4  officer. It made reference to airfield 
facilities and mentioned crushed stone requested on purchase request 
92-4. This was the basis for looking a t  this purchase request, to de- 
termine if materials were used on the airfield. 
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Mr. LANIGAN.What was it costed to? 
Mr. KELLY.This was wsted to P2100-08 9030.1441, which is im- 

proved grounds. 
Mr. LANIGAN.That is improved grounds? 

Mr. KELLY.Yes, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
And 111? 
Mr. KELLY.Purchase request 111,dated July 29, 1959, for $3,750. 

I n  reviewing the description of work which made reference to this 
purchase request, it was stated that it was for bituminous sur fz ing  
of airstrip facilities. 

Mr. LANIGAN.What was that costed to?  
Mr. KELLY.This was costed to P2100-07 9030.1400, maintenance 

and repair of real property. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Are you satisfied or sure that these are the only 

purchase requests that were used on the airfield that were not properly 
coded ? 

Mr. KELLY.Well, due to the way in which these purchase requests 
were prepared and the fact that materials could have been issued from 
stockpiles in the post engineer's shop, we refer to our cost accumu- 
lation as identifiable costs, because we were not sure we had identi- 
fied the total cost of the project. 

Mr. LANIGAN.NOW, we had testimony from Mr. Baras that Colonel 
Conner stated that he had put certain records in the office safe for 
safekeeping. Could you tell us what you know about that? 

Mr. KELLY.Well, in August of 1960, \Ire were requested to  return 
to Port  Lee and to determine if any additional moneys had been 
spent on the airfield. During the course of updating our work papers, 
Colonel Connor told me that he had the original copies of these docu- 
ments on file in a safe in his office. He requested that prior to our 
departure from Fort  Lee, I come by and review them to see if they 
were all inclusive. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Had Ile told you during the time of your first ex- 
amination that he had these papers in his office safe? 

Mr. KELLY.KO, sir ;he did not. 
Mr. LANIGAN.HOW long was your first examination a' 
Mr. KELLY.We went to Fort Lee, I believe, around September 15- 

I am not sure of the exact date-1959, and our exit conference was 
held December 9,1959. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Did you have any contact or discussions with Colonel 
Connor during that period ? 

Mr. KELLY.We had numerous discussions with Colonel Connor 
during that period. 

Mr. LANIGAN.At no time did he tell you these were in his safe? 
Mr. KELLY.NO,sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.NOW the committee asked you to get a map from the 

district engineer showing the obstructions to the airfield. Can you 
tell us what you obtained and what the nature of the obstructions re- 
ported are? 

Mr. &LLY. At the request of Mr. Perlman of your committee, Mr. 
Pratt  of our office worked with Mr. Robin and Mr. Elliott, civil engi- 
neer of Norfolk District, Corps of Engineers, and obtained from them 
a map. It is a site layout showing the location of the airfield and the 
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obstructions thereto. (The material referred to above is not repro- 
duced herewith, but the original is in the subcommittee files.) 

The figures contained in the attached statement are a result of 
studies by the Corps of Engineers, and we accepted these from the 
Corps of Engineers-they do not represent any computations on our 
part-the Corps of Engineers state that an instrument approach at 
the north end of the runway would require a waiver of criteria for the 
following obstructions : 

Federal Reformatory Water Tank No. 1,is 4,740 feet from the end 
of the clear zone; is approximately 400 feet within the approach zone 
and protrudes 63 feet above the approach surface. 

Federal Reformatory Water Tank No. 2 is 3,910 feet from the clear 
zone, is approximately 40 feet within the approach zone, and would 
protrude 78 feet above the approach surface. 

Mr. LANIGAN. ISthe approach surface the surface upon which an 
approach is to be made to the airfield ? 

Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir; this is your glide angle. 
Mr. LANIGAN. These are above the approach surface? 
Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir. 
Federal Reformatory Smokestack is 4,130 feet from the end of the 

clear zone, approximately 40 feet outside the approach zone, but wilI 
protrude 61 feet above the transitional surface. 

Virginia Electric & Power Co. Tower No. 1is in the approach zone 
and will violate criteria by 58 feet. 

Virginia Electric & Power Co. Tower No. 2 is in the approach zone 
and will violate criteria by 68 feet. 

Television station (tower) WXEX, has a mean sea level elevation 
of 1,049 feet, a ground elevation of 70 feet. 

The actual height of this object is 979 feet and i t  will violate the 
criteria by 604 feet. 

A11 instrument approach zone at  the south end of the runway mould 
require a waiver of criteria for the following : 

Fort Lee Water Tank No. 3 and the transmitter tower have top 
elevations of 315 feet mean sea level, which violate criteria by 44 feet. 

Fort Lee Water Tank No. 2 is in the appproach zone and protrudes 
63 feet above approach surface. 

Fort Lee Water Tank No. 1is at the edge of the appproach zone and 
will violate criteria by 82 feet. 

Mr. LANIGAN. What is the date of the criteria upon which these are -

based ? 
Mr. KELLY. This is based on EM 1110-3-311, dated June 15, 1957, 

which is criteria for determining navigable air space and clearance 
at  Army airfields. 

Mr. LANIGAN. - .SO these criteria were in effect all the time this proj- 
ect was being approved and built ? 

Mr. K ~ L Y .Yes, sir. 
Mr. HENDERSON. These obstacles still existed at theExcuse me. 

time the project was completed? 
Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir; they still exist now. 
Mr. HENDERSON. And they are still existing now. 
Mr. LANIGAN. When you visited Fort Lee for the first time, did 

you know that any papers had been destroyed? 
Mr. KELLY. NO, sir ;I did not. 
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Mr. LANIGAN. Wlieli did you find out that papers had been de- 
stroyed ? 

Mr. KELLY. Well, we were making a review of the Washington air 
defense sector, which is located a t  Fort Lee which was in January 
1960. I talked with Major Swartz briefly a t  that time and he said 
that the inspector general had filed some charges, two or three against 
him, one of which was for the destruction of records. I was not in- 
formed as to the type of records destroyed. I was just informed that 
this charge had been placed against him by the inspector general. 

Mr. LANIGAN. SOall your studies were made on the basis of what 
records were available after whatever destruction had taken place? 

Mr. KELLY. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Were you present at the interview that Mr. Perlman 

and Mr. Baras had with Lieutenant Colonel Pylant ? 
Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir ;I was. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Did he make any reference a t  that time to the re- 

moval of records from the files ? 
Mr. KELLY.Yes, sir ;he did. 
Mr. LANIGAN. What do your notes say that he said a t  that time? 
Mr. KELLY.I n  response to a question by Mr. Perlman, he asked 

Colonel Pylant if there was a conference held prior to the arrival of 
GAO relating to the removal of certain pieces of correspondence from 
the files that might prove embarrassing to the command, Colonel 
Pylant replied, yes, there had been. 

However, he was not a party to this conference, but Major Swartz, 
the assistant post engineer, was present. 

When he was asked who was present, he said Colonel Connor, Colo- 
nel Jarrett, Major Swartz and others possibly. 

Mr. Perlman asked him if he removed any papers from the files and 
Colonel Pylant replied that Major Swartz removed some. However, 
he did not personally remove any from the file. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW, from your experience there, can you tell us 
where the accounts were kept which show the money that had been 
used-where and how the accounts were kept that showed how the 
moneys were used on the project ? 

Mr. KELLY. Yes. Project cost records are maintained in the post 
engineer's shop. H e  has a cost accounting section in his shop. 

Mr. LANIGAN. ISthat where the post engineer was able to find out 
how much had been spent on a project? 

Mr. KELLY. Yes, sir. 
This is where the financial statement was prepared, stating that they 

had charged $23,359 to the project. The source of this figure was 
from their project cost records. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Did you verify this by checking the ledger sheets 
yourself ? 

Mr. KELLY. I verified their figures to their ledger sheets, yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. How much did it cost in fact? 
Mr. KELLY.I believe the total cost of this project was some $586,000 

a t  the conclusion of our review. However, I would like to verify that. 
The total cost, funded and unfunded, I show $561,496.54. 
Chairman DAWSON. I would like to ask Mr. Newman a question. 
Mr. NEWMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

81951-62----4 
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Chairman DAWSON. How many airports do we have in the United 
States? Imean, that the Army maintains. 

Mr. NEWMAN. That I could not give you an answer on. I can get 
the figure for you, though, Mr. Chairman. You know, they have ex- 
panded their air program for helicopters. 

Chairman DAWSON. How many airfields have we built for the 
United States? 

Mr. NEWMAN. I would have to get that figure for you, Mr. Chair- 
man, 

I would be glad to get it this afternoon. 
Chairman DAWSON. I would like to know how many we are main- 

taining.
I want to compliment the General Accounting Office for the work 

they have done in this matter and I will not express an opinion a t  this 
time what we think about this method of procedure. 

But it seems to me if we are going to save the people of this country 
some of the enormous sums that the Armed Forces are spending, this 
is just a good example of how money-how the people's money is used 
a.nd how Congress is bypassed. I think you did a mighty fine job, but 
I think you ought to  go a little further. I s  it that they have insuffi- 
cient help to check up on the Army? 

Mr. NEWNAN. I would say that is one of our major problems. Time 
is another thing. Things change so rapidly. We expect to have a 
followup program in thls area, and we feel that there has to be con- 
stant vigilance. 

We in the General Accounting Office are very grateful to you, Mr. 
Chairman, and your committee, for holding these hearings. 

If  these hearings are not held, I am afraid things could be a lot 
worse. 

Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very much. We will adjourn the 
hearings for today. 

We will meet tomorrow at 1:30. 
(Whereupon, a t  12 :25 p.m., the hearing adjourned. to resume Wed- 

nesday, March 14,1962, a t  1:30p.m.) 
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Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at  1:30 p.m., in room 
1501-B, New House Office Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present :Representatives William L. Dawson, Neal Smith, Kathryn 
E. Granahan, Clarence J.Brown, and John B. Anderson. 

Also present: Elmer Henderson, counsel; Arthur Perlman, pro- 
fessional staff member; James A. Lanigan, general counsel, Govern- 
ment Operations Committee; Miles Q. Romney, associate general 
counsel, Government Operations Committee; and Jolm P. Carlson, 
minority connsel, Government Operations Committee. 

Chairman Dnwso~.  The subcommittee will resume the hearings. 
Our first witness mill be Maj. Thomas S. Swartz, retired. 
You do solemnly smear that the testimony you are about to give 

the subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God ? 

TESTIMONY OF MAJ. THOMAS S. SWARTZ, U.S.ARMY RESEEXE 
(RETIRED), FORMER ASSISTAXT POST ENGINEER, FORT LEE,VA. 

Mr. SWARTZ.Ido. 
Chairman DAWSON. Have a seat, sir. 
This is Congressman Anderson, Congressman Smith. I am Con- 

gressman Dawson. This is Mr. Lanigan, counsel of the full commit- 
tee, and this is Mr. Henderson. 

Major, we have asked you to appear before us today in connection 
with the building of the airport at  Fort Lee. I think you have been 
provided with a copy of the testimony. 

Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, I have. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU know what part you played in it, accord-

ing to the testimony. 
Now, you are before us now to answer questions and to make what- 

ever statenlent you would like. 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. You may make a statement. 

Mr. SWARTZ.
I thought you were going to ask questions first. 

41 



42 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

Chairman DAWSON. We would rather have you explain it first, and 
then we will ask you the questions. 

Mr. SWARTZ.Well, in connection with the report, I would like to 
refer to page 32: if I may. There are three points in this that I wish 
to clarify somewhat, if Imay. 

About the middle of page 32, it says-
Major Swartz stated that  his notation to Mr. Pussell was based on instructions 
which he received from Colonel Ridlehuber and Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett .  

I think that may be somewhat misleading. I t  infers that I was asked 
to pin a note on this particular purchase request. To the best of my 
l~nowledge, sir, I was not asked to put a note on there. That was 
something that I did myself. I was told how to go about making the 
purchase request out. But I was not told to put a note on. And the 
wording of this inferred that. I think this is just a slight matter. 
That is one. 

Then again, on page 39, sir, near the bottom of the page, third line 
from the bottom, where it says-
* * * documents were still available in other offices * * * 

that should read that they were still available in other files in the 

post engineer's office, in the same office but in other files. 


The last sentence there- 
Najor  Swartz then claimed that  he was obliged to carry out instructions from a 
superior officer- 

I do not know that that is actually necessary, sir. I think it is pretty 
much understood that a military officer carries out his duty. 

Chairman Dnwsow. Would you consider it your duty to do a thing 
that you knew to be wrong, just because- 

Mr. SWARTZ.I f  having once informed the people who told me that 
it was wrong, they persisted in asking me to do it, then I would, 
yes, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. And did you take those steps ? 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU did tell them it was wrong? 
Mr. SWARTZ. Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. And you did receive a further order to do i t?  
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 
The other one, si,r, is on page 40, the first line of the second para- 

graph. 
Lieutenant Colonel Pylant said that  he had been told by Major Swartz t@ 

remove any unofficial documents- 

the wording of this infers that I gave orders to Colonel Pylant, and 
of course that is not so. I think it is just probably the misuse of 
some words here. I discussed this with Colonel Pylant. Actually, 
I think what it should read is that I informed Colonel Pylant that 
I had been instructed to remove documents from the file. 

Those are the only differences Iha>ve with this report. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson. 
Mr. ANDERSON. long have you been retired from the Army, HOW 

Major? 

The report referred to  is from the testimony of Hyman Baras, supervisory accountant. 
U.S. General Accounting Office. The page number referred to is from a mimeographed'
copy of Hymian Baras' testimony. 
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Mr. SWARTZ.Since September 30,1960. 
Mr. ANDERSON. at  the time Was this investigation in progress 

that you retired ? 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir, it was. 
Mr. ANDERSON. your retirement-was that in the natural Did 

course of events, or was i t  a~celera~ted in any way by the disclosures 
that arose out of this investigation? 

Mr. SWARTZ. II am sure that it is the natural course of events. 
retired under title 11,Public Law 810, after having completed more 
than 20 years' service. I was not a regular Army officer. It is almost 
mandatory, we all retire after 20 years. 

Mr. ANDERSON. HOWold are you ? 
Mr. SWARTZ. I am 39 right now, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I don't know-I cannot think of many questions to 

ask. He admits this statement--except for these corrections that have 
been made. It is just an astonishing record as far as I am concerned, 
that things like tihis would go on. With the exception of the correc- 
tions that have been indicated, he takes no issue with what has been 
reported here. I have no questions. 

Mr. SWARTZ.I would like to say that I am speaking of only the 
matters that I have knowledge of-as far as I know. Those matters 
of which I do have knowledge are generally correctly stated in t5kis 
report. Now, there are others that I do not know about that may or 
may not be. I have no way of knowing that, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Smith? 
Mr. SMITH.Where are you working now? 
Mr. SWARTZ.I am working at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md., as 

a civilian employee of the Government. 
Mr. SMITH.You started working there as soon as you retired? 
Mr. SWARTZ. I began working there in May of last year, NO, sir. 

which was about 8 or 9 months after I )had retired. 
Mr. SMITH.Did you work anywhere else in the interim? 
Mr. SWARTZ.No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. SMITH.I have no further questions. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
DO you have any general statement you would want 

to make about the way this developed and was handled, in addition to 
these corrections? Do you have any general comment you would like 
the committee to have? 

Mr. SWARTZ.I would like to stress, if I may, that all the while this 
was going on I made my feelings known to my superior officers, that 
this was not the proper procedure to use. 

Chairman DAWSON. Could you identify the superior officers that 
you made those statements to ? 

Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. With Colonel Jarrett who was post engineer 
Colonel Ridlehuber, who was G 4 .  I informed Colonel Pylant, who 
succeeded Colonel Jarrett as post engineer, what the status was. I 
feel that I acted properly. I informed these people, as I would be 
required to, as a staff officer. After #having informed them, when I 
was given instructions by them, then of course I proceeded to carry 
out those instructions. 

Mr. SMITH. What was your position or how do you describe the 
position you had at the time? 
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Mr. SWARTZ. Iwas-I had two positions during this time. The first 
one was assistant post engineer for engineering. This was during the 
time when Colonel Jarrett was post engineer. After he left, and 
Colonel Pylant ass~~med the duties of post engineer, I became known 
strictly as assistant post engineer. I n  effect, they both amount to about 
the same thing. During approximately 2 of the 3 years that I re-
mained a t  Fort Lee, we had another Engineer officer there, who was 
senior to me, and once he left I was, of course, Colonel Pylant's 
assistant. 

Mr. SMITH.During that ~ e r i o d  of time, were there other occasions 
where the general laws, as you understood them, were being evaded, 
were not being followed ? 

Mr. SWARTZ.Not to my knowledge, no, sir. 

Mr. SMITH.Where were you before going to Fort  Lee? 

Mr. SWARTZ.
I was stationed in Hawaii for 3 years. 
Mr. SMITH.Had you noticed on occasions there that these same laws 

were being evaded or were your responsibilities similar ? 
Mr. SWARTZ.Just for about 1year of the 3, while I was in Hawaii, 

I was post engineer-I had n post engineer's assi.gnment. But I did 
not become involved with the same type of operation there, and i t  was 
a much smaller operation. As far as I know, there mas no attempt 
made to circumvent, or whatever you might want to call it, any 
procedures. 

Mr. LAMGAN. I n  May 1959 you became aware that the money was 
short-you were reaching the limitation. Could you tell us to whom 
you passed that informatlon, and what you were told to do about i t?  

Mr. SWARTZ.At about that tjme, when it was obvious that the limita- 
tion would likely be exceeded, I informed Colonel Ridlehuber, who is 
G 4 ,  and with whom I was in close contact during this period, and 
also-I do not recall whether it was Colonel Jarrett or whether he had 
already departed and Colonel Pylant came in and assumed the duties 
of the post engineer. But the post engineer and the assistant Chief 
of Staff G 4  were both alerted to the fact that it was very, very pos- 
sible that the $24,000, whatever it was, would have to be exceeded if the 
materials that were necessary for the construction of the airfield would 
be purchased. 

Mr. LANIGAN. And were you given any instructions ? 
Mr. SWARTZ.The instructions I received was to the effect that some- 

how these materials would be made available for completion of the air- 
field-that someone would take action to get them in some way for me. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Were you given or told what cost accounts to put on 
these purchase requests ? 

Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN. And who told you what cost accounts to use? 

Mr. SWARTZ.
Colonel Ridlehuber, the Assistant Chief of Staff G 4  

would have, in most cases, told me which fiscal codes-I am not sure 
what the proper name is-to use on the purchase request. After 
Colonel Ridlehuber left, and Colonel Connor became the *4ssistant 
Chief of Staff G 4 ,  communication was addressed to him to get author- 
ity, and then the replies to those informed me as to what funds would 
be utilized. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Were you present at the meeting which preceded the 
visit of the General Accounting Office, at which time it was decided 
that certain records-the files would be inspected? 
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Mr. SWARTZ. the best of my knowledge, I wasNO, sir; I was-to 
not present a t  that meeting, sir. I heard about it. But I was not 
present at that meeting. 

Mr. LANIGAN. And who passed the instruction to you? 
Mr. SWARTZ. TOdo what, sir? 
Mr. LANIGAN. To go through the files and remove certain material. 
Mr. SWARTZ.Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett, formerly the post engi- 

neer-at that time assistant to the Chief of Staff G A i n s t r u c t e d  me 
to remove from the file ally material wlliclz might be embarrassing t o  
the command. 

Mr. LANIGAN. And you did that? 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Isn't that an unusual procedure ? 
Mr. LANIGAN. Are you asking me? 
Mr. BROWN. I just wondered if that is the usual procedure. Isn't 

it a little unusual? Do you do that-have you done that on other 
matters, too, in the past? 

Mr. SWARTZ.No, sir ;Inever did. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, do you know whether or not that is a common 

practice ? 
Mr. SWARTZ.I would say that it is not a common practice, sir. 
Mr. BR~OWN. Then, there must have been some unusual reason why 

they wanted to do this. 
Mr. SWARTZ. as Mr. Lailigan pointed out, the Genera1Well, 

Accounting Office was expected to vislt the post. I think it was the 
desire of-I do not know whether I should say the installation com- 
mander, but certainly someone in the headquarters a t  Fort  Lee, to re- 
move from the files certain material so that it would not be convenient 
for anyone to find. That is my opinion, sir. 

Mr. BROWN. DO you have any opinion as to what may have prompted 
such a decision or order ? Was it because they were fearful it would 
reflect upon them, or show a violation of the law, or what? 

Mr. SWARTZ.I think probably because i t  would reflect upon them, 
sir. Not necessarily on them-but on operations that had taken place. 

Chairman DAWSON. The General Accounting Office is regarded as 
an arm of the Congress. 

Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. The information that they obtain from their 

various investigations they make would be conveyed to  the Conffress. 
Mr. SWARTZ. Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. I t  would be easily assumed, then, that when you 

knew that the General Accounting Office was coming, and you got the 
jnstructions that you did, that you knew that the Congress might get 
some evidence of your actions if the General Accounting Office found 
anything irregulai*, did you not ? 

Mr. SWARTZ. I f  you say of my actions, sir- 
Chairman DAWSON. I mean of the action that was used in building 

this field. You knew it was going to exceed the limit. You did not 
want i t  to come to the attention of the Congress. You knew that the 
General Accounting Office would report to the Congress. So then it 
was an effort to bypass the Congress, and not let the Congress obtain 
knowledge of what was going on there, is that right ? 
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Mr SWARTZ. I might say that the I can assume that; yes, sir. 
material which was removed from the file, as I pointed out, was 
available in other files, but it would have been less convenient. 

Mr. LANIGAN. recall what the material was that youDO you 
removed ? 

Mr. SWARTZ.TO the best of my knowledge, there were copies of 
purchase requests in the files. There were some working estimates, 
preliminary estimates that were removed from the file. And I think 
that would be about all, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN. And did yon destroy those? 
Mr. SWARTZ. I retained those for a while, and subsequently de- 

stroyed them ;yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. And did you tell any of your superiors what had 

been removed ? 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. I informed Colonel Jarrett. I n  fact, when 

he instructed me to clean the file, he indicated that perhaps that is 
the type of document that should be taken out. 

Mr. LANIGAN. At what point did you express objections to your 
superiors in connection with this project? There are three critical 
points. One is the initiation of the project for $25,000-whether 
that was even feasible. Did you raise any question at that time ac 
to whether it could be built for $25,000 0.& M. funds? 

Mr. SWARTZ. On my arrival at  Fort Lee, the first Oh, yes, sir. 
duty I received was to develop the project for the airfield. I was not 
given too many details, so I began working, and my estimate was 
quite high. And then when I presented my estimate to Colonel Jar- 
rett, he informed me that it would have to be reworked, that the 
project would have to be reduced to under $25,000 out-of-pocket 
money, as it was referred to. I reviewed all my computations, and I 
could not get down below something like $37,000, if I remember cor- 
rectly, which to me reprelsented the absolute minimum that the field 
could be constructed for. That was-in other words, the first indica- 
tion Ihad that the project could not be completed for less than $25,000 
was at  the very start. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW, that was when you were figuring on 1,500-foot 
runway and a 11/2-inch thickness. Then you were ordered to increase 
the length of the runway by 1,000 feet, and the thickness of the 
bituminous paving by a half inch. 

Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
And in order to reduce the amount below $25,000, 

did you tell anyone that that for practical purposes could not be done? 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir; I informed the post engineer, Colonel Jar-  

rett. I think he was also aware that it was difficult to make some- 
thing larger and at the same time less expensive. I think the people 
who approved the project must have also realized that. It certainly 
does not require an engineer to see that part of it. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Then did you voice any objection when you were 
told to start costing or crediting these vouchers to other accounts? 

Mr. SWARTZ. I told them it was not proper, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Who did you tell that to? 
Mr. SWARTZ.I told Colonel Jarrett, and I also told Colonel Ridle- 

huber. 
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Mr. LANIGAN. And then your testimony was they told you to go 
ahead anyway ? 

Mr. SWARTZ.Now, Colonel Ridlehuber, who is the individual who 
more than Colonel Jarrett instructed me to go ahead-he, I think, 
controlled certain funds, and he had more knowledge of it than cer- 
tainly the post engineer's office did, and he decided what particular 
funds would be used for certain purposes 'and instructed me to cite 
those funds on the purchase request, which I did. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Then a third time that something came up was when 
lhe instructions were to go to the files and destroy the records. Did 
you voice any objection a t  that time? 

Mr. SWARTZ. And now, this I did, to Colonel Jarrett, yes, sir. 
was-4: received those instructions by telephone, sir. Of course, I in-
formed Colonel Jarrett that that was not the proper thing to do. But 
he indicated to me that someone even superlor to him wanted that 
done. He came down and checked-it may have been the same day 
or the next day-to find out if I had already accomplished this clean- 
ing of the files. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did he tell ycru who that someone higher than him 
was ? 

Mr. SWARTZ.No, sir, he did not. 
Mr. LANIGAN. NOW,I 'ust have one other question. 
You have seen the document, exhibit 26, which is charged to 

MOBEX. You have examined that this morning. 
(Exhibit 26-Local purchase request No. 2107-M from the ost 

engneer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting o Pcer,
June 5,1959, appears in the appendix on p. 306.) 

Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
YOU indicated that you gave the instructions as to 

what was to go in the voucher. You told Mr. Fussell that. 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. And that was on Colonel Ridlehuber's instructions 

to you ? 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. And do you know where the material was used that 

was bought on this voucher credited to Mobex ? 
Mr. SWARTZ.Yes, sir, I do. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Where was that used? 

Mr. SWARTZ.
It was used in construction of the airfield. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
That is all. 

Chairman DAWSON. Any other questions? 

Mr. HENDERSON.
Did i t  ever occur to you, Major, while all of this 

was going on, of reporting it yourself directly to the Inspector Gen- 
eral of the Army or the Inspector General of the Quartermaster 
Corps ? 

Mr. SWARTZ.Well, I thought about those things, sir. And I 
thought perhaps I better not, because I was getting mighty close to 
retirement. I know that life can be made very di oult for a junior 
officer who, even though he might be doing the proper thing, doesn't 

, do it the way someone else might want him to do it. 
Mr. HENDERSON.I n  other words, you were afraid to buck the 

system. 
Mr. SWARTZ.I n  effect you might say that, yes, sir. 
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Mr. I~ENDERSON. spe-Major, just for the record, would you tell LS 
cifically the duties of a post engineer. 

Mr. SWARTZ.The duties of a post engineer are to maintain the 
real estate facilities on a military installation. By that I mean the 
buildings, the utilities, the roads, almost all the real property type of 
thing that you find on an installation. Also to supply facilities such 
as water, sewage, trash collections, and so forth. He maintains those. 
He  also constructs them when they are within his capability. That 
in a nutshell is it. It involves quite a bit more. 

Mr. HENDERSON.NOW, who is his superior officer ? 

Mr. SWARTZ.
That can differ at installations. 

Mr. HENDERSON.
A t  Fort Lee. 

Mr. SWARTZ.
At Fort Lee, the post engineer reported directly to the 

assistant chief of staff, G 4 .  
Mr. HENDERSON.NOW, ~vhat are the duties of an assistant post 

engineer l 
Mr. SWARTZ. The duties of an assistant post engineer are to carry 

out whatever responsibilities the post engineer assigns to him. Here 
again it is quite different. I f  you are speaking of Fort Lee- 

Mr. HENDERSON.Fort Lee. 

Mr. SWARTZ.
And you have only two officers, then the assistant post 

engineer acts pretty much as a post engineer in his absence. I f  you 
have more than two, then there is a delineation of duties. During the 
first 2 years of my tour at  Port Lee I mentioned before I was con- 
sidered the assistant post engineer for engineering. As such, it was 
my responsibility to supervise the engineering section, engineering 
services section, in the preparation of projects, supervision of contract 
collstruction, things of that nature. 

Mr. HENDERSON.Were there any other assistant post engineers 
while you were there 1 

Mr. STVARTZ. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HENDERSON.HOWn~anyothers? 
Mr. SWARTZ. Well, me have three officers while I was there who 

were-in addition to myself-who were also known as assistant post 
engineers. Durinz the first 2 years, there was only one other officer 
besides myself. He was known as the executive officer. He was senior 
to me. During the last year I was there, I was the senior major. We 
had two others. I was known as the assistant post engineer, or in 
effect, an executive officer, that type, and the other two had very 
specific functions. 

Mr. HENDERSON. Thanli. you. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mrs. Granahan, did yon have any questions? 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. NO, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I think I can understand the dilemma 

in which this officer found himself toward the end of his active career 
in the armed services. But it appears to me, having read his testimony 
in advance, that in some of the statements that have been made in 
connection with this case the major has been very frank and very 
honest in telling just what he has done, and what the situation was. 
He  has told us that he did not go to the inspector general because he 
was fearful of what Mr. Anderson has designated as "the system." 

I understand he is still connected in a civilian capacity. 
Mr. SWARTZ. Yes, sir. 



CONSTRUCTION O F  AIRFIELD AT F O R T  LEE, VA. 49 

Mr. BROWN. That is, with the armed services. I feel very strongly 
that inasmuch as this man has ,been as honest and as frank as he has, 
and has admitted his actions, and given us the facts as he believes them 
to be, that this committee should, if necessary, take steps to  protect 
him in the position which he now holds and not permit him to be pun- 
ished for coming before this committee a t  our request, and for speak- 
ing honestly and frankly a s  he has-because I have seen this "system" 
operate myself, I know something about it. 

Mr. SWARTZ. I f  you could make that retroactive. 
Mr. BROWN. Have you already been discharged? 
Mr. SWARTZ. from civilian employment. Oh, no, sir-not 
Mr. BROWN. I was talking about civilian employment. 
Mr. STVARTZ. I understand. But I was expressing a desire that per- 

haps that could be made retroactive. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, there is no provision ag?inst a congressional 

committee attempting to protect the proper Interest of a witness 
brought before this subcommittee. 

Mr. SWARTZ. I certainly appreciate it.Yes, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Well, thank you very much, Major. 

Mr. SWARTZ.
YOU are quite welcome, Congressman. 
Chairman DAWSON. Our next witness will be Lt. Col. Julian E. 

Pylant. 
Colonel Pylant, you do solemnly swear that the testimony you are 

about to give to this su'hommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

TESTIMONY OF LT. COL. JULIAN E. PYLANT, U.S. ARMY,POST 
'ENGINEER, FORT LEE,VA. 

Colonel PYLANT.I do, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Colonel Pylant,.you can appreciate what this 

hearing is all about. We are interested m maintaining our Army at  its 
highest efficiency. That is the duty of the Congress. But we are also 
interested in the laws made by Congress being followed, and wherever 
that is not done, of course i t  strikes a t  the very root of the entire sys- 
tem. So this hearing is held for the purpose of bringing to the atten- 
tion of those in the armed services certainly their responsibility to the 
Congress, in order that they might appreciate their responsibility to 
the people of the country. And I am sure that Congress does not wish 
to hamper the Military Establishment in any way, shape, form, or  
fashion. But certainly we have in mind also the best interests of the 
people of this country, of those who make it possible for us to main- 
tain the armed services and to give them what they want. 

So this hearing is held with an endeavor to bring to the attention 
of the Military Establishment and to the attention of the people of 
the country the responsibility of Congress in following the appro- 
priated funds to see that they are efficiently and effectively spent, and 
that the wishes of the Congress, who are closest to the people-we 
are all their elected officers-to see that they carry out their responsi- 
bilities to the people. So in that spirit we are asking you to cooperate 
with this committee and to give them this information, not with 
the view of hurting any particular person, but certainly this system 
cannot be maintained and our country function at its highest efficiency. 
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And so would you want to make a statement? You heard the wit- 
ness, and you have read the testimony of the other witnesses. You 
know what it is all about. 

Would you like to make a statement, or would you prefer to be 
asked questions at  this point? 

Colonel P ~ A N T .Well, sir, I have no way of knowing anything that 
took place prior to my arrival. I assumed duty on the 6th of July, 
as I recall it-maybe the 7th of July-1959. I returned from Korea. 
When I say that I read i t 1do not know of anything contrary to any- 
thing that would be contradictory to that. I n  other words, this is 
testimony that the gentlemen back here have developed. Some of it 
I am not personally acquainted with. Anything that pertains to me- 
I think I appear first on about page 34 of that. I question-in other 
words, as Major Swartz's superior, he did not tell me, but he told me 
that he was told-he straightened that out before, and I agree with 
that. So far as my-the summary of my testimony to Mr. Baras and 
the GAO, I have no contention with it, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Brown? 
Mr. BROWN. When was it you came back from Korea? 
Colonel PYLANT.Sir, I came back in June of 1959. 

Mr. BROWN. 1959? 

Colonel PYLANT.
Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. That was 19 or 20 months after this project had 

originated ? 
Colonel PYLANT.Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. When you first became acquainted with this project, 

what was the situation then-as it existed at that time? 
Colonel PYLANT. base course was completed. The airstrip was-the 

By that Imean the ground. They were putting the rock, the crushed 
stone, the crushed gravel. You have two types of crushed gravel on 
this Mobex ~urchase request. And it was being placed when I arrived. 

Mr. BROWN. NOW,was that before you decided to extend the length 
of the runway, and the depth of the material on the runway? 

Colonel PYLANT. That happened in 1958 or 1957. Negative, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. YOU have no information on the reason why it was 

extended, or for the orders? Did you know anything about these 
orders, or instructions, or the arrangements being made, or anything 
of that sort, to take certain papers from the files? 

Colonel PYLANT. Major Swartz told me of his conversa- Yes, sir. 
tion with Colonel Jarrett on this matter. 

Mr. BROWN. And that he had been ordered to do that 8 
Colonel PYLANT.Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. And did he appeal to you for your assistance, or your 

advice? 
Colonel PYLANT. And IFor my information and my guidance. 

contacted Colonel Jarrett. We did not destroy, to the best of my 
knowledge1  say we did not. There was no paper destroyed as such, 
that was not-that was part of the official file. In other words, all the 
papers that they looked for were available in some other files. 

Mr. BROWN. But they were taken out of the file where they should 
have been. 

Colonel PYLANT.Duplicate copies as such, yes, sir. 



51 CONSTRUCTION OF' AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

Mr. BROWN. Where the General Accounting Office would ordinarily 
look for them-they were removed from there? , 

Colonel PYLANT.Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Now, did you know about it and agree to that action?' 
Colonel PYLANT. I objected strenu-,: NO, sir, I did not agree to it. 

ously.
Mr. BROWN. Who did you object to? 
Colonel PYLANT. And if I may go back a little Colonel Jarrett. 

further-Colonel Ridlehuber and Major Swartz were the airstrip 
specialists, let us say. When I arrived there, the airstrip was sup- 
posedly all either funded or money was coming for that. And they 
actually handled that part of it. And I got into very little of i t  
because of some misunderstanding is the reason I got into it. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, were any reasons given t o  you, when you objected 
to this, as to why i t  should be done, and why it was proper to  remove, 
these papers from the files ? 

Colonel PYLANT.Colonel Jarrett assured me that none of the official 
documents mould be destroyed, sir. 

Mr. BROWN. I am not talking about "destroyed." I am talking 
about removing them from the files, where they would normally be 
found, or should be found. The testimony was they were destroyed 
afterwards. 

Colonel PYLANT.Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. But you know, I could remove things from the files 

and say they were not destroyed, but just taken some place else. 
Colonel PYLANT.I am sure that nothing was destroyed. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, I do not mean "destroyed." I mean removed 

frqm the files. You say you objected to  the removal from the files 
where they normally would be found. Now, when you objected to 
that, to Colonel Jarrett, did Colonel Jarrett give you some reason, 
explain why he thought it necessary to remove them from the files? 

Colonel PYLANT.Other than this was instructions from the front 
office? 

Mr. BROWN. What do you mean by the front office? 
Colonel PYLANT.That, sir- 

Mr. BROWN. In my place, we call it the back office. 

Colonel PYLANT.
But-

Mr. BROWN. Who is the front office? 

Colonel PYLANT.
Well, in our case it would be the Assistant Chief 

of Staff G-4 or his superior. 
Mr. BROWN. That would be Colonel- 
Colonel PYLANT.Ridlehuber. 
Mr. BROWN. Or some superior officer to him. Could it be possibrly 

Maior General Denniston ? 
Colonel PYLANT.Well, I am sure- 
Mr. BROWN. That is a good name in our pountry. I hope i t  was not. 
Colonel PYLANT.I am sure it was not the general, and I am sure 

the general did not know anything about this. 
Mr. BROWN. Did you ever talk to  the general about it ? 
Colonel P ~ A N T .Not until after our friends back here stayed with 

me for about 4,5 or 6 months-Mr. Kelly and Mr. Baras. 



52 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

Mr. BROWN.YOU know sometimes these people sort of have a way 
of stirring up our conscience, and the bringing realization that per- 
ha s we ought to talk to somebody about it. 

eolonel PUNT. We develop friendships we never knew we had, I 
am sure, sir. But if I may go a little further on that records deal- 
when Major Swartz finished with his cursory going through the 
records, they were picked up by the G-4 and were kept up there until 
right at  the time that Mr. Baras and Mr. Kelly appeared. They 
were retained up in that office for, I would say, a month or 6 weeks. 

Mr. BROWN. HOW long have you been in the service, Colonel? 
Colonel PYLANT.Well, not quite 17years, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Have you had any experiences in the past with matters 

such as this, where papers or documents or records that might be em- 
barrassing if inspected by the General Accounting Office, an arm of 
Congress, have been removed from the files? 

Colonel PYLANT.NO, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. This has been your first knowledge or experience on 

anything like that ? 
Colonel PYLANT.Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. I n  other words, it is not a customary procedure. 
Colonel PPLANT.Absolutely not, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, now, again this may be unfair, but I do not mean 

to be-but from your experience and your knowledge of the situation, 
do you have any opinion that you want to express as to why this un- 
usual action was taken-this thing that is usually never done? As 
you say, it has never been done in your 17 years, to your knowledge. 
Do you know what inspired that? Do you have any opinion or view 
on that a t  all-why it was done? 

Colonel PYLANT.Well, I am sure that G 4  was aware of the fact 
that the $23,000-some, whatever it was, had been exceeded, it had been 
exceeded before I arrived a t  the post. And I-

Mr. BROWN. NOW,we are not blaming you for that. 
Colonel PYLANT. But I say that is the reason I feelI understand. 

it was as plain as the nose on my face that you wuId not build that 
airstrip for $25,000, sir. 

Mr. BROWN. I n  other words, you rather feel, then, that perhaps it 
was a desire on the part of certain officers or oficials to go ahead and 
evade the law, but not be caught at  it. 

Colonel P ~ A N T .You are asking my opinion, sir? 

Mr. BROWN. I am asking your opinion. 

Colonel PYLANT.
Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, yqu have been very honest, and very frank, and 

very courageous in mak~ng  that statement. 
Colonel PYLANT.YOU don't know how I am shaking, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. I think those are all the questions Ihave. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mrs. Granahan. 
Mrs. GRANAIUN. I was just reading part of the testimony of yes- 

terday, where Major Swartz corroborated the fact that he had re- 
ceived instructions from Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett to remove em- 
barrassing material from the file, and added that he was also told to 
destroy it, and that he did so. I t  was destroyed, was it not? 
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Colonel PYLANT. I doI am not aware of any destructio,n, ma'am. 
not believe that anything they looked for was missing. Am I right 
on that, Mr. Kelly ? May I ask ? 

Mrs. GUNAHAN. Although Major Swartz pointed out, however, 
that other copies of the destroyed documents were still available. 

Colonel PYLANT.Yes, ma'am. I n  other words, one record was 
detained. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Detained in the comptroller's office, is that right- 
it says here? 

Colonel PYLANT.Comptroller-

Mrs. GR~NAHAN. 
And Major smartz was obliged to carry out these 

instructions from a superior officer. Were you aware of that, s ir? 
Colonel PYLANT.Yes, ma'am. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN, 
Well, I am sure you did not thiizk it was right. 
Colonel PYLANT.NO, ma'am. 

Mrs. GRANAEIAN. 
Thank you, Colonel. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Colonel, I am looking a t  page 36 of this statement 

by Mr. Baras, where it refers to the fact that apparently as time went 
on you became just a little bit more reluctant to develop some of these 
fictitious projects to which to assign or cost the items for this airfield. 
There is a statement in here that you told Colonel Ridlehuber at the 
time "Iam not going to the pen for this." I s  that a correct statement, 
quotation ? 

Colonel PYLANT. Yes, sir. , 

Mr. ANDERSON. YOU actually said that to the Colonel? 

Colonel PYLANT. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And then Colonel Ridlehuber said that he would 

sign it. Sign what ? What does that mean ? 
Colonel PYLANT. do not know the Well, this had to do with-I 

numbers of your documents there. It has to do with my DF of the 
24th of July. I had only been there about 2 weeks when I wrote 
this DP, incidentally. And the answer thereto. It mas a purchase 
request for-as I recall it, there were three of them--one of them for 
stone, and two of them for asphalt. And that was the second or  third 
time I had buckled up to him on this project, because Iwas aware that 
i t  was in the hole. I mean there was no--

Mr. ANDERSON. I think there is a later statement to the effect also 
that you crossed out part of the certification that customarily was 
made on these forms ;isn't that correct ? 

Colonel PYLANT.Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOU crossed out some of the language because you 

realized that i t  was not correct. 
Colonel PYLANT. I amI cannot certify to funds as a post engineer. 

not bonded. I am not a finance officer. He  is the only one on the 
post-that is my interpretation of that. Incidentally, the new fund 
does have that certificate left off of it, Congressman Anderson. In 
other words, you do not certify any more. 

Chairman DAWSON. What do you do-verify 1 
Colonel PYLANT. Mine is in I submit a recommendation to (3-4. 

the form of a recommendation. I could not even verify funds. I 
have no way of knowing the status of funds. That is controlled by 
the F. t& A. comptroller. We get ours in a book allotineizt from G 4 .  
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He  gives us money for projects, or for 0 .  & M. operations and main- 
tenance, or for utilities, or for engineer troop supply-handles all of 
those-probably 20 accounts. 

Mr. BROWN. Could I ask one other question here? 
Now, after you told Colonel Ridlehuber that you did not want to 

go to the penitentiary for this, did you go ahead and sign the papers? 
Colonel PYLANT. Yes, sir, Well, he was my superior at that time. 

I did. 
Mr. BROWN. Did YOU sign them on the basis that you had changed 

your mind and might be willing to go to the penitentiary, or what? 
Colonel PYLANT.I just want to establish the fact that I knew this 

was wrong to Colonel Ridlehuber. 
Mr. BROWN. But you still signed it ? 
Colonel P ~ A N T .1would do it again under the same conditions, 

yes. 
Mr. BROWN. Did he order you to sign it? 
Colonel PYLANT.NO, sir. He approved. He said "I will approve 

it. You do not have to sign it," in that many words. 
Mr. BROWN. But YOU signed it, although he told you you did not 

have to. 
Colonel PYLANT.He would approve it whether I signed it or not, 

yes, sir. And Iwas the initiating officer. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, wouldn't that have let you off the hook? 
Colonel PYLANT.I do not think so, sir, any more than I am. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, of course you are on it a little now. 
Colonel PYLANT. I still would have been re- I am quite a bit on it. 

sponsible, by being the initiating officer. 
Mr. BROWN. NOW,YOU heard the major talk a while ago with Mr. 

Anderson as to his query, about the "system". I s  that what you are 
afraid of? Or is that what you werepafraid of-that you might be 
punished under om military system, as we call it.? 

Colonel PYLANT.Well, I am sure that that had- 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
If YOU did not go along with your superior officer? 
Colonel PYLANT.It is a matter, if you do obey your superior. 
Mr. BROWN. I realize you are taught to obey your superiors in cer- 

tain fields. But do you mean to tell me, Colonel-we have heard a lot 
of talk about the old Army game and this and that and the other 
thing-that we have a military system in this country where the 
officers and men must obey, on matters like this, the wishes or the de- 
sires or the orders, of their superiors, even though they know it is 
wrong ? 

Colonel PYLANT.AS a staff officer, if I inform him and he says "do 
it," I think I am right in doing it, sir. 

Mr. BROWN. DOYOU put down "by order of so-and-so"? 
Colonel PYLANT.NO, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Wouldn't that protect you? 
Colonel PYLANT. I wrote a DF, if I may say so, the next Yes, sir. 

day or so. 
Mr. BROWN. Maybe we ought to put in a course in law up at  West 

Point. Are you a West Point man? 
Colonel PYLANT.Absolutely not, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Mr. Brown, could I pursue that for just one ques- 

tion8 
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Now, certainly, if your superior, if your immediate superior officer 
had told you to go into the safe and take part of the money there that 
belonged to some post fund, and put in in your pocket, give him half 
and you keep half, you would not regard that as the k ~ n d  of order 
you had to obey, would you ? 

Colonel PYLANT.NO, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And yet you knew this was illegal, I mean that this 

was contrary to statute, to go ahead and cost things to funds that they 
had no business being costed to. I mean, what is the difference be- 
tween those illegal acts? I mean how can you rationalize that one is 
responsive to a superior oEcer, and therefore you must obey it, and 
the other you would report him. I am sure you would. 

Colonel P ~ A N T .It is a matter of a person's personal integrity, I 
would say. I n  other words, there is no basic law that has been 
violated-there is no basic- 

Mr. BROWN. Well, there is a law violated in this thing. 
Colonel PY~ANT. the instructions about the $25,000.Yes, sir-on 

But I mean there is no law against humans involved in this. 
Chairman DAWSON. Maybe we ought to put in something, then. 
Mr. BROWN. There is a law here that says it shall not be done. 
Colonel PYLANT. I did not mean it that way. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BROWN. Except under certain circumstances. 

Colonel PYLANT. is a violation of the code. 
I realize-that 
Mr. BROWN. I think all of us appreciate, or realize, sometimes mili- 

tary people get put in a terribly bad position. That is the reason 
why, under the Constitution, the Congress is given the responsibility 
of ~ais ing and maintaining the Armed Forces, and under the Consti- 
tution the military shall always be under civilian control-it is just 
the purpose to prevent things like this. Since my service on this com- 
mittee, there have been times that I have been very glad I was not in 
the armed services, where somebody could crack back at me. I can 
appreciate some of the situations in which some of you might find 
yourselves. But it is a pretty bad mess, isn't it, Colonel? 

Colonel PYLANT. I am not happy with any part of it.Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Neither am I. 
Mr. BROWN. This committee has a responsibility, as well as the 

General Accounting Office, to protect the money of the taxpayers, just 
as your military police have a responsibility to protect the funds, the 
post funds, or anything else that might be in that safe that was 
referred to. 

I think that is about all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. * 

Mr. SMITH.There are countries, you know, where military people 
follow their orders to the extent bhey even take over the civilian gov- 
ernment. How far does this thing go of following orders? What is 
the cutoff point? 

Colonel PYLANT.Actually that, I think, is a matter of personal- 
Mr. SMITH.What isyour rule of thumb ? 
Colonel PUNT. Well, you do not do anything that is against the 

basic laws of human- 
Mr. SMITH.Well, in this case, you were violating the law. 
Colonel PYLANT.There is no personal gain, there is no theft, or any- 

thing of that nature, I do not think. 
81951-62-5 
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Mr. SMITH.I t  is a matter of personal gain, then-that is the rule 
of thumb, is that i t ?  

Colonel PYLANT.I would say "Yes7'--or personal hurt, inflicting a 
wound on one, or something like that. 

Mr. SMITH.Up to bhat point, though, you would be willing to do 
what your superior officer says, even though you know it is against 
the law. 

Colonel PYLANT.AS a staff officer it is my duty to inform him of my 
interpretation. I f  he makes a decision, that is the decision. 

Mr. SMITH.Did you get this interpretation by word of mouth or 
by indoctrination ? 

Colonel PYLANT.By indoctrination. 
Mr. SMITH.YOU came there for the purpose of replacing Colonel 

Jarrett, did you not ? 
Colonel PYLANT.Yes, sir. 

Mr. SMITH.That was in July ? 

Colonel PYLANT.
Yes, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.Did Colonel Jarrett stay on as your superior officer for a 

while? 
Colonel PPLANT. He  stayed up at G 4  facilities I n  fact; yes, sir. 

until he was due to retire. 
Mr. SMITH.How long was that? 
Colonel PYLANT. I out-Well, he was there actually over a year. 

ranked him. He could not be over me. I outrank him. He  could 
not be over me, except he was acting for G 4 .  He  could not be my 
superior in the way of rating. 

Mr. SMITH. But you were afraid of him ? 
Colonel PYLANT.This was Colonel Ridlehuber who told me this. 

When Colonel Jarrett spoke for his superior, it was G-4, Assistant 
Chief of Staff G4-it was the same as if G 4  was telling me the same 
thing. 

Mr. SMITH.So when you said you did it because Colonel Jarrett 
said so, you interpreted that to mean that Ridlehuber said i t ?  

Colonel PYLANT.That is correct, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.On page 31 there are listed some purchase requests that 

you made. Did you make those on orders, or what excuse did you 
have for making those ? You made those, did you not? 

Colonel PYLANT. I believe vou have an exhibit over there, Yes, sir. 
sir, that tells why I made those-my D F  of the 24th of July, and the 
answer of the 29th of July. I do not know what their numbers are in 
your order over there. 

Mr. S ~ I T H .Do you have something on that? 

Colonel PYLANT.
I believe i t  is on back. 

Mr. LANIQAN.
These are exhibits 33 and 34. 
(Exhibit 33-Memorandum from Lt. Col. Julian E. Pylant, post 

engineer, Fort Lee, Va., to Maj. Thomas S. Swartz, July 24, 1959, 
appears in the appendix on p. 318.) 

(Exhibit 34--Memorandum from Col. J .  W. Connor, Actinq Chief 
of Staff, G 4 ,  to the post engineer re Fort LeeA m y  airstrip, July 28, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 314.) 

Colonel PYLANT. is when it wasThis is my D F  of the 24th-this 
mailed out. It was about the 27th that I sent that out. This is the 
answer that I received. 
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Mr. SMITH.So after these communications, then you went ahead 
and did it,even though you knew it was not proper. 

Colonel PYLANT.That is right. 
Mr. SMITH.Did you have anything at  all to do with the question 

of whether or not this project should be abandoned? 
Colonel P ~ A N T .No, sir. 

Mr. SMITH.Who was responsible for making that decision? 

Colonel PYLANT.
Sir, I believe you will find that that was deter- 

mined in February or March. I did not arrive there until July. 
When I arrived, everything was to get the airfield completed. 

Mr. SMITH.That was a G 4 decision? 
Colonel PYLANT. decision.Well. it should have been a 6-4,6-3 

Mr. SMITH.That is al l  I have. 

Colonel PYLANT.
Chief of Staff. 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. I am just wondering- Mr. Chairman-Colonel, 

"I am not going to the pen for this." Now, supposing you refuse to 
sign it. What is the worse thing that could have happened to you 
by this superior officer ? 

ColonelPYLANT.Well-
Mrs. GRANAHAN. I figure he would have been in a worse mess than 

you. That is why I am wondering. 
Colonel PYLANT.Actually, ma'am, there is no end to the things that 

can happen if you get in trouble with your superior. They can follow 
you for a lifetime. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Haven't you recourse to anybody if this happens? 
Colonel PYLANT. I would have to come to my Con- Yes, ma'am. 

gressman. That is the only recourse I would have had, actually. 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. The complexion of the military for browbeat- 

ing-
Colonel PYLANT. have never run across anything I do not think-I 

like that in my 17years, ma'am. I mean this is not the normal. 
Mr. SMITH.I n  assessing penalties, then, you think the penalty o ~ g h t  

to be about as bad here as anything you have ever seen. 
Colonel PYLANT.Iknow Ihave suffered. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I just have a couple of questions. 
At the time you crossed out the words "Icertify" on the three pur- 

chase orders, was the reason you crossed it out because you were not 
the certifying officer, or because you felt that you would have to 
certify to something that was not correct ? 

Colonel PYLANT. Ihave no authority NO,Ihad no reason to certify. 
to certify to funds. I do not have any funds. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Did you know that at that time ? 
Colonel PYLANT. I have been in the post- Yes, sir; I knew that. 

engineer game. 
Mr. LANIGAN. you present NOW, at  what occasions did you-were 

at any occasions when this was discussed, this situation was discussed 
with Colonel Shirley or General Denniston ? 

Colonel PYLANT.NO, sir ;that never was mentioned in my presence. 
I never recall discussing it with General Denniston, Colonel Shirley, 
or Colonel Connor. 

Mr. LANIGAN. That is all. 
Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very much, Colonel. 
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Now, I hesitated to hold open hearings on this until we had firmly 
established that they knew what they were doing. I think that for 
the good of all concerned, for the good of the country, and .to have the 
effect we want, our heenrings from now on ought to be open to the 
public. What is your idea about that? 

Mr. BROWN. Well, Mr. Chairman, there is an old saying that some- 
times you may have to open a wound rather widely to get the relief that 
you want. 

Chairman DAWSON. Well, we mill talk that over. The hearings are 
now brought to a close until tomorrow morning at  10 o'clock, a t  which 
time we will hear from Colonel Ridlehuber, Lieutenant Colonel Jar-  
rett, Colonel Connor, and Colone.1 Shirley. So we will stand in recess 
until that time. Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at  2 :35 p.m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a.m., 
'Thursday, March 15,1962.) 
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LEGISLATIVEREORGANIZATION 
OF THE ON OPERATIONS,COMMITTEE GOVERNMENT 

Washington,D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at  10 a.m., in room 

1501-B, New House Office Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present : Representatives William L. Dawson (chairman), Kath- 
ryn E. Granahan, Neal Smith, Clarence J. Brown, and John B. An-
derson. 

Also present : Elmer Henderson, counsel ;Arthur Perlman, profes- 
sional staff member; James A. Lanigan, general counsel, Govern- 
ment Operations Committee; Miles Q. Romney, associate r1counsel, Government Operations Committee; and John P. arlson, 
minority counsel, Government Operations Committee. 

Chairman DAWSON. The hearing will come to order. 
Our first witness will be Colonel Connor. I think you were here 

yesterday, Colonel. 
You do solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give to 

this subcommittee mill be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God ? 

Colonel CONNOR. I do, sir. 

TESTIMONY OF COL. JAMES W. CONNOR, U.S. ARMY (RJ3TIR;ED) 

Chairman DAWSON. Would you identify yourself to the committee 
and give your rank and present post of duty ? 

Colonel CONNOR. I am Col. James W. Connor, U.S. Army, re-
tired. My home is Columbia, S.C., 1508 Meadway Road, and since 
retirement I have not engaged in any other activity-at least none 
that would be remunerative. 

Chairman DAWSON. HOWlong have you been retired ? 
Colonel CONNOR. I retired the 1st of November 1960. 
Chairman DAWSON. And do you have a statement you wish to make 

concerning the information presented in these hearings or do you 
wish to respond to our questions? 

Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir. I have looked over the statement here 
of Mr. Baras, I believe? 

Chairman DAWSON. Yes, Mr. Baras. 
59 
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Colonel CONNOR. On page 40, sir, the first paragraph on page 40, 
I think, sir, is probably misleading. Among other things, it may ap- 
pear that I pounded the desk, so to speak, in talking to Colonel Shir- 
ley and subordinates, of course, don't do that. It was a day or two 
after Colonel Shirley's remarks about getting the files in order that 
I stated to  him that as far  as I was concerned the GAO could see 
everything they wanted to see and that I mas going to pass that word 
on to the agencies involved. 

When the GAO team arrived, I was designated as the contact officer 
between GAO and headquarters of the training command. I n  other 
words, if GAO wanted to visit any section or brancli, Mr. Pratt, or 
one of his assistants contacted me and I arranged \<-it11 the chief of the 
section for GAO to visit. I was designated by Colonel Shirley as con- 
tact officer. A t  no time did I tell or suggest to anyone to withhold 
any information. 

As I recall, at the GAO exit interview General Denniston asked 
Mr. Pratt if he had had access to all of the information we possessed 
and Mr. Pratt stated, as I recall, that everybody had been cooperative 
and the information asked for had been furnished. I t  mas after the 
GAO left that I was instructed by Colonel Alexander, the Deputy 
Commander, to attempt to determine the out-of-pocket cost of the air- 
field. I t  was then that I had the original purchase request locked in 
the G 4  safe so that it could not be said that any figures or coding had 
been changed or tampered with after that time. This action was taken 
after I conferred with the Staff Judge Adjutant, Colonel Bradley. 
As far as Iknow, the documents are still in the G-4 safe. 

Then, sir, on page 46, the second line, where i t  says that I was 
cognizant of the amount expended on the airfield and other projects 
from monthly status reports and so on, the system of established re- 
ports from projects was inaugurated by me as G-4 after it mas found 
there was no existing system to guard against exceeding the approved 
limit of projects. This was done after the GAO visit. 

In  other words, I want to point out that this system of monthly 
status reports was not existent at the time of the GAO visit, as I recall 
it. I t  was done after the GAO visit vas  made. Do I make myself 
clear ? 

Chairman DAWSON. Yes, Ihear what you s?y. I am trying to weigh 
them in the light of the facts that I had in inlild froin the report that 
was given and from other witnesses. 

How long were you at this installation ? 
Colonel CONNOR. I became (3-4, as I recall, sir, on July 8, 19.59, and 

the notice of the GAO visit came on August 14, Ibelieve, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. What were you before you were G-4 ? 
Colonel CONNOR. Iwas inspector general. 
Chairman DATYSON. But you were stationed there ? 
Colonel CONNOR. Stationed at Fort Lee; yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. As inspector general, what were your duties in 

relation to this airfield 8 
Colonel CONNOR. Inspector General, sir, did not inspect any of the 

G 4  section. The G 4  section was inspected by the Quartermaster 
General inspector general. I n  other words, my job as inspector gen- 
eral did not include the inspection of the G 4  office. 
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Chairman DAWSON.Did it include any inspection of this activity 
relative to this airstri at all? 

Colonel CONNOR. CO became inspector general in May, I think it was, 
of the previous year, 1958. We made one inspection of the engineer 
department during the time that I was inspector general. 

Chairman DAWSON. HOWlong were you at Port Lee? 
Colonel CONNOR. I came there, as I recall, sir, in May of 1958, and 

stayed until I retired in the first of November 1960. 
Chairman DAWSON.Where had you been assigned immediately 

preceding your assignment to Fort Lee? 
Colonel CONNOR. Fort Rragg, N.C. 
Chairman DAWSON. HOWlong were you there? 
Colonel CONNOR. A little over 3 years, as I recall. 
Chairman DAWSON. And what place did you occupy ? 
Colonel CONNOR. I was G-4 of the first Logistical Command, which 

was involved in planning under wartime conditions. It was not an 
operating agency ;it was a planning agency. 

Chairman DAWSON. Thank you. You may continue. 
Colonel CONNOR. Sir, that is all that I have in that connection. As 

far as I know, sir, the matters of which I have knowledge in the re- 
port basically are as shown. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson ? 
Mr. ANDERSON. Colonel, this report indicates that when you took 

over as G-4 from Colonel Ridlehuber in July 1959 that you were told 
at that time that there wasn't any money available to  complete this 
project, but that, quote, "when you can find the money from other 
projects, we apply it here." Didn't that strike yon as a little bit 
strange, that procedure, or was that the procedure with which you 
were familiar? Was that the customary thing? 

Colonel CONNOR. I accepted i t  on face value, sir. I n  talking to 
Colonel Ridlehuber about the airfield, we visited there before he left 
and, as I recall, he told me that there were no funds available in the 
project, that it was any money that might be saved from an opera- 
tion that could be applied. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Wouldn't that be diverting funds, though, improp- 
erly-I mean if they were supposed to go for some other project-to 
expend funds for this project from something else ? 

Colonel CONNOR. I believe the project Itself was approved for 
usable funds, as I recall. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Not in excess of $25,000 ;isn7t that correct? 
Colonel CONNOR. That is right, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I do find the statement here that you were not aware 

until apprised by the GAO late in 1959- 
despite the fact that he had been a former inspector general, that there was 
a statutory limit of $25,000 on the use of 0.& M. funds on urgently needed con- 
struction projects. 

ISthat a fact, that you were not aware of that statutory limitation? 
Colonel CONNOR. That is true, sir. The day of the GAO visit, 

when Mr. Pratt  stated that we had violated a Federal statute in ex- 
ceeding the $25,000, that was the first that I knew that there was a 
Federal statute involved. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Isn't that something an inspector general would 
know or did your duties as inspector general cover this kind of thing? 
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Colonel CONNER. My duties as inspector general did not cover that 
phase of it. Any purchasing and contracting inspections were done 
by-not by our office, because we didn't have anybody qualified to do 
it. I n  other words, we didn't have anyone with the bookkeeping and 
controller background, and that was usually done by special inspec- 
tors who were sent from the Quartermaster General's Office. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, the inspector general of the Quar- 
termaster General would take care of inspecting accounts like this? 
I s  that what you are saying? 

Colonel CONN OR. Well, contracts. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I thought you were an inspector general. 
Colonel CONNOR. I was inspector general of the Quartermaster 

Training Command, not of the Quartermaster General itself, the Of-
fice of Quartermaster General. I n  other words, the Quartermaster 
Training Corninand at Fort Lee had its own inspector general and the 
Quartermaster General here in Washington, of course, head its inspec- 
tor general. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Your duties were entirely in connection with the 
training command, is that it ? 

Colonel CONNOR. That is right, sir. And as inspector general of 
the training command, we did not inspect any of the G-staff-G-1, 
G-2, G-3, G 4 .  

Mr. ANDERSON. Would they be subject to periodic inspections by 
this Quartermaster General inspector general, do you know? 

Colonel CONNOR. They were inspected 'annually by the Quarter- 
master General inspectors, yes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Was such an inspection made while you were there? 
Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I believe there was an inspection made following 

the GAO disclosures. 
Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir; a special inspection was made following 

the GAO disclosures, but the regular annual inspection was made both 
in 1959 and in 1960. 

Mr. ANDERSON. HOWabout in 19581 You weren't there in 1958, 
were you? You said you arrived in 1959, I believe. 

Colonel CONNOR. No ;I arrived in 1958. I think the first inspection 
had already been made either in the fall of 1957 or the spring of 1958, 
before I got there. Then, as I recall, the first inspection by the Quar- 
termaster General inspector general was in the spring of 1959. That 
is the best of my recollection. 

Mr. ANDERSON. There was such an inspection in the spring of 1959? 
Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. What I am trying to develop by this line of ques- 

tioning, Colonel, is whether or not, based on this incident, your experi- 
ence, whether there is some deficiency in the inspection procedure in 
the Army. I mean this thing, it would seem to me, should have come 
to light then in the spring of 1958 when the Quartermaster General 
inspector general was inspecting the accounts dealing with this proj- 
ect, wouldn't you think? 

Colonel CONNOR. Well, it is possible, sir. I hesitate to make a posi- 
tive statement. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Well, as inspector general of the Quartermaster 
Training Command, ycru would have a pretty good idea as to what the 
mission would be at  Fort Lee, wouldn't you? 

Colonel CONNOR. Right. 
Mr. ANDERSON. that be part of this general scope of Wouldn't 

your inspection, to see whether or not the mission was being carried 
out ? 

Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. What is the mission there at  Fort Lee? 
Colonel CONNOR. The mission, generally speaking, is the training 

of quartermaster troops. They have the Quartermaster School there 
and quite a number of quartermaster technical units and I would 
say that generally speaking that is the primary mission. 

Mr. ANDERSON. as-A~sI understand it, there were four aircraft 
signed to this training command there ; is that right ? 

Colonel CONNOR. I think that is right. 
Mr. ANDERSON. DO you know what kind of aircraft they were, sir? 
Colonel CONNOR. They were light aircraft. I think there was one 

two-motor and the others were single motor, as I recall, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Based on your knowledge, then, of the mission of 

Fort Lee and the kind of aircraft that were assigned there, could 
it possibly, in your opinion, be considered an urgent project, this air- 
port or this landing strip? Was it urgent as far as the mission of the 
post was concerned at Port Lee ? 

Colonel CONNOR. I n  retrospect, sir, I would say "No." At  the time 
it might have been different. 

Mr. ANDERSON. YOU are familar now, of course, if you were not 
then, with the fact that the use of these $25,000 0.& M. funds was 
only to be for urgent projects? 

Colonel CONNOR. Right. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am also a little puzzled as to exactly what part 

you played in the apparent attempt that was made to conceal certain 
papers from the GAO, to remove them from the files. When did 
you first become aware or whose order initiated any such action of 
that kind ? 

Colonel CONNOR. I n  the statement that I referred to a moment ago, 
I think there is a #statement-if I may refer to the book here, sir- 
on the bottom of page 38. At the time that I received the call from 
the Norfolk district engineer that Mr. Pratt  and his team was corn- 
ing to Port Lee, which was a little over 30 days after I assumed duty 
as G 4 ,  I immediately, of course, went down to Colonel Shirley's 
office to- 

Chairman DAWSON. He was what-the deputy post commander? 
Colonel CONNOR Yes. I told him of the telephone call. I n  fact, 

I felt that I was so unfamiliar with what was going on at the post 
I asked Colonel Jarrett to get in on the telephone conversation so that 
I would be sure not to miss anything that might have been important 
and Colonel Jarrett and I talked to a representative of Norfolk dis- 
trict engineers. I believe it was Colonel Freeman. Immediate1 after 
that conversation, Colonel Jarrett and I went down to talk to 8olonel 
Shirley to tell him of the call. At that time Colonel Shirley, as I 
recall, made the remark that we had better get the files in order. 

Chairman DAWSON. The files are not usually kept in order? 
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Colonel CONNOR. AS far as I know, sir, they were in order. I mean 
I have no reason to think that they were not in order, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. There is a statement here on page 39 that Lieuten- 
ant Colonel Jarrett stated he was instructed by Colonel Shirley to 
notify either the post engineer or the assigtant post engineer to remove 
all embarrassing material from the 10-57 files before the arrival of 
GAO. Now Colonel Jarrett was the post engineer, I believe, wasn't 
he ? 

Colonel CONNOR. NO, sir. He  was the chief of the facilities branch 
of the G 4  section. 

Mr. ANDERSON. articular time he was chief of the facilities At  this 
branch. As such, he wouid be your subordinate; is that right? 


Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Did that command come through you or was that 

a command delivered directly by Colonel Shirley to Lieutenant Col- 
onel Jarrett ? 

Colonel CONNOR. Colonel Jarrett was present at the conversation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I see. This all took place at  the same time? 

Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
I n  other words, you heard Colonel Shirley deliver 

this command or order to Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett ? 
Colonel CONNOR. The statement was made. I don't recall to whom 

it was directed, but whether it was directed to Colonel Jarrett or 
who, but as far as I mas concerned, as I stated a moment ago, I told 
Colonel Jarrett later that as far as I was concerned the GAO could 
receive everything. As far as I know, there was nothing to hide. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Particularly because of your background as an in- 
spector general, even if it mas in the Training Command rather than 
the Quartermaster General itself, didn't that strike you as being 

, extremely out of order ? 
Colonel CONNOR. Well, Mr. Anderson, first of all as far as I knew 

there was nothing to hide and, second, if there had been anything to 
hide, we would just be compounding the felony; so to speak, in at- 
tempting to hide it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I certainly agree with you there. 
Colonel CONNOR. For that reason, everybody I talked to I told 

them to let the GAO see whatever they asked for. 
Mr. ANDERSON. NOW, this is true, the statement on page 40-you 

made some corrections there or suggested some corrections there, but 
I believe it is true that you did tell Colonel Shirley that you yourself 
would not be a party to removal of any of the material from the files. 
Isthat right? 

Colonel CONNOR. Those were not my words. I think in talking to 
the staff here that made the investigation, it may be that those terms 
might have been inserted. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Was that the substance of what you told him? 
Colonel CONNOR. Yes, but I didn't tell him in those words is the 

point I am making. 
Mr. ANDERSON. YOU did take the originals of some purchase re- 

quests and put them in your safe; is that right? 

Colonel CONNOR. Right. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Did you ever turn those over to the GAO ? 
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Colonel CONNOR. That was after the GAO left and we had recon- 
structed the out-of-pocket cost as far  as we could determine. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I see. You mean that the GAO had left, after the 
exit conference had been held, i t  was then you took these things and 
put them in your safe? 

Colonel CONNOR. Yes, because I didn't know at that time that any- 
thing had been tampered with until the GAO stated it a t  the exit 
interview. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Subsequently, what disposition was made of those 
papers you put in your safe? 

Colonel CONNOR. P,resumably they are still there. A t  least they 
were there when I retired, sir. The civilian assistant in the office, 
Mr. Lopert, who handled budget matters, knew that they were there, 
and so forth. I presume they are still there, as far  as I know. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Did you personally process some of the o r d m  for 
materials that were given m your capacity as G 4 8  Did you have 
occasion to process some of the materials that were ordered for this 
airfield ? 

Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. And, therefore, you h e w  that they were being 

coded or costed to other accounts other than those which would show 
that they had anything to do with the airfield project; isn't that 
right ? 

Colonel CONNOR. Well, sir, a t  the time I was mainly concerned 
with the fact that the funds were available and what the material 
was to be used for. At  that time I did not check the codinq because 
the codes were numerical figures that I myself was not famlllar with. 
I soon learned that we did check those on every one that came 
through, but apparently on these two I did not, although i t  was writ- 
ten on the face of these documents, I believe, exactly what it was to  
be used for. I believe that the copies of them will show that. 

I n  other words, what I am driving at, Mr. Anderson, was that there 
aasn't any attempt to hide or to miscode anything as far  as I am con- 

-

cerned, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. YouWell, there certainly was by somebody here. 

wjll admit that. I have in front of me, Colonel, one of the exhibits 
in the file-exhibit No. 33-which is a copy of a letter addressed to 
you as G 4 from Lieutenant Colonel Pylant as the post engineer and 
the third paragraph of that letter states : 

The completion of these facilities- 

and he is talking about this airfield- 
is not within the capability of this office when considered along with other 
priority projects underway or soon to be started. It is  for these reasons, as 
well as the urgent need for the airfield, that the attached request should be 
given every consideration. 

(Exhibit 33-Memorandum from Lt. Col. ,Julian E. Pylant, post 
engineer, Fort Lee, Va., to Maj. Thomas S. Swartz, July 24, 1959, 
appears in the appendix on p. 313.) 

Mr. ANDERSON. Following that is exhibit 34 which is a letter from 
you to the post engineer in which you sa.y in paragraph 3- 
These funds are and will be utilized from your normal operating funds for 
maintenance. 
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So, in effect, you did answer his question by telling him to charge these 
things to maintenance, did you not 2 

(Exhibit 3GMemorandum from Col. J. TV. Connor, Acting Chief 
of Staff, G 4 ,  to the post engineer re Port Lee Army airstrip, July 28, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 314.) 

Colonel CONNOR. Yes, sir. That was the only source of funds. 
Mr. ANDERSON. could you reconcile in your own mind charging HOW 

this to maintenance? 
Colonel CONNOR. ASI stated earlier, sir, in talking to' Colonel Ridle- 

huber, that was the source of funds that the field was being built from. 
Mr. ANDERSON. INothing about that bothered you in any way? 

mean that maintenance funds were being used to  construct an airfield? 
Colonel CONNOR. Well, at  the end of every month the money that 

was left in any particular project such as maintenance and so on, we 
would apply on some other project where the money might be needed 
and this was a source of money. 

Mr. ANDERSON. My entire ques- I realize it was a source all right. 
tion though, is, How did you justify using that source? I mean when 
there were funds designated for maintenance, how did you justify in 
your own mind using them to construct an airfield, or don't those desig- 
nations mean anyhhing? 

Colonel CONNOR. Well, sir, I have no explanation other than that, 
sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I didn't mean, to monopolize the questions at  this 
point, Mr. Chairman. That is all I have for the moment. 

Chairman DAWSON. That is all right. 
Mrs. Granahan ? 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. Nothing right now, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan? 
Mr. LANIGAN. I n  this menio- I just want to clear up this one point. 

randum of July 24, 1959, addressed to you by Lieutenant Colonel 
Pylant (exhibit 33) and which Mr. Anderson referred to, the second 
paragraph contains this sentence : 
If the crushed stone requested on PR 92-G is  not made available beginning 
August 10, 1959, the access road, aircraft parking apron and the taxiway cannot 
be completed by company A and although a paved runway will be installed, i t  will 
not be usable without the remaining facilities. 

(Exhibit 33-Memorandum from Lt. Col. Julian E. Pylant, post 
engineer, Fort Lee, Va., to Maj. Thomas S. Swarrtz, re purchase re- 
quests, July 24,1959, appears in t,he appendix on p. 313.) 

Mr. LANIGAN.Then on 92-G, which has been entered as exhibit 2'7, 
under the box for what this is r e q u i ~ ~ d  for is stated "for maintenance 
of roads in training areas." That is given for the purpose for which 
it is required and then you signed that as approved by the commanding 
officer. 

(Exhibit 27-Local purchase request No. 92-G from the post engi- 
neer, Port Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, July 
24,1959, appears in the appendix on p. 307.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. Then in response to Colonel Pylant's memorandum 
you made s statement that the normal operating funds for mainte- 
nance should be used. Now froin this voucher you must have seen that 
i t  had nothing at  all to do with the purposes that Colonel Pylant 
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outlined in his memorandum to you; isn't that correct? I will let 
you look at this. 

Colonel CONNOR. NO, sir; I do not see any indication here. I think 
that certainly in other instances of my signing these, i t  was stated 
across the face of the voucher here exactly what the material would 
be used for, but apparently this one does not. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Then in the same memorandum in which you replied 
to Colonel Pylant, you state this : 

After discussion between yourself, Major Swartz and Lieutenant Colonel Ja r -  
rett  July 27, you determined that  it would be best to procure total stone in one 
action and due to dollar value of paving (in excess of $5,000) divide this work 
into two increments. 


Can you tell us why the $5,000, the paving in excess of $5,000 should 

have been divided into two increments ? 


(Exhibit 34-Memorandum from Col. J.W. Connor, Actin$ Chief 
of Staff, G 4 ,  to the post engineer re Fort  Lee Army airstrip, July 
28,1959, appears in the appendix on p. 314.) 

Colonel CONNOR. Sir, as I recall, there were two vouchers that came 
in later-110 and Ill-is that right ? 

Mr. LANIGAN. That is right. 
Colonel CONNOR. Ancl I brought up the question at tlze time :Are we 

trying to circumvent the replation there by dividing this thing into 
two parts rather tlzan putting it into oize? I think that is in the re- 
port here itself. I mas told that it was not, that it was all right. 

Mr. L~NIGAN. Who did you bring this up to ? 
Colonel CONNOR. Colonel Jarrett. At  that time, sir, I had just taken 

over the job and looking hack on it i t  seems strange that maybe I 
shouldn't know a lot of these things, but at that time I had not gotten 
my feet on the ground. This was the first 3 weelis or less than 3 weeks 
of the job and a G 4  job is a big job, if I may say so. There are many 
facets to it. . 

Mr. LANIGAN. I have oize other question. First of all let me ask 
about this particular memorandum. Did ~ O L Idiscuss Colonel Pylant's 
nzen~oranduin with Colonel Shirley or Colonel Ridlehnber, if you re- 
call ? 

Colonel CONNOR. This last one 1 
Mr. LANIGAN. Exhibit 33, I believe it is. 
(Exhibit 33-Memorandum from Lt. Col. Julian E. Pylant, post 

engineer, Fort Lee, Va., to Maj. Tlzomas S. Swartz, July 24, 1959, 
appears in the appendix on p. 313.) 

Colonel CONNOR. I don't recall specifically discussing i t  with him, 
sir, but I may have. I don't remember any particular instance. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW, on the meeting that was held in Colonel Shir- 
ley's office preceding the coming of the GAO, you testified that you 
had indicated that vou objected, whether vigorously or not, to any 
:~ttenzpt to remove papers from the files. TYas i t  your understanding 
as a res~llt of that meeting that that was what was contemplated by his 
instructions 8 

Colonel CONNOR. Of course, I guess this wording here, his state- 
ment ':get the files in order" may be taken in that way. 

Chalrman DAWSON. YOU know how it was taken, don't you? You 
know how you discussed them that clay? 
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Colonel CONNOR. I assume it was that because of the way I an-
swered. 

Chairman DAWSON. You don't assume something when you are sit- 
ting in on a conference. Men understand each other. You are as- 
suming it now. 

Colonel CONNOR. I told them that I would have no-that I was tell- 
ing the GAO people or our people that the GAO could see whatever 
ihev wanted to see. 

Mr. LANIGAN. I have nothing further. 
Chairman DAWSON. That is all, Colonel. 
Colonel CONNOR. Thank you, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Our next witness will be Colonel Ridlehuber. 
You do solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give the 

subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. I do. 

TESTIMONY OF GOL WALTER R. RIDLERUEER, DIRECTOR OF WARE-
HOUSING, MEMPHIS GENERAL DEPOT, MEMPHIS, TENN. 

Chairman DAWSON. Will you identify yourself by rank and your 
present post of duty ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Walter R. Ridlehuber, coloi~el, U.S. Army. I 
am presently stationed at the Memphis General Depot, Memphis, 
Tenn., director of warehousing. 

Chairman DAWSON. HOWlong have you been in the service? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. I have been in approximately 27 years, includ- 

ing about 5lh-plus years of Civilian Conservation Corps duty. 
Chairman DAWSON. Will you describe your duties at the time that 

this incident is supposed to have occurred; that is, in 1957,1958,1959, 
1960,1961? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. I arrived at Port Lee for accounting purposes 
on the 28th of July 1955 and departed for accounting purposes on 
July 31. I was on a duty status at Fort IJee from the 13th of August 
1955 until the 7th of July 1959. During the period of time that I was 
a t  Fort Lee, I was the assistant chief of staff the entire time and a 
period of about 4 to 5 months I was acting chief of staff, in 1956-57. 

My duties as assistant chief of staff. depot, was to supervise and 
direct the technical services and to coordinate the medical services and, 
in addition to that, I was responsible for the logistical support of an 
annual exercise, ~JOY-X, at Fort Lee,. and for the logistical support of 
the classified facilities there for class~fied use in time of an emergency. 

Chairman DAWSON. I want to compliment you on the fact that you 
testify without hesitation. calling upon your memory. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Thank you, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU may proceed with your statement. 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. I do not have a formal statement, sir, but I 

would like the opportunity to comment for the record, if I may. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU may. 
Colonel R I D I ~ E H ~ E R .  I would like to read from a statement that I 

made to the iudge advocate in Korea on the 23d of June 1960, in which 
I asked for his guidance and for advice on an appropriate course of 
action after I had been informed by General Denniston, the command- 
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ing general of the Quartermaster's Training Command, of these al- 
leged irregularities and, if Imay, I will read that. 

I do not have the slightest suspicion that  my decision in the case in  question 
was swayed by any consideration other than the best interests of the United 
States. I do not stand to or desire to gain anything, including prestige, by the 
efforts devoted to accomplishment of the project with the resources available 
and within the  scope of (the regulations as interpreted by me. 

(Exhibit 41-Complete statement of Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, 
Quartermaster Corps, in reference to  airfield project, Fort  Lee, 10-57, 
about September 1960, appears in the appendix on p. 336.) 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. I might add that he felt that no action on my 
part was necessary. 

If  I may further comment, I notice--
Ohairman DAWSON. DO you mean that the laws as passed by the 

Congress, the limitations that are placed upon the use of funds by the 
Congress, have no status nor standing with you wlzatsoever? You 
knew about the $25,000 limitation. You set out to avoid it. You 
sought ways and means to avoid it. And then you say you don't 
know that you did anything wrong? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Well, sir, it was my opinion that addi-
tional-

Chairman DAWSON. Not your opinion ;you ought to know. You are 
in the Army. The regulations are there. There is no ground for 
opinion. There is a ground for knowledge of the regulations and you 
had knowledge of the regulations. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir, but my knowledge of the regulations 
only applied to that project in 1fiscal year. 

Chairman DAWSON. Well, we will go over the project in order. 
,Colonel RIDLEHWER. All right, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. And that same knowledge that you had a t  the 

beginning you have now and you had it then. 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. May I make a statement ? 
Chairman DAWSON. Surely. 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Referring to page 36 of Mr. Baras' statement, 

there is an indication that Colonel Pylant stated, in substance, at the 
middle of the pa e, that he told me that "I am not going to the pen for 
this," to which 8olonel Ridlehuber replied, "I'll sign it." 

I am quite sure Colonel Pylant made this statement to somebody 
else other than me because I have no recollection of any suoh statement. 

Chairman DAWSON. You have a pretty good recollection of any- 
thing that you want to recollect? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. But I don't recollect this, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. It may mean you don't want to recollect it a t  

this time. 
Colonel RIDLEEUBER. NO, sir. I think if he will refresh his mem- 

ory he will find it was not me because I was not there a t  the time he 
made bhis statement. 

Chairman DAWSON. Do you know why the $25,000 limitation was 
put on? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. 
Chairman Dawsow. And you sought to avoid it knowingly, and now 

you seek to justify it by an opinion when you know the facts. You 
knew the limitation and you set out to avoid it. 
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Colonel RIDLEWIIER. I would like to refer to one other Item on 
page 50. 

Chairman DAWSON. I s  Colonel Pylant in the room? 
Colonel PYLANT.Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Will you tell this gathering the incident that 

happened according to your recollection ? 
Colonel PYLANT. Major Swartz It was as stated in the testimony. 

and Mr. Fussell or one of the other accountants was present at  the 
time. The congressional limit had been passed and I was not going 
t o  jail for it. Colonel Ridlehuber said, "We worried about that last 
spring," and he did make that statement. I will take a polypam on 
that, sir. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. I do not recall it, sir. 
Colonel PYLANT.ISthat all ? 

Chairman DAWSON. Yes, sir. Thank you. 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. 
May I refer to one other statement on page 

50 which indicates that the people in the Engineer's office were, aware 
of the plans to submit additional projects. They are indicated in 
Mr. Baras' statenlent as supplemental projects which will be initiated 
and approved once the limitations were reached. 

I have nothing further, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson? 
Mr. ANDERSON. Other than these two things to which you have 

called our attention in this 52-page statement for the record that was 
submitted for the record by Mr. Baras, is this substantially a correct 
accounting otherwise of the construction of this airfield? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir; except for the testimony by people 
of which I have no knowledge. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am referring just to this statement and what is 
stated here. As far as any references to you are concerned, it is cor- 
rect except for those two instances that you mentioned? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. I went through this hastily and those are the 
only two I picked up, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, it is a pretty important document as far  as 
you are concerned because if it  is true except for those two instances, 
in my opinion it is one of the most shocking examples I have ever 
seen of a deliberate attempt by the U.S. Army to flaunt the will of 
Congress and go ahead and construct something that should have been 
authorized under the Military Construction Authorization Act that 
has ever come to my attention. I would certainly recommend you 
read it pretty carefully, if you have not done so already. 

Now you have consistently, at least as far  as this statement is con- 
cerned, said this was an urgent project. 

Colonel RIDLEEIUBER. That is right. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Do you still hold that view ? 

Colonel RIDLEIXUBER. 
Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Why then mas it that even though efforts were made 

ever since 1952, according to this statement, to get this included in a 
Military liecoilstructioil Autl~orizution Act it nTas never included? 
You nTere the oilly one, al>l~;~rentl j~,  to see the great urgency for this 
. .

thing. 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. were items that took There other urgent 

priority within the funding limitations and I would like to clarify 
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one point. I did not think, nor do I think now, that there was an 
urgent requirement for an Army 'airfield. There was an urgent re- 
quirement for an airstrip on which planes could land and take off in 
good daylight weather. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Can you justify the amount of money that was spent 
on this project, though, just for a daylight airstrip ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. I n  the case of- 
Mr. ANDERSON. AS I recall it, there was something like $450,000, 

or was it $586,000 spent on this project? You don't think there is 
anything excessive about that? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir; when you include the value of train- 
ing from it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. What was the primary Let's go into that training. 
mission of Fort Lee? 

Colonel RIDLEKWER. The primary mission of Port Lee was as 
Colonel Connor stated it, with the addition of supporting the annual 
logistical exercise of which we had two blocks of buildings set aside 
and ready for that and also to be ready for the alternate deployment 
plans which are classified. 

Mr. ANDERSON. There were only four ,a,ircraft during this time that 
were authorized for Fort Lee; is that correct? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir; but the aircraft that are used for 
Log-X once a year consists of helicopters that we had to arrange to  
obtain from either the Air Force, the Marines, or somebody, and other 
aircraft, and also the matter of aircraft to be used in case there was 
a deployment in an emergency. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The staff has called my attention to page 19 of Mr. 
Baras' statement, which refers to the staff study made and submitted 
for comment on March 11,1959, by G 4 ,  the assistant chief of staff 
for logistics to G-3, the assistant chief of staff for operations and in 
this he takes issue with several points that have been made in the draft 
study, such as the fact that the strip could be utilized as a fair weather 
strip if certain ceilings were observed and if landings were made with 
the wind, thereby avoiding a water tank construction. G-3 pointed 
out landing with the wind is considered hazardous and should be at- 
tempted only for unusual and emergency conditions. What should be 
Four comment on that statement ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. My comment on that is that G-3 was off the 
base there and they were later taken to task, so I was informed, by 
both the Chief of Staff and Colonel Shirley for making many of the 
statements that they made in there. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  this particular report? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. That is the comment by G-3 ;yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Who took G-3 to task for that, did you say? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. I was informed General Denniston did and 

based on my next comments, which G 4  went by, addressed to the 
Chief of Staff, for him to take it up with the deputy and commander, 
giving our recommendations, and you will note that the letter that 
finally went into the Quartermaster General substantially was in agree- 
ment with the G-4 recommendations and did not consider the G-3 
recommendations. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, General Denniston, according to this, in- 
formed the committee staff that G-3 views and recommendations had 

81951-62-6 
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never been brought to his attention, although he has since become 
aware of those comments, nor did the general recall a staff meeting 
to discuss the staff study. You are disputing the word of General 
Denniston himself then if you said that he read the riot act to G-3 for 
making these comments. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. I was informed he did. 
Mr. ANDERSON. DO you still want to stick to that when you read 

here he informed the staff he was never even aware of them? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. He signed the letter to the Quarter- 

master General. 
Mr. ANDERSON. What letter do you refer to?  

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. 
The one based on that staff study and the files 

show the comment on the back based on command decision by the 
commanding general. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Who composed that letter? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. I did. 
Mr. ANDERSON. DO you know if he read it ? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. Well, it was based on instructions that I got. 

I am sure he read it. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Who gave the instructions? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. I got them from Colonel Edgar and Colonel 

Shirley together. 
Mr. ANDERSON. There is another statement in here, Colonel, that is 

attributed to General Denniston. that as far as he was concerned 
this was a one-man project of yours, that you were the one who was 
responsible for originating the idea and pushing for it throughout 
the whole construction process. What do yon have to say about that? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. I have no comment on that. I think tbe 
record-

Mr. ANDERSON. I think the record pretty well bears out what he had 
to say. 

Now when this project was originally written up on this DA Form 
5-25, at  that time the funded cost of that project would have been 
far  in excess of the $25,000 statutory limitation for use of 0.& M. 
funds for urgent construction projects, would it not ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Later on it was decided that could be reduced to 

below the $25,000 figure based on the availability of some fill from 
some borrow pit situated there at  Fort Lee; isn't that right? Isn't 
it a fact, Colonel, before construction actually started and before the 
Engineers began that they paid a visit to Fort Lee and that it came 
to your attention that this fill which you had assumed might be 
available would not be available, that you would have to go out and 
purchase those materials ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. At that time we had information from the 
Norfolk District Engineer that they had not approved the soil sample. 
My information is that they later approved the soil samples and that 
the fill was used. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I call your attention to page 9 of Mr. Baras' state- 
ment. 

In response to questioning by the Engineers a s  to  the availability of borrow 
pits elsewhere on the post- 
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this was after it had been determined that the availability of 
this material was doubtful-it says that Colonel Ridlehuber and 
Major Swartz replied- 
it is just about out of borrow material, with the exception of that area adjacent 
to the aircraft. If this material does not meet requirements, we must make 
arrangements for purchase. 

I n  other words, you were prepared to go ahead and purchase the 
material ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Didn't you realize this was going to bring it over 

the $25,000 cost ? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. YOU were already up to $24,500. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir; not a t  that time. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
That is what you showed on your DA 5-25, wasn't 

it ? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. That was the estimated cost. 
Mr. ANDERSON. What did you think was going to intervene to re- 

duce the estimated cost to the point where you had money to go 
out and buy this material? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Because we had the money still available 
within the limitations at that time. I estimated, based on the conver- 
sation with the son of the owner a t  a meeting, that we could buy 
the material for approximately $1,300 and there was much more than 
that available at that time. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Was this before or after you decided to lengthen 
the strip from 1,500 to 2,500 feet and increase the depth of the bitu- 
minous paving by half an inch ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. I don't recall. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Did you still think after the changes made in the 

plans for construction of this airfield you were going to stay under 
the $25,000 statutory limit? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. I never did think we would finish the airfield 
within the limitation and I think the form 5-25 contains the state- 
ment that as much work as possible will be accomplished within this 
limitation and that the letter of transmittal for that project, when it 
went forward for approval, contains the statement, substantially, that  
the post engineer did not have the engineering ability to develop the 
detailed plans and that that should be assigned to the engineer group 
and that the engineer group accomplish as much work as possible 
within that limit a t'lon. 

Mr. ANDERSON. ISit your position now, then, if I understand you 
correctly, that you were opposed to using more than $25,000 of 0.& M. 
funds to construct this airfield? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir; I wasn't opposed to it. I was opposed 
to using more than the limitation on that particular project. I was of 
the opinion an additional project--one or more-could be submitted. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But i t  wasn't submitted? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. That is what I found out later, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOU didn't know while this whole incredible thing 

was going on that this $25,000 limit was being exceeded, that all of 
these requests were being made for materials and that they were being 
costed to maintenance funds and everything else under the sun to con- 
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ceal the fact they were being used for this airstrip? You didn't know 
that and you were the G 4  at that post? 

Colonel R IDLEH~ER.  I think Iwill have to explain, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOU certainly will. 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. The matter of costing and purchase, the pur- 

chase request or the purchase of materials or contracts under the ac- 
counting system-I don't know what it is today-are not costed at the 
time funds are obligated. They are costed when the materials or 
services are utilized. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But you as G 4 have supervisory authority over a 
project of this kind and I don't care whether they are costed at the time 
they are obligated or whether they are costed during construction. 
It is your business to know how they are being costed, isn't i t  ? 

Colonel RIDLEHIJBER. That is right and the materials I purchased 
that would have been put over the $25,000 limitation, approximately, 
was to be covered by additional projects, additional projects, and they 
were purchased for stock or something else with the expectation that 
if the project was approved they would be costed on a work order, as 
is all materials to that particular project. 

Mr. ANDERSON. YOU knew way back in 1959 that this wasn't going 
to be approved after you couldn't get a waiver of the restrictions, of 
the landing restrictions because of the water tower? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir ;I didn't know that. 
Mr. ANDERSON. You didn't know that? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir. I was informed by Colonel Penning- 

ton that it would not. 
Mr. ANDERSON. You were informed and you Then you knew i t ?  

knew, didn't you? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. I didn't agree with him. I felt that the only 

way you could determine whether or not the project would be approved 
would be to submit them with detailed justification. There was always 
an alternative to changing to this minor MCA. 

Chairman DAWSON. But you didn't want to change it? You didn't 
intend to change i t ;  you didn't set out to change it? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. I think if all of the records are dug 
out you will see that there was a plan and instructions to develop the 
additional projects. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me call your attention to page 11of Mr. Baras' 
statement where it says that the request that had been made to the 
Office of the Quartermaster General on November 25, 1958, for 
waivers to permit continuation of the construction of a noinstrument 
approach runway was turned down by the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations on January 29,1959, and at  the same time a recommenda- 
tion was made that a new airfield site be selected. 

The effect of this rejection was to force the elimination from the fiscal year 
1960 military construction program of the aviation facilities which Fort Lee 
had been seeking * * * 

Now you lmew that, didn't you? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. That is right. 
Mr. ANDERSON. You even went ahead and Still you went ahead. 

got a hangar installed here that you knew was going to be installed 
as a part of that project. The only reason for that was because you 
were trying to get an airstrip for an airfield there, wasn't it? 



75 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. DO you think there is any excuse, any justification 

at all for the deliberate flouting of the will of Congress exhibited by 
an officer in your position ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. I certainly didn't realize at  the time that I 
was flouting the will of Congress, sir, and in the back of my mind, all 
of the while, there were additional projects required to be completed. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Weren't you aware that there is a section in the law 
that says that no such project, the cost of which is in excess of $25,000 
shall be authorized unless approved in advance by the Secretary o j  
the military department concerned? You knew that, didn't you? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER.Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Yet you resorted to every kind of a machination 

and maneuver and subterfuge to cost these things out and do other 
things that you could do to go ahead, drive ahead, and ignored that 
$25,000 limitation. Isn't that a fair and honest estimate of your con- 
duct in your post as G 4 ?  

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. That is the end result, the way it was handled 
after my departure. 

Mr. ANDERSON. YOU departed when ? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. July 7,1959. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And the Engineers arrived and started to build the 

field in March of 1958? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. That is right. 
Mr. ANDERSON. That was a good year before you left Fort Lee, 

Colonel. 
- That is all I have. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. May I add one thing? When he was speak- 
ing about the first year, the records will show that on the 30th of 
June 1958 the sum of $19,372 had been costed against project 10-57 
initial construction of Fort Lee airstrip engineer troop project. That, 
of course, was exclusive of the training, the funds that went to sup- 
port the unit and the training. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I have one more question, Mr. Chairman. I have 
a copy of a letter dated June 2, 1959, that was addressed to you by 
Colonel Pennington, Chief of the Installations Division of the Quar- 
termaster Corps. The second paragraph of that letter reads as 
follows : 

As you know and as  I mentioned in our telephone conversation on May 29, 
the Quartermaster General is limited to a funded cost of $25,000 for new con- 
struction. This limitation applies to  the entire airfield a s  one project and not 
to various elements or increments. I n  other words, the project completed 
with $25,000 funded cost must be a usable facility in  itself. I understand that  
YOU are  about up to the legal limit now, so i t  does not appear possible to accom- 
plish PR16-60 for electricity and water nor PR58-18-60 for  temporary control 
tower from 0.& M. funds in  fiscal 1960. 

Now that would certainly indicate to anyone that reads that letter 
your awareness on this date of the situation you were in, wouldn't 
you agree, Colonel ? 

Colonel RIDLEEIWER. I was aware of the information that he con- 
veyed to me. I never agreed with him that the department could not 
have approved additional projects. 

Mr. ANDERSON.The point is they didn't approve them and yon went 
ahead anyway. 
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Colonel RIDLEHIJBER. They didn't approve them later. Why they 
didn't approve them, I don't know. 

Mr. ANDERSON.That isn't the question as to why they didn't ap- 
prove them. I f  we were going to go into that, we might ask since 
1952 no one has felt that this project that you felt was so urgent 
was sufficiently important to include in a miltary construction author- 
ization act, but it isn't a question of that; it  is a question of what you 
did. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mrs. Granahan ? 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. NO questions. 
Chairman DAWSON. The bell has rung and we have to go answer the 

call. I am going to ask that we adjourn until 2 o'clock. 
(Whereupon, at  11:05 a.m., the hearing was adjourned until 2 p.m. 

the same day.) 
AFI'ERNOON SESSION 

Chairman DAWSON. The hearing will come t,o order. 
I believe Colonel Ridlehuber had the stand when we adjourned, 

We will resume where we left off. Mr. Anderson was questioning you. 

FURTHER TESTIMONY OF COL. WALTER R. RIDZEHUBER, DIRECTOR 
OF WAREHOUSING, MEMPHIS GENERAL DZPOT, MEMPHIS, TENM. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Colonel, as I recall your testimony before we re- 
cessed for lunch, you stated that even though the orlginal form DA 
5-25, the one that was approved the 17th of September 1957, showed 
a cost; that is, additional funds that would be required to complete 
the project, of $37,000 and then that was subsequently reduced by 
another project estimate dated the 1st of November 1957 to $24,948, 
which brought it under the $25,000 limitation, you said that you ex- 
pected to get additional projects approved. 

Colonel EIDLEIIUBER.Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
NOWI have been reading under project description, 

which is paragraph No. 1,on this form DA 5-25. I have been read- 
ing the description of this particular project which was approved for  
t h ~ samount and i t  reads : 

Construction of flexible pavement landing strip, 765 feet by 2,500 feet, with 
minimum necessary overruns, paved taxiways and parking aprons, and includ- 
ing a 454-foot paved access road, landing strip, to  be located within the bound- 
aries of the military reservation approximately 3% miles to  the north of the  
clear area- 

and so on. What projects would there be in addition to that project 
description that would be necessary to complete this airstrip? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Other additional projects. I believe I men-
t.ioned this morning that the letter of transmittal to that stated sub- 
stantially that the post engineer did not have the capability to pre- 
pare the estimate in detail and we requested that that be assigned to 
the Engineer group and that they accomplish as much work as pos- 
sible within that limitation and that the last line or sentence in that 
letter of transmittal stated that it would not exceed the limitation 
during fiscal 1958. 

Mr. ANDERSON. DO we have n copy of the letter of transmittal? 
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Chairman DAWSON. While he is looking at that, I have been trying 
in my mind to find some justification for your undertaking the matter 
as an emergency. It shouldn't have cost over $25,000, but you in fact 
knew that this strip would cost more than that. How can you justify 
it when the law says that you do not start a pro~ect as an emergency 
project if i t  is goin to cost more than $25,000 ? You shouldn't have 
started i t  anyway, gut as an emergency project, if it cost more than 
$25,000, then how can you justify going 'ahead and doing it as an 
emergency and here you knew it was going to cost you more? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Mr. Chairman, I know more about it now 
than I did then. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU were supposed to know then and you are 
very positive-you are as positive as any man I have ever seen in try- 
ing to justify what you had done when you knew it was wrong I f  
you didn't know it then, you know it now and you are still trylng to 
justify it. 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. All I am trying to  do is to justify the actions 
that I took. 

Chairman DAWSON. Sure, but you can't justify them under any 
regulation. You are trying to-Well, I won't say that yet because I 
know you want to ask questions. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, if I may go back to this: I have the 
impression or I had the impression in listening to your testimony this 
morning that you were suggesting that this $25,000 statutory limita- 
tion was applicable only to a single fiscal year. 

Colonel RIDLEITUBER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And that the total project, if it could be spread 

over a number of fiscal years, that you could accumulate that statu- 
tory limitation. I s  that your position? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. That was our understanding at  the time; yes, 
sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, I have before me here the statute, the lan- 
guage of section 408, chapter 70, statute 991, page 1016, where i t  says : 

The Secretaries of the military departments may expend out of appropria- 
tions available for maintenance and operation amounts necessary to accomplish 
a project which, except for the fact that the cost does not exceed $25,000, would 
otherwise be authorized to be accomplished under subsection (a ) .  

I certainly don't get the connotation from that that you can keep 
extending this limitation over a number of different years, but that is 
the total that can be expended for a project unless it is contained in  
the Military Construction Authorization Act. But you say that you 
didn't understand that. 

(Appendix 1-Statutes relating to possible violations of law in 
connection with construction of airfield at Fort Lee, Va., appears in 
the appendix on p. 409.) 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir. And am I correct that the letter so 
states that, the letter of transmittal? 

Mr. ANDERSON. youAre referring to the letter signed by Mr. 
Bower ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir; that transmitted the revised project. 
Mr. ANDERSON (reading) : 
The accomplishment of so much work as may be possible on an out-of-pocket 

ohligation cost not to exceed $25,000 during fiscal year 1958-

that is correct. 
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Now there is one other thing I would like to get into, Mr. Chairman, 
if I may and that is with respect to when did you first get word that 
the General Accounting Office, through the district engineer at  Nor- 
folk, was sending son~ebody down to Fort Lee. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. I was not there. I had no knowledge of such 
investigation until I was told to ap Eear before an inspector general 
in Korea. I think it was on Septem er 2. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, you left in July of 1959? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, July 7. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
When was this that you were told to appear before 

the inspector general ? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. The 2d of February, as I recall. I had no 

prior notice until that time. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Of the following year ? 

Colonel RIDLBHUBER. 
Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. ISit a fact, Colonel, that this Operation MOBEX to 

which some of the purchase requests for ma.terials used in this airfield, 
to which some of these requests were charged, that this was a fictitious 
project 8 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir. 
Mr. ANDWSON. What was it ? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. The funds were available for the tactical 

forces for use in connection with outloading or being ready for deploy- 
ment as strike units. The 109th, one of the several companies that 
went through the test, had one small platoon of less than a platoon 
size that could not outload within its allocated time. There was an 
additional requirement, overall requirement of Fort Plee of some 80,000 
square yards of hardstand that had been programed for years but little 
or none had been accomplished due to the shortage of funds. As we 
were reaching the end of the fiscal year there, we had funds available 
for the tactical forces and a meeting was called between the group 
commander, the G-3 people, and the G 4  people to decide what proj- 
ects or what requirements would be covered out of the money available. 
This was one of the items that they selected and knowing that it would 
be used at the airfield, but hardstand which the 109th would use, and 
that  was put in writing and copies distributed to the engineer on which 
he initiated the purchase request, as well as to the group commander, 
the G-3, the controller and finance and accounting officer. Had not 
the finance and accounting office had a copy of that, they would never 
have certified the money for the purchase. 

Mr. ANDEPWON. If  I understand you correctly, you are giving sub- 
stantially the same explanation now as appears on page 34 of Mr. 
Baras' statement. That statement on page 35 goes on to say that 
you did admit to the committee staff that the desi,gnation of this 
Project MOBEX is the purpose for which this crushed stone had been 
procured, that that could be considered a subterfuge. 

Colonel RIDLEITUBER. I agreed with Mr. Perlman that it could be 
at this date. 

Mr. ANDERSON. AS a matter of fact, that was the reason it was done. 
It was a subterfuge to get around something that by that time you 
did realize you were in trouble as far as the statutory limitation was 
concerned. 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER.Yes, sir. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. I don't have any further questions. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan ? 
Mr. LANIGAN.The purchase order which is exhibit No. 26 in our 

record, which was designated as being required for MOBEX was 
made out on June 5, 1959, which was after your conversation with 
Colonel Pennington on May 29 to the effect that he told you that the 
Quartermaster General was limited to a funded cost of $25,000 for 
new construction and that this limitation applied to the entire airfield, 
in other words, as  one project and not the various elements or incre- 
ments. So he had given you that instruction prior to the time that 
the Mobex purchase order was signed ; is that correct ? 

(Exhibit 26-Local purchase request No. 2107-M from the post 
engineer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, 
June 5,1959, appears in the appendix on p. 306.) 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. And concurrent or subsequent to that, they ap- 
proved the project for the building which is now designated as a 
hangar and ~twas supposed to have been submitted as a project to 
cover the hardstand. It was not submitted. Why, I don't know. 

Mr. LANIGAN. But the material that was bought in MOBEX pur- 
chase order was actually used in the airstrip ;is that correct? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Yes, sir. It was intended to be used around 
the area where the building was to be erected and from there out. 
What it was used for I don't know because I departed before is was 
used. 

Chairman DAWSON. The building of the hangar was done under a 
subterfuge that you were going to use it for the same purposes when 
you knew you were going to use it in connection with this airstrip? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that 
there had been a requirement for this company for a building in which 
to train in for summers and it had been programed yearly as a minor 
MCA and no funds were available. 

Chairman DAWSON. It was not being used as a hangar? It was used 
as a hangar, wasn't it? That was put up there knowing that in 
order to get around the law, which would require you to come to Con- 
gress to get appropriations for a hangar, you gave it a name or stated 
a purpose when you discussed with others that it wouldn't be used for 
that purpose. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER.I beg your pardon. I thought I stated that it 
would be used for the 109th and would also concurrently provide some 
covered space for the maintenance of aircraft. It couldn't be used 
for both purposes, but the primary purpose was for the 109th. I now 
learned since I have been up here the last couple days that it has 
never been used by the 109th. I don't know why. (Exhibit 42.) 

(Exhibit 42-Individual project estimate-repairs and utilities, 
Fort Lee, Va., post request No. 72-59, construction of a prefabricated 
metal building, June 3,1959, appears in the appendix on p. 337.) 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU don't know why? It was never intended 
to be used by the 109th. 

Mr. LNIGAN.NOW Major Swartz testified that in the early part of 
May 1959 he had informed you that they had just about reached the 
$25,000 limitation and that you then told him that the various pur- 
chases should be costed to other projects. 
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Colonel RIDLEHUBER.NO, sir, not costed, that the procurement of 
it should be indicated for either stock or something like that until we 
could get the project approved because it is costed at the time of use, 
not at the time of purchase. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Then it should be indicated on the purchase order 
that they would be used for other projects. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER.Well, it could be for stock because we had a 
requirement for it for other purposes as well. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Colonel Swartz also testified that would apply to pnr- 
chase order, wl~ ic l~  is exhibit 23, and was numbered 1900 for crushed 
stone, the 150 tons of crushed stone, was made out as required for 
maintenance of roads at  your instruction and that this material was 
used for the airstrip. I wish you would take a look at this. 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER.Yes, sir, I am familiar with this and also I 
would like to point out that the required date was on or before June 
30. It was intended to be used the next fiscal year. 

Now we mere of the opinion at that time that this sum or some 
approximation of it was still available from a costing standpoint if 
we cancelled or did not use the asphalt that had been purchased in 
1958. Was it 1958 ? Yes, 1958. 

Mr. LANIGAN.M~ould you read to the committee what that purchase 
order states, the material that it is required for in the box? 

Colonel RIDLEI-IWER. Yes,"Required for maintefiance of roads". 
sir, if we didn't get the project approved or if we co~~ldn't,  if it  were 
decided that we couldn't cancel the asphalt, then we would have to 
defer this and get another project to cover it. 

Mr. LANIGAN.But the intention was to use it in the airstrip ? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER.I f  we could get a project approved or if there 

was sufficient available within the limitations to utilize it or some 
amount of it. 

Mr. LANIGAN.In  the airstrip ? 
Colonel RIDLEI~BER.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.SO when it stated that it is for maintenance of roads, 

that is not entirely correct. 
Colonel RID~~EFIUBER. It was merely a means of obligating No, sir. 

the money to purchase stock at  that time. 
Mr. LANIGAN.And you signed that for the commanding officer? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.I would like to show you exhibit 4, which is the in- 

struction which you received in connection with the approval of the 
project of PR-10-57 revised. I f  you will read the first paragraph, you 
will note that the approval is subject to a total expenditure of 0.& M. 
funds not to exceed $24,948 for supplies and indirect costs. 

(Exhibit &Memorandum from Col. Oliver C. Harvey, Qnarter- 
master Corps, Chief, Installations Division? to the Training Com- 
mand, U.S. Army, Fort Lee, Va., re indivldnal project estlmate- 
repairs and utilities, post request No. 10-57 (revised), November 27, 
1957, appears in the appendix on p. 257.) 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Then it is true that in your letter of transmittal there 

was some indication that you might want to use other money later, 
but the approval that came to you was limited to $24,948; is that 
correct ? 
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Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Yes, sir, for that particular project. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Did you get approvals for other projects other than 

for the hangar in connection with building the airstrip ? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Sir, they were not submitted at  the time I left 

and since I have been here I learned that the first one was not sub- 
mitted until, I believe, January 1960, and at  that time it was 
disapproved. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW the second paragragh (b)  states that no work 
should be accomplished that will conflict with the ultimate completion 
of the airstrip in full accordance with the criteria contained in 
EM1110-3-311, dated June 15, 1957. This should include the main- 
tenance of all prescribed clearances for structures or other obstruc- 
tions during present or future stages of construction. Having re- 
ceived this limitation, what check did you make as to t,he obstructions 
in the area ? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. This matter was taken up with the district 
engineer, sir, and we were of the opinion that they were talking about 
the clearing of the area because there had been one project set up to 
clear so much and this would require the clearance of additional 
ground and that was undertaken and accomplished. 

Mr. LANIGAN. The only clearance of the area was of timber, was it 
not ? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.DO you interpret the word 'Lstructures" to be limited 

to timber? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. NO, sir. We understood that this was talking 

about "other structures" that would be constructed under the MCA 
programs which were being developed concurrently with this. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Could the airstrip ever be completed ultimately in ac- 
cordance with the criteria that existed at that time for clearances in 
the general area ? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. I am not sure that the "SR" they refer to is 
keyed to the obstructions within the surrounding area which requjred 
either a waiver-required a waiver from the operational people, slr. 

Mr. LANIGAN. YOU subsequently reqnested a waiver ? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Were the instructions changed between the time of 

this memorandum and the time you requested the wajver! 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Sir, we did not associate thls with the waiver 

at all. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I n  other words, you thought that you could build 

an airstrip without worrying whether you had an instrument landing 
clearance going to and from the airstrip? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. When we initially started the construction of 
the airfield, there was no known requirement to me that we would 
have instrument approach for flying. 

Chairman DAWSON. You stress the words "to me". 
Colonel R I D L E ~ E R .  Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. I just wanted to be sure I caught the stress and 

you thereby left yourself in position to misinterpret or put a different 
interpretation upon the law than what is required, what is used by the 
ordinary person. You always use the words "to me". Do you re- 
gard yourself not bound by Army regulations, that just because you 
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want to say that, that that was the way it seemed to me, that the Army 
regulations therefore had to be wrong and you right? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. NO, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Or that your interpretation of it had to be right 

as against that of other sane, sensible men who had a record for in- 
tegrity in the Army as great as yours ? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. NO, sir. 
Chairman DAWBON. Then you stress always "to me". There must 

be a reason for it because vou know no sane, sensible man would reach 
the same conclusion and you want to make an excuse for yourself. 

Mr. LANIGAN. I would just like to read you a paragraph from the 
Corps of Engineers Manual, EM-1110-3-311 app. V, of June 15, 
1957,which defines instrument approach zone as- 

An area beyond each clear zone, extending on the ground for  a distance of 
50,000 feet along and symmetrical about the extended centerline of the runway. 
The  width of the approach zone a t  the end of the clear zone is 1,000 feet * * * 
and then flares to 16,000 feet a t  50,000 feet from the end of the clear zone. 

You weren't aware of this definition at that time ? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. Only in a general way because the district 

engineer was handling that particular aspect of it,sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.SO you are telling us now there mas a district engi- 

neer that was negligent in not following out these instructions? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. Well, I didn't intend that. What I was try- 

ing to get across is the matter of obstructions were handled by the 
district engineer and they gave us the information on JT-hich we went 
in to ask for the waivers. 

Mr. LANIGAN. SOthe district engineers bold you that these obstruc- 
tions were in existence; is that correct ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Did they ever tell you there were no obstructions? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. The people we dealt with in the district en- 

gineers were of the opinion that we would get waivers for all of the 
obstructions. 

Mr. LANIGAN. SOYOU proceeded on the basis of getting waivers at 
a later time? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Even though your instructions on which the project 

was approved required the removal of the obstructions; is that correct Z 
Colonel RIDLEIIUBER. That is ail interpretation of it, sir. But there 

are many waivers that are given in connection with airfields, as well 
as other facilties. 

Mr. LANIGAN. YOU couldn7t get waivers when you tried ? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. AS a matter of fact, sir, in reviewing the rec- 

ord since I have been a p  here, I don't think there is anywhere where 
it states specifically that DCSOPS disapproved the waivers. They 
said they wanted an all-weather flight and they wanted to get an- 
other site, but when we went back to them and told them there wasn't 
another site, they had another chance to either approve or disapprove 
the waivers and I have no knowledge that they finally disapproved 
them. 

Mr. LANIGAN. YOU mean they didn't give you the waivers? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. They didn't give us the waivers but I know 

of nothing that they finally disapproved them. 
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Chairman DAWSON. That is after you had built it. 
Mr. LANIGAN.YOU mean you expected them to disapprove waivers 

rather than grant them? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. Well, they deny them or disapprove the waiv- 

ers;yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. But you had already started on the work. 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. Yes, sir. 
Ohairman DAWSON. Knowing that-without getting the OK on i t ?  

In  other words, you believe that you can go ahead and if I do this, 
then it is done and then they can't do anything about it after it is 
done. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. NO, sir, I don't. 
Chairman DATVSON. What is the use of waivers, if you start without 

getting them ? You understand English. 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. May I make a point here, sir? Some of 

these-
Chairman DAWSON. You may tell us a fact, not make a point. 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. A11 right. Some of these obstructions could 

have been waived. For instance, the tank immediately adjacent to  
the airfield at  the reformatory, I think I was informed by the district 
engineer if proper lighting had been put up there that we would get 
a waiver. 

Chairman DAWSON. Was proper lighting put on it ? 
Colonel R I D L E ~ E R .  NO, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Then you couldn't get a waiver, but you went 

ahead and built anyway. 
Colonel RIDLEWBER. I discussed it with the superintendent of the 

reformatory, about putting it up there, and it was all right providing 
we put it up. He wouldn't put it up. 

Chairman DAWSON. But you didn't put it up. You went ahead and 
did the work without a waiver. You knew what you were doing. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Did you inform General Denniston at  any time that 
additional projects would have to be approved in order to facilitate 
the purchase of materials to complete the airfield? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Yes, sir ;both directly and indirectly-direct- 
ly in conversation with him and indirectly throug11 the Chief of Staff 
and deputy post commander and he also signed the letter to the Quar- 
termaster General which stated substantially that. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Do you recall the time of your conversation with 
him ? 

Colonel RIDLEHURER. NO, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Could you pinpoint it by a month or a season of 

the year ? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. I think it was from the time that we were 

trying to get the company back there the second year, I would think, 
because we had quite a conversation on getting them back to finish it. 

Mr. LAMGAN.That was the early part of 1959? 
Colonel RIDLEIIORER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. And did you tell General Denniston at any time that 

these additional projects had been instituted under these various- 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. They were not instituted; they were under 

instruction that they would be instituted, but this was not at  the time 
I departed. 
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Mr. LANIQAN. Did you tell them that these purchase orders had 
been signed ? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. NO, sir ;I don't think so. 
Mr. LANIGAN. YOU did tell them that you thought you would have 

to institute these other projects? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Correct. 
Mr. HENDERSON. Colonel, the report indicates that there was pres- 

sure in other places for the construction of this airstrip. Can you 
tell us where that pressure came from? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Yes, sir. There was pressure from Continental 
Army Command by the commander himself, his instruction coming to 
us primarily from Major General Sanford. They figured it was a need 
for it, both in connection with the support of Log-X and the mobiliza- 
tion planning, from the Office of the Quartermaster General, from the 
Deputy Chief of Logistics. They had a representative to come down 
there in early 1957 and asked couldn't we get on with such a project 
and said that they would approve, I believe, a figure of $17,000, as I 
recall, and the officer that came down was named Colonel Harvey and 
a t  that time we contemplated on going in on the site a much shorter 
field and putting fill in on top of the stumps and that was later thrown 
out and we went into 4he more ambitious program. 

Mr. HENDERSON.Did that pressure continue after the project was 
turned down ? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. The project was turned down? 
Mr. HENDERSON.After the project was turned down. 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. YOU mean the increment in MCA to snp- 

port it? 
Mr. HENDERSON. Yes. 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. I don't know. I don't think so, by the time I 

had left, unless you could possibly associate i t  with the changing of 
the drop zone to Fort Lee and reducing costs on this long haul to Camp 
Pickett where they were packing and hauling to convert the field to 
outload-unless you associate that with it, I would say there was no 
pressure. 

Mr. HENDERSON.NOW you indicated in the report that there was 
pressure within Camp Lee for this project. Who, other than your- 
self, applied that type of pressure? 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. Well, when I went there, the commanding 
general, Maj. Gen. I ra  K. Evans, was pressuring to get something 
done. I can't speak for General Denniston. 

Mr. HENDERSON.What form of pressure was it? What form did 
the pressure take? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. Going out and looking over the site, even to 
the extent of having us 'build a grass strip behind what was in the ware- 
housing as a do-it-yourself project in the hope we could use that as an 
interim, but it was later found out by the people that approved those 
that it was not suitable for C-23 aircraft which made it more impor- 
tant we get another site were the 23 could utilize it. 

Mr. HENDERSON. Was any pressure placed upon you by any other 
individuals to create the subterfuges that have been alleged here? 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. I wouldn't say that. I would say we were 
working with G-3 the whole time in connection with the hangar and 
use of the MOBEX materials and things like thah. 
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Mr. HENDERSON.NO particular individuals? 
Colonel RIDLEHUBER. NO. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU said you were working with G-3. 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. The assistant chief of staff of training, ,Colonel 

Burr, and he had a Major Riley and three or four aviators we were 
working with. 

Chairman DAWSON. What year was that? 
Colonel RIDLEHWER. That was 1959. Mav or June. 
Chairman DAWSON. I have here a letter which says- 

Received a call from Colonel Pennington concerning my personal letter of May 
25, 1959; reference, operating facilities for the landing field. Colonel Penning- 
ton stated that  he had taken this matter up with General McNamara 
for guidance on our future course of action. The Quartermaster General 
is concerned over the possible repercussions from its ceiling bid of $25,000 
for project troop which was authorized for the airfield. 

This is in June 1959. H e  was concerned then about its exceeding 
it and yet you went ahead and cost these expenses up to $500,000. At 
the same time he realizes that a standard Army airfield will not be 
constructed and that a minimum of facilities must be provided. 
(See exhibit 21.) 
Colonel Pennington went over and talked the matter over with the aviation 
people a t  DCSOPS and  they advised him that  waivers would not be granted for  
the construction of MCA airfields. The Army is  having to cut back on aviation 
facilities and programs to include Fort  Rucker. 

You knew all of these things and yet you exceeded the $25,000 limit 
and used every subterfuge to go ahead with this building of it. 

I informed Colonel Pennington we realized the Byrd Field will continue to 
be utilized i n  our operation for pilot training. We have a n  agreement with the 
WABS people which we believe will meet this requirement. On the other hand, 
the landing strip can be utilized extensively by daylight and good weather opera- 
tion. H e  stated that  both he and the Quartermaster General agreed and that  
General McNamara went on to say that  he  doubted that  a standard type airfield 
could ever be justified for  four airplanes and, furthermore, he saw no reason 
why an Army aircraft should not be operated on a temporary airstrip. The im-
mediate problem is  the purchase of a metal hangar building for  erection by troop 
labor a t  a later date. 

You knew you had to have this hangar. You knew it couldn't come 
within the $25,000 limitation and yet you went on to seek means to 
get around i t  by pretending that this hangar was going to be used for 
another purpose when you weren't getting the hangar for that purpose. 

Colonel RIDLEHWER. We were getting it for two purposes. It 
turned out we used it but for one. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU used it for a subterfuge and you say in 
here that there would be immediate problems of purchase of a metal 
hangar building for erection by troop labor a t  a later date. Then you 
charge that this building was being built for another purpose other 
than a hangar. You got funds for that purpose, knowing that yolT 
were going to use it for a hangar in connection wibh this airstrip. 

I asked Colonel Pennington to assure the Quartermaster General- 

the Quartermaster General was concerned about it- 
that we would not recommend anything that  would put  him in a n  embarrassing 
Position-

showing that you had in mind at that time the knowledge that if you 
went through with this thing you would put him in somewhat of an 
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embarrassing position, but you were concerned with what excuses you 
could make in order to justify the thing that you were going to order, 
but you were going to order them in spite of regulations. 

I n  the case of the hangar, i t  will be procured if the purchase is  approved and 
P-2000 funds are  available for  the area detachment and not necessarily associated 
with the airfield. 

So you wanted to give an excuse not associated with the airfield in 
order to get funds to finish the airfield and you knew it was going to be 
used for that purpose. 

In the case of physical inspection by the Department of the Army representa- 
tives a t  some later date, it can be explained that  this is  a temporary bnilding. 

You wanted to go ahead and do it for the airstrip and then you make 
up an excuse to give in the future if they ever caught up with you and 
that is all you 'nave been trying to do here today, give excuses of why 
you violated what you knew to be the law. 

I n  case of a physical inspection by the Department of the Army representatives 
a t  some later date, i t  can be explained that  this is a temporary building which 
would be moved to meet other storage requirements. 

I t  can be explained. You weren't going to use it for that purpose, 
but you were going to use it in connection with your airstrip if and 
when no longer required at the airfield site-if and when. You knew 
it was going to be required a.t the airfield site, but it is only subterfuge 
to get around the law, the limitations that had been set up and know- -
ingly done. 

"Other facilities required, such as water * * *." You knew water 
would be required. You knew power woulcl be required and lights 
would be required. Those can be provided as resources become avail- 
able as improvement on the landing field will be in existence. You 
bring it into existence in order to get these other things. By your own 
letter dated June 1,1959, and signed by W. R. Ridlehuber, colonel, you 
knew these things. Now you would sit there and have us think what 
you wanted them to think after you tried to conceal it and after it has 
been discovered, and you still hold on to avoiding the responsibilities. 
You still won't face the truth and your fine answers are fitted to try to 
get you off the spot. 

That is all. Thank you. 
Col. Louis S'hirley. 
You do solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give the 

subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I do. 

TESTIMONY OF COL. LOUIS W. SHIRLEY,U.S. ARMY (EETIRED), 
FORMER DEPUTY POST COMMANDER AND DEPUTY COMMAPJDER, 
PORT LEE, VA. 

Chairman DAWSON. Were you at Fort Lee during the period COP-
ered by t,his report and what capacity did you occupy ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I was there most of the time and I was there as 
the deputy post commander and deputy commander. 

Chairman Dawso~ .  Who mas your immediate superior? 
Colonel SIIIRLEY.General Denniston. 
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Chairman DAWSON. Describe your duties there. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. The
Well, I was General Denniston's deputy. 

responsibility would be to do the thin s he wanted me to do, carry out 
his instructions and work with the '~8"staffs, the different chiefs of 
staff, G-1, 6-2, G-3, and G-4. I was in the management level a t  
Fort Lee. 

Chairman DAWBON. Mr. -Anderson ? 
Mr. ANDERSON. Colonel Shirley, will you describe to us what your 

role was in conjunction with the attempted suppression of certain 
pa ers from the GAO 1 

8olonel SHIKLEY. Mr. Congressman, when we heard about GAO 
coming down, as is usual, we get the chiefs of staff in and tell them that 
the GAO is coming in and that they will be treated with respect and 
cooperated with and provided with the information that they ask for. 
I did not give any instruction to suppress evidence or destroy any 
papers.

Mr. ANDERSON. Did you make any remark to the effect about pre- 
paring the files or cleaning the files ? 

Colonel SI~IKLEY. We told them that the files should be prepared 
for them and made available to them. That had no connotation or 
I didn't intend it to have any connotation that they should destroy 
any files. 

Mr. ANDERSOK. There is a statement on page 39 in Mr. Baras' state- 
ment that nccordinz to Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett he was instructed 
by you to notify eitvher the post engineer or assistant post engineer to 
remove all embarrassing material from the 10-57 file before the arrival 
of GAO. I s  that a correct statement? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.That is not correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
At  no time did you ever tell Lieutenant Colonel 

Jarrett to remove embarrassing material ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.I wouldn't know that there was any embarrassing 

material in the files. 
Mr. ANDERSON. If you don't know that after what you heard to- 

day-I assume you have been listening to these hearings. There was 
certainly some material that was capable of causing a good deal of 
embarrassment and it did embarrass a lot of people that were later 
re rimanded by the commanding general. 

8olonel SHIRLEY.I beg your pardon; I meant at  that particular 
time. 

Mr. ANDERSON. age 39 by the That fact is further corroborated on 
fact that Major Swsrtz says that-It says that Major twartz corrob- 
orated the fact that he received instructions from Lieutenant Colonel 
Jarrett to remove embarrassing materials from the file. Would I 
understand you then to say that if such an order was given that it was 
generated b Colonel Jarrett ? 

Colonel dHIRLEY. I wouldn't know, sir, who generated the order. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Who was his immediate superior at  the time? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
Colonel Ridlehuber. 

Colonel RIDLEHUBER. NO, I wasn't. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. I beg your pardon. 
Colonel Connor. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
AS I recall it, Colonel Connor testified you were 

present at  the time there was some discussion of the coming of the 
81951-6-7 
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GAO of the necessity of removing some embarrassing material. Do 
you recall being present ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY. When we heard the GAO was coming, we Yes. 
had a meeting and I am sure there were more there than indicated 
'here because we bring in all of the G staff and advise them, including 
the controller, when we hold these meetings. This is done as a matter 
of course, and includes the Chief of Staff. Now I can't tell you what 
Colonel Jarrett ancl Colonel Swartz felt about the particular files but 
1 certainly did not tell them to destroy anything out of the files. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Not destroy, but did you tell them to remove? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.I did not tell them to remove things from the files 

either. 
Mr. ANDERSON. There is a statement on page 40 of this report that 

Colonel Connor told the staff of this committee that he told you that 
he would not be a party to the removal of any material from the files. 
Is that a correct statement ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I don't recall that, but he could have done that. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Well, if it is possible then that he said that and could 

have done that, doesn't that logically infer that somebody told Colonel 
Connor that he was supposed to removed that material from the fXes P 

Colonel SHIRLEY. I don't think so.I don't think so, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. WhyThat doesn't carry that implication to you? 

would he feel it necessary to tell the committee staff tha.t he told you 
that. .he wouldn't be a party to something if nobody told him he should -
do it? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I don't remember Colonel Connor telling me that 
he would not be a party to the destruction of any files. I wouldn't be 
a party to it either. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, you are not sure whether that con- 
versation took place or not ;is that right ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I am not familiar with this, nor do I have any 
recollection of it. 

Chairman DAWSON. I guess they all have bad memories on those 
auestions that would show knowledge on their part. That is the 
6nly time their memories get bad; %hen someth'ing comes up that 
would make them a party to this seeking to avoid the limitations by 
Congress. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I am not seeking to avoid it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOUwere aware of the law existing as to the limita- 

tion of the $25,000 in 1year, were you not? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. ISit a fact you were not aware this occurred until 

after the GAO divulged this information after their visit to the post? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. That is right. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Yet you were the direct person in reporting to the 

general as to what the G 4  was doing here at Fort Lee, weren't you? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. Mr. Congressman, in the organization there are 

management people that have responsibility for management of cer- 
tain phases of the operations at the post. That responsibility is dele- 
gated to them, the different G staffs. They have a program; they 
develop it and they are supposed to carry it out and they are given 
the latitude and authority to do that and this is the way it is operated. 
I could not possibly, nor did I, supervise their activities. 
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Mr. ANDERSON.You knew this airfield was one of the projects that 
were going on, didn't you ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOU had some very serious doubts as a matter of 

fact as to whether or not that could be collstructed under the $25,000 
limitation, didn't you ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.,Ihad some doubts about that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Don't you think if you had doubts of that kind 

that being the immediate superior of Colonel Ridlehuber you would 
have taken some steps to find out what was going on during the 
progress of the construction, as to whether or not it was exceeded? 
Wasn't your curiosity being excited a little bit on that ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY. I must answer that by saying we had the con- 
fidence of Colonel Ridlehuber and the G 4  program chairman to 
carry out their particular program and we depended upon them to 
carry out that program, 

Mr. ANDERSON. I note from page 42 the statement that you recalled 
you approved two purchase requests for materials used in this air- 
field shown on the record as being required for other purposes. I n  
other words, while this was going on you knew materials for airfields 
were being charged to a project other than this project,; is that 
correct ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I knew about these, but I had no indication or 
was I advised that it exceeded $25,000 limitation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. a used and But you knew that materials were bein 
bei'ng charcred to other projects and being used on the air eld? 

Colonel ~HIRLEY.  This I must answer yes 
Mr. ANDERSON. Coupled with the fact that originally you said 

you doubted whether or not the thing could be constructed for $25,000. 
Shouldn't that have aroused a certain degree of suspicion as to what 
was going on here? 

Colonel SHIRLEY. Not having the knowledge that it exceeded it, 
I never considered it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, as you sit there now you don't feel 
that you were lax in any way in your capacity as the Chief of Staff 
for General Denniston, knowing what was going on with respect to 
this project ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.Maybe I was. I don't know. Maybe I was. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Well, I would think you would give us a somewhat 

franker answer, frankly, than that after looking at this record. 
I have no further questions. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Brown ? 
Mr. BROWN. I am sorry I was late but we had a rule on the floor. 
Did you ever discuss this matter with General Denniston? 
Colonel SIIIRLEY.Yes, sir. 

Mr. BROWN. Did he know that these things were going on? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
He knew about the same facts I knew, that I in-

dicated to you, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. And did he know that you had signed these orders for 

the use of materials that would go to a different operation, or for s 
purchase other than originally designated ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.ASI recall, I told him that ;yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. What did he have to say about that; do you remember? 
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Colonel SHIRLEY.He  took the same position that I did, that this was 
a matter which was the responsibility of the particular area and we 
had 110 reason to or we felt we had no reason to take any other action 
on it. 

Mr. BROWN. Let me ask you this: I s  it customary for men in your 
position, or for different divisions or departments or agencies, what- 
ever you want to call them in the military, to use materials or charge 
materials for one purpose when they are designated under the law to 
be used for another purpose? I s  that generally the way you handle 
business ? 

Colonel SIIIRLEY.NO, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. YOU know what would happen if that were done with 

an appropriation by a busi~iess executive? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. He would probably get fired. 
Mr. BROWN.What else might happen to him ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.Well, it all depends on what he did with the 

money. I n  this particular case, no one has got any money. Every-
body thought they were doing something to protect the great interests 
of the Government. 

Mr. BROWN. There is only one thing that does become apparent, 
and that is that the taxpayers don't have the money that they did have. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.Sir, that hits me, too. 

Mr. BROWN. What? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
I am also a taxpayer. 
Mr. BROWN. It has occurred to you that the taxpayers lost this 

money and it was taken away from them illegally? 
Now when you get right down to the moral question, what is the 

difference between taking the taxpayer's money away from him this 
way, in violation of the law, and taking it away from him at  the 
point of a gun ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I don't think anybody really wanted to violate 
the law. I t  could be they morally violated the law. Morally they 
probably violated the law, but I don't think there was any intention 
of it. 

Mr. BROWN. NOW, you don't think there was any intention involved 
in this connection when you cover up transfers of material, when you 
do some of these other things, when these records are taken out of the 
files so they can't be found to show what is being done? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.Well, it is not right. 
Mr. BROWN. NOW you and I are grown up. 
Colonel SH'IRLEY. Yes, sir. It is not right to do it. 
Mr. BROWN. YOU know it is not right. 
Colonel SHIRLEY. It is not right. 
Mr. BROWN. YOU know something was done there that is not right 

and you know now, since this investigation started, that i t  was abso- 
lutely illegal, if you didn't know it before, and in direct violation of 
the law? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN.Let me ask you this question :We sit here as Members 

of the Congress, in positions that are not always easy to fill, any more 
than some occupied by the military officers, and we have certain re- 
sponsibilities to meet. What can a Member of Congress do as to cases 
like this one, other than explode and perhaps demand prosecution, if 
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it is necessary? These activities in the military service such as have 
come to llght here, how can the Congress go on and permit this? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.It shouldn't. 
Mr. BROWN. Aren't we as negligent in our duties and responsibili- 

ties, not perhaps legally, but certainly morally, as you have been, if 
we pennit these things to go on once they are called to our attention? 

Colonel SHURLEY.Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. DO you people in the armed services feel when Con- 

gress passes a law and puts a limitation on expenditures that the Con- 
gress is serious and really means it? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I can only answer for myself and I think you are 
serious and I think you mean it. 

Mr. BROWN. And that we pass a law for a purpose, and yet here 
are officers, some of them that have been here today I notice wear a 
number of distinguished service decorations, and their hashmarks 
show that they have been in the service a long time, and yet these 
things happen. To me that is a most serious thing, Mr. Chairman, 
for the most serious thing about all of this is not just the amount of 
money involved but the fact that here are men in the uniform we 
have been taught to respect, and in the Armed Forces of the United 
States, we turn over our sons and our grandsons to, who still partici- 
pate in a thing like this, and then go so far as to try to cover it up 
by taking records out of the files, illegally sign transfers and applica- 
tions, etc. One officer has testified he stated frankly to his superior 
he didn't want to go to the penitentiary and then finally I said to 
him, "Then you changed your mind and decided you would like to 
go to the penitentiary," but he replied, "Oh, no, but I had to choose 
between violating the law or suffering as a result of the 'system,' " 
whatever that is. What is this system they talk about, that an officeo 
down the line has to obey, even though it is a violation of the law, 
some order, some desire, or if it is just an expression of a desire, of 
a superior officer ? Have we come to that in this country, sir? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I don't think so. 
M i .  BROWN.It would be a sad day, wouldn't it? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. We would be in a It would be a terrible day. 

position that they are in in other countries if this happened here. 
Mr. BROWN. Of course it happened in other countries. 
Colonel SHIRLEY.That is right. 
Mr. BROWN. That is the reason why the Constitution, as we men- 

tioned before, does give the Congress control of the Armed Forces 
of this country, and a lot of us here, sometimes against great pressure, 
fought to control or to continue civilian control of the Armed Forces 
and the armed services just because of that particular situation, but 
t.hat did happen in this case, didn't it, up the line. Who above you in 
this line is responsible for this situation, above Colonel Ridlehuber, 
Ishould say ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I can't answer that. I can say this was started, 
the airstrip was started by a major general not here now, and who de- 
veloped a sense of urgency that it was required. It started at  that 
point. 

Mr. BROWN. IShe on our list of witnesses, Mr. Chairman? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.NO,sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. What was his name? 
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Colonel SHIRLEY. General Evans was the one that started this. 
Chairman DAWSON. What year ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.1957, I believe, is when he talked to the Engineer 

people and aslred them to send this group of soldiers up there to build 
this airstrip. 

Mr. BROWN. But he had nothing to do with all of these evasions 
<> 

of the law, did he, or didn't he? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. NO, sir. He has retired since then. 
Mr. BROWN. I mean at that time did he arrange for evasion of the 

law, or discuss it with any of you officers, or suggest you do these 
things ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.NO, sir. 

Mr. BROWN. He did not ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
NO, sir. He was gone after that. 
Mr. BROWN. Did General Denniston ever suggest that these things 

be done or the law be evaded ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. I don't think I can answer that way, Mr. Brown. 
I would like to say that they had the program and it was delegated 

in a certain area to have the job done and it was done by that particu- 
lar group. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, it is one thing if the general directed the pro- 
gram be carried out according to law, and under the limitations fixed 
by law, and another if he directed or ordered that the program be 
carried out through evasion of law or in violation of law. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I can't say he directed it be conducted in evasion 
of the law. I can't say that. 

Mr. BROWN. Did he have information so he knew that it would be? 
Did he have the information supplied to him? 

Colonel SHIRLEY. He did He had the same information that I did. 
not have the information. 

Mr. BROWN. This is a pretty sordid situation, isn't it, Colonel? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. It is too bad it happened. 
Mr. BROWN. If you had it to do over again, you wouldn't be a party 

to it, would you ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. I don't think Not if I knew about it. not sir. 

any of us would. 
Mr. BROWN. Of course you did know. 
Colonel SHIRLEY.I didn't know about it until it was brought up. 
Chairman DAWSON. He  didn't know about it until he got caught. 

Then the job was to get out of it, if they could. 
Mr. ANDERSON. the gentle- Mr. Chairman, I would like to call-will 

man yield ? 
Mr. BROWN. I certainly will. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I would like to call the witness' attention to the fact 

that his signature appears on an individual project estimate dated 
September 17, 1957, which states that the funded cost of this project 
would be $37,009 and that mas for construction of a flexible pavement 
landing strip 75 by 1,500 feet. Then on the 1st of November, 1957, 
which would be w h a t a b o u t  6 weeks later-his signature appears at 
the bottom of an individual project estimate which calls for the con- 
struction of a flexible pavement landing strip 75 by 2,500 feet. I n  
other words, it had been lengthened a thousand feet and at  this time 
the funded cost is shown as $24,948. That is pretty strange, isn't it, 
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for the funded cost to 
length of the runway %o down by $13,000 while you are increasing the 

y a thousand feet and yet you signed both of 
those. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.Yes, I did and- 
Mr. ANDERSON. it appear strange that 6 weeks before Wouldn't 

that it cost $37,000 to build a 1,500-foot runway and 6 weeks later 
you are ready to certify that it can be done for less than $25,000, even 
though it is a thousand feet longer? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.These are the facts that were given to me by the 
people who developed the form. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Sure they were and they were given to you and you 
signed the estimate; you certified that i t  was correct information. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOU 'approved it. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
I-

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Then don't try to tell this committee you didn't 

know what was going on here. 
Colonel SHIRLEY. I am sorry if I gave you that impression. I knew 

about that. 
Mr. BROWN.YOU don't sign these things unless you know what is in 

them, do you ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.When these projects originally come down and 

are forwarded, I assume the statements therein are correct and I sign 
them. 

Mr. BROWN. You mean you never check back; you just sign some- 
thing somebody brings to you? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I don't always, but I did on this one. 
Mr. BROWN. I have some blank checks in my office. Would you 

sign those for me? Would you do that if somebody brought in some 
blank checks ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.No, I wouldn't do that. 

Mr. BROWN. Especially on your own bank. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
NO,I wouldn't do that. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, you would sign these things which are on the 

Government bank. 
Colonel SHIRLEY.YOU could say that is the same thing, but at  that 

time I didn't consider it the same. I considered I was carrying crut 
my responsibilities for the deputy post commander. 

Mr. BROWN. YOU mean you sign anything that is brought to you? 
Is  that your responsibility as an officer? I s  that the system they talk 
about? That you have the responsibility to sign anything an officer 
brings to you because somebody up above wants it? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I t  might appear that might be the case, but that 
isn't true. I n  this particular case I had the confidence of the people. 

Mr. BROWN. YOU know years and years ago, and most of my col- 
leagues won't believe this, I was educated, or took a postgraduate 
course, in criminal law and I used to read a lot of cases as to how 
many people were hung on evidence that was even more circumstantial 
than this, and they are still dead, you know. They were convicted. 
You know, really, Colonel, and I hope you forgive me, Mr. Chairman, 
if I harp back to it, I am actually saddened by the things that have 
come to light in this case. 

Chairman DAWSON. I am, too. 
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Mr. BROWN. That is dl. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan ? 

Mr. LANIGAN.
YOU stated that you did approve the miscoding of 

two purchase requests, but at that time you didn't know that the 
$25,000 limitation had been exceeded. That was your testimony. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. I testified I approved two, yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Isn't it a fact that even though the $25,000 limita- 

tion had not been exceeded that if a purchase request is charged to 
other.-projects-- that would ostensibly leave more than the $25,000 to be 
available. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. Again I must say I depended upon the people who 
prepared these projects and brought them down to me for signature. 

Mr. LANIGAN. I just don't quite understand that. You mean if they 
come down and tell you that these are not properly coded, you sign 
it because they say that is OI<? 

Colonel SHIRLEY. I don't believe I was told they were properly 
coded, improperly coded, rather. Secondly, I wasn't familiar with the 
codes and this is something that would be in the category of a man- 
ager's area. 

Mr. LANIGAN. As I recall, you testified that you told General Den- 
niston material was being coded for one purpose and used in the 
airfield. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. I don't think I tald them they were being coded. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Well, they were being charged to other projects; is 

that i t  ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. I believe I told you that, yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. SOI may have used the word "coding" wrong, but 

then if purchases are charged to other projects, that moa!d leave more 
of the initial $25,000 available. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. It would, yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. It is $586,000 for this airfield that is supposed 

to be gotten out of the $25,000 limit and- 
Mr. BROWN. It is not completed yet. 
Chairman DAWSON. I t  is not completed yet, but he sees nothing 

wrong in signing vouchers and so forth authorizing an expenditure 
of $500,000 where the law limits him in circumstances like this to 
$25,000. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. These were We didn't understand i t  that way. 
training funds used to build the greatest portion of this airfield. 

Chairman DAWSON. It was not supposed to be used for that pur- 
pose. You were supposed to stay in the $25,000 limit. The engineer 
would not have approved it if he had known it. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. We certainly misunderstood this, that you would 
have to charge the troop labor, which is mhat would be indicated here 
on this engineer company that developed this fine airstrip down there 
as part of this funded cost. This we certainly didn't think and I 
mould like to just add this, that this was their Army training and they 
took their Army training tests on i t  to show that this organization, 
which, I believe, was the extract unit and should be ready to go to com- 
bat, came out and built an airstrip because this was their first oppor- 
tunity to do something like that, so actually what we have here is an 
airstrip built by troops whose job it is to do i t  in wartime. 

Chairman D a w s o ~ .  That cost how much ? 



95 CONSTRUCTION O F  AIRFIELD A T  F O R T  LEE, VA. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I take your figures, sir-$586,000. 
Chairman Dawso~ .  That is supposed to have been kept within the 

$25,000 limitation. 
Colonel SHIRLEY.We didn't know that, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Who didn't know that? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
I didn't and I am sure Colonel- 
Chairman DAWSON. Why would you sign letters in your position 

then-just because somebody handed them to you? You are sup-
posed to know what is contained in the letter and what they are for. 
You are superior to the people who wrote the letters; else they would 
not have sent them to you for your signature. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I am the approving authority. 

Chairman DAWSON. Are you a rubber stamp? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
I hope not. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU do not appreciate the responsibilities of 

an approving officer, approving authority ? 
Colonel S H I ~ E Y .Yes, sir, I do, very much, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
Did you see the memorandum in which the project 

was approved, the memorandum of November 27,1957 ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.The one read by the chairman? 

Mr. LANICAN.
NO, the one which I read and which the project was 

approved as a troop training project at  a total estimated cost of 
$141,000 and total expenditure of 0.& M. funds not to exceed $24,948 
for supplies and indirect cost. This was the memorandum which ap- 
proved your project estimate. 

Colonel S ~ R L E Y .I don't remember seeing it. 

Mr. LANIGAN. That is exhibit 4.
Could I show him that? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. I think it wouldI don't remember seeing this. 

have gone direct to G 4 .  It wouldn't have come through my office. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Your testimony is that you were not aware of the 

limitations that appear in that memorandum? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.I was rather surprised when I heard about them. 

I learned of them later on though, quite a bit later on, when there 
was some discussion with respect to waivers that were supposed to be 
obtained or acquired. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Now ;you found out that waivers were not going to 
be given on or about the 19th of February 1959 as a result of phone 
conversations with Washington ? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.I don't believe I had any phone conversations 
with Washington on that. 

Mr. LANIGAN.YOU didn't speak to Colonel Pennington? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
About waivers ? 
Mr. LANIGAN. And at that time did he discuss the use of additional 

fundson the airstrip ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.ISthat the $18,000? 

Mr. LANIGAN. Yes, sir. 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
Yes, sir, I remember that letter, that memoran- 

dum. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Could you tell us what the circumstances are sur- 

rounding that ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.We heard that the troops were not going to come 

back and finish the a i r s t r i~ .  It was discussed with General Denniston 
and General Denniston <rote a letter or a note to Office of Quarter- 
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master General and Colonel Pennington called back and gave me this 
information that you have in the memorandum there, a memorandum 
for the record. 

Mr. LANIGAN.And you were not aware that on the same day that 
Mr. Olewiler had informed Colonel Ridlehuber that the waivers would 
not be granted? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.NO,I am sure I don't remember that. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Well, you have no recollection at all of any discussion 

of waivers at that time? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.NO, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN. That is all. 

Mr. I~NDERSON.  
NO questions. 
Chairman DAWSON. Colonel, I just want to read from this statement 

that you have in front of you, page 48. 
Lieutenant Colonel Pylant stated that a t  a conference with General Denniston 

and Colonel Shirley a t  the time he took over as post engineer. he was told that he 
was filling a big man's shoes and that "Bill Jarrett was the best post engineer 
they had ever had because he did what he was told." 

I s  that what you do, also? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. Many times, yes, sir. Do what I am told? 

Chairman DAWSON. Whether it is right or wrong? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
Sometimes you don't have any choice in the posi- 

tion you are in. 
Mr. BROWN. Why ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. I don't know why. 
Mr. BROWN. That is the big question here. Why is it you don't have 

a choice? I s  it this thing they call the system? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.I don't know, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. NOW, you have had a distinguished career in the mili- 

tary service. You are not afraid to answer that question, are you? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.I can't answer it. 
Mr. BROWN. YOU can't answer it? 
Chairman DAWSON. He has to do as he is told. I f  he is told not 

to answer, he can't answer. 
Mr. BROWN. Has anybody ever threatened you ? 
Colonel SHIRLEY. NO, sir. No, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Has anybody ever advised you as to what might be 

good or bad for you? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.NO, sir, not at all. 

Mr. BROWN. Helpful or harmful, or anything like that? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
NO, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Why can't you answer that? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.There are many instances-I can't answer the 

question because it didn't happen in this particular case and it wasn't 
asked in this particular case. 

Mr. BROWN.That wasn't the reason why I asked "why". 
Colonel SHIRLEY.Sometimes you are directed to do certain things 

and you have to do that. 
Mr. BROWN. Why do you have to do them? Do you have to do them 

regardless of whether they are right or wrong? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.Well, if someone is in charge and he tells you to 

do something and you don't want to do it and you are directed to do 
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it, you will do it. You will do i t  because that is where i t  is, but this 
did not happen in this case. 

Mr. BROWN. Maybe I better put this so-called military system into 
effect down at my office, Mr. Chairman. I don't always have things 
done down there the way I would like to have them done. There is no 
law violation eitiher. 

That is all Ihave. 
Mr. LANIGAN. YOU were the chief of staff; is that right? 
Colonel SHIRLEY.NO, sir. 

Mr. LANIQAN. Who was the chief of staff designated T-80002 

Colonel SHIRLBY.
Could I ask you the date? 

Mr. LANIGAN. February 19,1959. 

Colonel SHIRLEY. Colonel Edgar. 
Jack Edgar. 

Mr. LANIGAN.He was a t  Fort  Lee a t  that time? 

Colonel SHIRLEY.
Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. That is all. 
Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very much, sir. 
This concludes our testimony for today. We will adjourn this now 

to meet next Tuesday morning a t  10 o'clock. 
(Whereupon, a t  3 :25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 

at 10 a.m. Tuesday, March 20,1962.) 
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Chairman DAWSON. The hearing will come to order. 
Mr. Jarrett is the first witness this morning. He has called and 

he is on his way. We expect him any moment. 
I s  Mr. MacDonald here ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. It had been our plan to call Lieutenant Colonel 

Jarrett first, because he has been ill and we thought we would extend 
him every courtesy we could and not hold him here any longer than 
necessary. But he seems to be late, so we will call you, and if neces- 
sary, you would not mind if we substituted him for you? 

Mr. MACDONALD. NO. 
Chairman DAWSON. Would you take the oath? 
Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give to 

the subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Mr. IMACDONALD. I do. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT G. MacDONALD, CHIEF, FACILITIES 

BRANCH, QUARTERMASTER GENERAL'S *OFFICE 


Chairman DAWSON. Will you identify yourself, giving your name, 
your rank, and your present post of duty? 

Mr. MACDONALD. G. Supervisory GeneralRobert MacDonald, 
Engineer, GS-14. I have been Chief of the Facilities Branch in the 
Quartermaster General's Office since May of 1959. 

Chairman DAWSON. What are your duties, sir? 
99 
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Mr. MACDONALD. branchAS Chief of the Facilities Branch-the 
has four main functions, construction, real estate, communications and 
repairs and utilities which is maintenance of the Quartermaster in- 
stallations. 

Chairman DAWBON. YOU said real estate. Would you have any- 
thing to do with the selection of a site for an airport at the camp 
where you were stationed? 

Mr. MACDONALD. The site selection is a Corps of Engi- NO, sir. 
neers responsibility. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU have gone over the testimony, have you? 
Mr. MACDONALD. No, sir. Previous? 
Chairman DAWSON. Have you read the testimony of the witness 

for the General Accounting Office? 
Mr. IMACDONALD. No, sir. Of this subcommittee? 
Chairman DAWSON. Will you tell us what you h o w  about that air- 

strip ? 
Mr. M~CDONALD.I n  1957, in September of 1957, Port Lee sub- 

mitted a project to construct an interim airstrip a t  Port Lee. The 
estimate was, as I recall, $38,000 or $39,000 of funded cost, and $150,000 
or so of unfunded cost. I cannot remember what happened after that 
except that Fort Lee was evidently informed that this was beyond the 
$25,000 limitation for construction, using operation and maintenance 
Army funds. 

Chairman DAWSON. You said an interim airstrip. What do you 
mean by "interim airstrip" 8 

Mr. M~CDONALD. As I recall this was to be an interim airstrip prior 
to the start-it could be used to expand to a permanent airstrip in the 
military construction program. That was my understanding. I was 
not in on the military construction program at  that time. But I be-
lieve that was the understanding. 

As I recall in November of 1957 the project came in, slightly less 
than $25,000 of funded cost and about $116,000 more, to make $141,000 
of unfunded costs. 

Chairman DAWSON. Would you explain to us the distinction between 
the two? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Funded cost is out-of-pocket operation and main- 
tenance cost. Unfunded cost was defined, as I recall, a t  that time as 
military troop movement, materials used by the military troops, table 
of operations equipment that the unit had, and I think the petroleum 
products that supported the equipment. And I believe at that time it 
also included the per diem and transportation of the troops. 

The project was sent to the Chief of Engineers for review and ap- 
proval, since it exceeded $25,000, which was the Quartermaster Gen- 
eral's approval authority a t  that time for this type of construction, 
or at any time, in fact. 

The Quartermaster General did not do a double review. Therefore, 
having been sent to the Chief of Engineers for engineering and tech- 
nical review and approval, it was sent back to us and we reiterated 
the approval of the Chief of Engineers. 

Chairman DAWSON. DO you recall who was the Chief of Engineers 
at that time? 

Mr. MACDONALD. It could have been Lieutenant General Sturgis, 
but I am not absolutely positive. I am not sure when he left and 
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when the new man came in. The project was sent back to Fort Lee 
for accomplishment. 

Chairman DAWSON. What were your duties? I n  what capacity 
did you serve at  that time? 

Mr. MACDONAUD. At  that time I was Chief of the Repairs and 
Utilities Section in the Facilities Branch, one of the sections of the 
Facilities Branch, until May of 1959. Then I took over as Chief of 
Facilities Branch. 

The way we were forced to operate, with a skeleton staff, once we 
sent a project out approved we assumed unless we heard anythin 
adverse that the project was being accomplished properly. We ha 8 
no audit team, no one to check records of Fort Lee. And we were 
told the project was progressing satisfactorily. 

Chairman DAWSON. By whom were you told? 
Mr. MACDONALD. I presume I must name names? 
Chairman DAWSON. Surely. 
Mr. MACDONALD. I might say that many times during the course 

of the construction of the project, both in writing and verbally, oh, 
inaybe every 2 or 3 weeks, my assistant and I checked on the status of 
the project and the expenditure of funds. That was done with Colonel 
Ridlehuber and Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett. Each time I was told 
in no uncertain terms that the $25,000 limitation was not and would 
not be exceeded. 

Chairman DAWSON. Do you recall who told you that ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, I mentioned the two, Colonel Ridlehuber 

and Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett. 
Until December of 1959, when I heard of the GAO report, I pre-

sumed that the project had not exceeded $25,000, and the report of 
that audit was the first I, or as far as I knew anyone at  the Quarter- 
master General's Office, knew about it. And I so reported it to my 
Division Chief. 

Chairman DAWSON. Who is your Division Chief? 
Mr. MACDONALD. 	 I reported it in writinfj, by Colonel Pennington. 

the way. I believe the committee has a copy of the report I ma e. 
Mr. LANIGAN. We have that, sir. It will be introduced as exhibit 

43. 
(Exhibit 43-Memorandum from Robert G. MacDonald, supervis- 

ory general engineer, Quartermaster General's Office, with a message 
from Fort Lee outlining the results of the recent General Accounting 
Office inspection of construction, December 11,1959, appears in the 
a.p 	 endix on p. 339.) 

8hairman DAWSON. When did you first learn that the limitation 
had been exceeded ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. On December 11,1959. 
Chairman DAWSON. Was that before or after the GAO had been in? 
Mr. MACDONALD. IIt was either after or as they were concluding. 

am not sure. 
Chairman DAWSON. If everything was all right, and you were going 

according to what you considered to be orders, why did you fear the 
GAO investigation ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Why did I what, sir? 
Chairman DAWSON. Why did you fear the GAO investigation? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Why did I tell about it ? 
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Chairman DAWSON. Why did you fear it? If  everything had been 
proceeding according to plan and was above board? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I was merely reporting it.I did not fear it, sir. 
This was the first that the Quartemaster General's Office had known 
about it. 

Chairman DAWSON. But the Quartermaster General's Office knew 
about this after you, didn't i t ?  

Mr. MACDONALD. The Quartermaster General's Office knew the air- 
strip was being constructed, yes, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Did you provide anything for the airfield at 
all ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Did I provide anything for it? 

Chairman DATVSON. 
Did your duties cause you to look into their 

operations, or supervise it, or-
Mr. R~ACDONALD. NO, sir, not after the project had been approved. 

-

No, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Who approved it? 
Mr. MACDONALD. WeThe Chief of Engineers approved it, sir. 

passecl the approval on. 
Chaimlaii DAWSON. And who was the Chief of Engineers at that 

time ? 
Mr. MAC~ONALD. As I say, I believe it was Lieutenant General 

Sturgis, but I am not sure. 
Chairinan DAWSON. Why aren't you sure ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Because most of the approvals we receive are 

done by staff elements of his Office, and we very seldom ever come in 
contact or even write to the Chief of Engineers. 

Chairman DAWSON. I f  it comes out of his Office, he is supposed to 
know about it, isn't lie? 

Rfr. MACDONALD. I would assume someone would have told him, 
unless-

Chairman DAWSON. YOU do not think that men under him would 
do things in his department without telling him, do you? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I t  is possible that certain routine things might 
be approved by staff elements. 

Chairman DAWSON. ISit routine to exceecl the limit set by Congress 
upon a project ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. It is not routine to exceed it,sir, but it was routine 
at that time because it was not to exceed it at  that time. It was not 
to exceed it. And it was so stated, that it could not exceed it. 

Chairman DAWSON. I t  could not exceed it, but it did, with a shifting 
of funds from one place to another. You do not know anything 
about that, do you ? 

Mr. M~CDONALD. I do now, but I didI must say, sir, I do not. 
not at the time, no, sir. 

Chairman DATVSON. about it in your Who should have known 

judgment ? 


Mr. MACDONALD.
Well, I believe that would be a pure opinion. 
There are people that leave-I do not believe I could say. 

Chairinan DAWSON. Certainly around a camp someone is respon- 
sible for everything that goes on. And in the building of that air- 
strip, someone was responsible for exceeding the law, going beyond 
the limit set by the law. 
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Now, who would that be, in your judgment ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
Well, there Imust name names again. 
Chairman DAWSON. Well, certainly, name names. You have noth- 

ing to hide. A man is given a name at birth- 
Mr. MACDONALD. Colonel Ridlehuber, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Always we get back to Colonel Ridlehuber. 

m a t  was his position a t  that time ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Assistant Chief of Staff, 64, Fort Lee. 

Chairman DAWSON. Connected with the Engineers ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
Sir ? 

Chairman D A W ~ N .  
Was he connected with the Engineers? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
NO, sir; he was with the Quartermaster's Office. 
Chairman DAWSON. And the Engineers were charged, in your 

judgment, with the responsibility for building this airstrip? 
Mr. MACDONALD. NO, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Well, who was charged with the responsibility? 
Mr. ~MACDONALD. The project was approved by the Chief of Engi- 

neers, approved by us, and responsibility passed to Fort  Lee to con- 
struct the airstrip. 

Chairman DAWSON. Were you at Fort  Lee ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
No, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Where were you stationed a t  that time? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
I was up here in the Quartermaster General's 

Office in Washington. 
Chairman DAWSON. And a t  no time were you a t  Fort Lee? 
Mr. ~MACDONALD. I was not a t  Fort  Lee any time during the con- 

struction of the airstrip, no sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson? 
Mr. ANDERSON. What is your background, Mr. MacDonald? I 

mean, are you an engineer, or- 
Mr. MACDONALD. I am a graduate engineer and a registered civil 

engineer in the State of California. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I see. How long have you been a civilian employee 

of the Department of the Army ? 
Mr. MA~DONALD. Nearly 10years. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
That would date back to about 1952 ? 
Mr. MACDONAID. August of 1952. 
Mr. ANDERSON. During that entire time have you been in Right. 

this particular branch of the Army, that is, the Quartermaster 
General ? 

Mr. MACDONAID. I n  various positions ;yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And just very briefly again would you tell me what 

your title was during the time this airfield was constructed? You 
were the Chief of the Facilities Branch ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Until May of 1959 I was Chief of the Repairs 
and Utilities Section in the Facilities Branch. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Chief of the Repairs and- 

Mr. MACDONALD 
(continuing). And Utilities Section of the Facil- 

ities Branch. I n  May of 1959 I was made Chief of the Facilities 
Branch. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  May of 1959. And what was your mission in 
general, how would you describe the kind of work that you were 
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supposed to accoinplish in that position, what were your general 
responsibilities ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. We were the engineers for the Quartermaster 
General's Office and we reviewed projects from an engineering stand- 
point within our approval authority. 

Mr. ANDERSON. your approval authority did not exceedAnd 
$25,000 ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON.
And since this project represented the total cost 

funded and unfunded of $141,000, you had to send that out 1 
Mr. MACDONALD. It was beyond our approval authority, and we 

did not do a double review on projects then. 
Mr. ANDERSON.What do you mean by double review ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
Well, an engineering review of a project takes 

quite a while. 
Mr. ANDERSON. YOU go into the plans and specifications ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
Plans and specifications for safety, fire preven- 

tion, structural. And if that is done by one office, Chief of Engineers, 
we never did it ourselves, too. 

Mr. ANDERSON. YOU used one expression when you were being inter- 
rogated by the chairman n few minutes ago, that once this project, 
this particular project, had been approved by the Office of the Chief 
of Engineers, that you reiterated that approval when it came back 
to you. Just what did you mean by reiterating approval, or what 
did that involve? Was that just perfunctory or what? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I n  this case i t  was purely administrative and 
perfunctory. We practically copied the approval of the Chief of 
Engineers. 

Mr. ANDERSON.I n  other words, it comes back to you and you just 
initial i t  and buck i t  on to someone else? Is  that about the extent 
of it? 

Mr. MACDONALD. That is correct, when it was beyond our approval. 
Mr. ANDERSON. NOW, then, as this project continued, what was the 

nature of your duties, or under your table of organization there in the 
Facilities Branch, what relationship were you supposed to bear to bhis 
particular project? Did you have supervisory authority, could you 
say that this should be done or that should be done, or just what did 
you have to do or say about it ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. However, in executing a project we We could. 
were forced by our staff, and the policy was given to us when we took 
over the function in 1955, that unless we heard anything differently, 
we were to assume that all projects were progressing satisfactorily. 
I f  they had questions they came in and asked us for help. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Other than that you would have nothing to do with 
the project ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Our prime mission was to get them ap- NO, sir. 
proved, get them to the field for execution. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, if your approval authority did not exceed 
$25,000, and when something comes back to the Chief of Engineers 
you merely, in a routine perfunctory fashion, give i t  your approval, 
and then sit and do not do anything unless someone bears back tid- 
ings, that does not leave you an awful lot to do, it seems to me. Or  
maybe I am missing the point. 
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Mr. ~MACDONALD. It leaves us a great deal to do, sir, in pla&ng, 
performing engineering and technical reviews. We have more than 
enough to do. 

Mr. ANDERSON. On this type of project? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
On all projects. 
Mr. ANDERSON. SOin other words, you were charged then with the 

responsibility for bhe planning and execution of this particular project, 
this airfield ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. SOit was something more, in other words, than just 

turning it over to the people at  Fort Lee and then assuming that every- 
thing was proceeding nicely unless you heard to the contrary? You 
did have some concrete a0irmative authority to proceed with the plan- 
ning of it? 

Mr. MACDONALD. The plans had already been developed, and we 
must presume that the officers will carry it bhrough according to the 
plans.

Mr. ANDERSON.Did you have any part in developing the plans? 
Mr. MACDONALD. I believe in this case the plans were developed 

at Fort Lee as is most of the cases. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Well, I still do not see what you had to do with it. 

I mean, you did not develop the plans, you did not approve them ex- 
cept in a perfunctory sense, when they went back you had nothing to 
do wibh the execution. You merely waited and sat by and did not 
Jo  anything unless you heard that something was going wrong. So 
where was your responsibility with respect to this'$ That is what I 
am trying to get, other than just this rather negative responsibility of 
being on the alert in case you heard something was not going correct- 
ly. Other than bhat what did you have to do with respect to this air- 
field ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. With projects beyond our approval authority, sir, 
we frankly had very little. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Did you get interim reports while construction was 
going on? 

Mr. MACDONAID. Yes ;we did. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Was there any responsibility- 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
Yes; we get interim reports. The reports showed 

it was within limits. 
Mr. ANDERSON. The reports that you received indicated that every- 

thing was proceeding satisfactorily and within the funded limit of 
$25,000, is that right? 

Mr. MACDONAID. 
Mr. ANDERSON. MTho submitted those reports to you? 

Mr. M~CDONALD. 
Fort Lee. 

1 Subseouentlv. Mr. MacDonald advised the committee that  his statement was based on 
memory axd on"the current project reporting requirement, which delineates between funded 
and total costs expended. However, his review of the reports recelved from Feb 28, 1958, 
through July 31. 1958. refreshed his recollectlon tha t  these reporbs actually had required 
only the total amount expended and had not required the funded costs to be shown sepa- 
ratelv. A revised Armv Reeulation. 420-21. dated AUE. 14. 1958. changed renortine 
requ;kements for this t y i e  of Iproject.' The changes incluaed not only the requirem'ent fo; 
showing funded costs separately from total costs but a requirement for quarterly, rather 
than monthly reports and then only in the quarter the pro ect was started. Therefore,
the airfield ~ i o j e c t  was not reported after the July 31. 195d, report. (This information 
received telephonically from Mr. MacDonaldi on Mar. 21, 1962.) 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Who would And who would sign those reports? 
make them out and sign them ? 

Mr. IMACDONALD. I t  was probably made out and signed by the post 
engineer's office unless it was in the accounting office. I cannot say 
for sure. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Did you ever make an on-the-spot physical inspec- 
tion of this construction, how it was going on between May of 1958 
and the date i t  was completed? 

Mr. MACDONALD. NO, sir; we did not. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Until it was suspended in 1959 ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
NO, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. a yourWould that normally have been part of 

duties, to go about inspecting these things while they were in progress, 
or not 8 

Mr. MACDONALD. I f  i t  were ~ossible to do so. Rut we did not have 
the staff to do so. We relied i n  the chief of engineers to help us in 
our inspections. They did to s limited amount. I am not sure 
whether they ever went down there or not. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Other than Fort Lee, what other camps would lie 
within your jurisdiction? 

Mr. MACDONAI~D. At that time there were 18 quartermaster instal- 
lations throughout the country at general depots; we had 2 quarter- 
master depots at the time which were in Philadelphia, a quartermaster 
research and engineering plant at Naticlc, 2 administration centers out 
in Almeda-Chicago. There were about 18 at the time. I think it is 
down to 14now. 

Mr. ANDERSON. AS I understand it, your testimony, Mr. MacDon- 
ald, this project originally came to your attention on or about the 
1st of November 1957, when you saw the original-what do they call 
it-DA 5-25 form, when it came through your office, is that right? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, sir. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Did it occur to you at that time that this was a 

rather modest sum, $25,000, or less than $25,000, as being representa- 
tive of the total funded cost of constructing an airstrip? I n  other 
words, did you have any reservations at that time about the ability 
to accomplish this project within the statutory limit? 

Mr. MACDONALD. NO. sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
I t  did not occur to you that might be a rather mini- 

mal figure ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. NO,sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Had you had any previous experience along these 

lines? I mean, had other posts been constructing airstrips? Did 
you have any yardstick, in other words, to go by? 

Mr. MACDONALD. NO. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
This was something new as far as you were con- 

cerned ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, it was. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And inasmuch as the funded cost, the total cost, 

funded and unfunded, was in excess of $25,000, you really did not 
examine into it at all, is that what I understand you to sa.y? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOU just sort of bucked it on up to the engineers 

and that was i t ?  
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Mr. IMACDONALD. That is SO. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Then, during the course of construction, did you 

begin to have some doubts as to whether ar  not the project could be 
accomplished within the statutory limit ? 

Mr. MACDONALD.I did not have any doubts, but being so close I 
have already said that I asked, particularly my assistant and I,every 
few weeks, to ascertain how it was coming and that the cost would 
stay within the $25,000. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, you were concerned about this? 
Mr. MACDONALD. I was concerned, but I was not in doubt, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Counsel has just furnished me, Mr. MacDonald, 

with a memo,randum of a telephone conversation between Cplonel 
Weisemann and Colonel Pennington of the Installations Divis~on of 
the Office of the Quartermaster General and Colonel Ridlehuber, a 
conversation that took place on April 7, 1959. Wait a minute, do 
you have the right date? I am sorry, on the 25th of May 1959, 
memorandum of a conversation between Colonel Ridlehuber and you, 
Mr. MacDonald, of the Installations Division of the Office of the 
Quartermaster General. This memorandum says : 

Mr. MacDonald is worried about exceeding $25,000 on the funded part. 
Colonel Ridlehuber said that as this would be an improvement it  would be an 
entirely new project. 

I probably should have read the preceding paragraph which would 
indicate that what we are talking about here, I think, is the hangar 
building that was going to be constructed. 

Mr. MacDonald is worried about exceeding $25,000 on the funded part of it. 
Colonel Ridlehuber said that as this would be an improvement it would be an 
entirely new project. Mr. MacDonald said it is our part of the airfield, that 
is what bothers him. 

(Exhibit 19-Memorandum of telephone conversation between Col. 
Walter R. Ridlehuber and Robert G. MacDonalcl, May 25, 1959, 
appears in the appendix on p. 296.) 

Mr. ANDERSON. DO you recall that particular instance? 

Mr. MACDONAID. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
I n  other words, would this be about the first time 

that you mere concerned about the statutory limit being exceeded, 
when the business of the hangar came up, construction of the hangar, 
or did it antedate that ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. It preceded that. We checked on it as I recall, 
from April of 1958, when we received a teletype (exhibit 44) that 
they understood the $25,000 could not be exceeded, until, as I recall, 
the middle of 1959, when it was completed. 

(Exhibit 4GTelegram from the Quartermaster General, Depart- 
ment of the Army, to the commanding general, Quartermaster 
Training Command, Fort Lee, Va., April 8, 1958, appears in the 
appendix on p. 344. 

Mr. ANDERSON. (1o back to April. Did you say April of 19582 
Mr. MACDONALD. AS I recall it was April of 1958. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Who did you get this message from? 

Mr. MACDONAID. Fort Lee. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And from whom at Fort Lee? 
Mr. MACDONALD. It must have I cannot tell you the originator. 

been in the G 4office. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. That would be Colonel Ridlehuber's office? 

Mr. M~CDONALD. 
Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
They informed you that $25,000 could not be ex- 

ceeded for this project? 
Mr. MACDONALD. There is a copy coming to the committee, I be-

lieve, unless they already have it. But you did state, as I recall, that 
Fort Lee understands that the $25,000 funded cost cannot be exceeded. 

Mr. ANDERSON. And this was in May of 19581 

Mr. MACDONALD. 
April or May of 1958. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And this was about the time it was really getting 

started, wasn't it? I mean, the first troops were arriving, as I recall 
it, in the spring of 1958 ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Ibelieve so. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
TO begin the initial work on the project. 
Well, in other words, from that time on you were aware of the 

limitation, I assume-
Mr. ~MACDONALD. sir.I was certainly aware of the limitation; y ~ s ,  
Mr. ANDERSON. Did you make any special efforts from that tlme on 

to see that it was not exceeded, or do you feel that that was not your 
job, or that it was outside of your jurisdiction to do that? 

Mr. M~CDONALD. I certainly felt it was part of my job, and I tried 
to be a watchdog on it as far as I could. When I was told by officers 
in the U.S. Army that they knew it could not be, and it would not 
be, exceeded-I must take their word for it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, you did not feel that it was within 
your position as a civilian employee of the Army, in this particular 
capacity, to challenge the word of men like Colonel Ridlehuber when 
they told you it was going to be done for less than $25,0008 

Mr. MACDONALD. I do not believe I was in a position to challenge 
it. I talked it over with my Division Chief and we both agreed that 
we should take their word for what they said. 

Mr. ANDERSON. This was Colonel Pennington at that time, your 
Division Chief, is that right ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Ibelieve it was, yes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
When you say you talked it over with him, that to 

me indicates you had some reservations about what they were telling 
you ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Sir, I did not have any reservations, but I wanted 
to make sure that everybody understood that there was a limitation, it 
could not be exceeded, and that everybody knew so. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I have a long-distance call that I 
have been rather anxious to get. Would counsel proceed with the 
questioning for just a minute? 

Chairman DAWSON. Surely. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Did you make any memorandums of your telephone 

conversations with people at Port Lee in which the subject of the limi- 
tation was discussed? 

Mr. MACDONALD. NO,I did not. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
At what time did you express your concern to Colonel 

Pennington ? Can you give us any idea of the date ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Well, I remember we had a discussion in, I believe 

it was, May of 1959. I n  fact it was about the time-I remember one 
particular discussion, and there may have been others, but one particu- 
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lar discussion right about the same time as this memorandum in the 
record here. 

Mr. LANIGAN. What did you tell him at that time? 
Mr. MACDONALD. I told him of my conversation with Colonel Ridle- 

huber and that-I do not remember exactly, but I assured him we were 
informed that the project would not exceed $25,000 limitation. 

Mr. LANIGAN. On the 2d of June 1959, Colonel Pennington wrote a 
letter to Colonel Ridlehuber, which is, exhibit 22 in the record, in 
which he said : 

I understand you a r e  about up to the legal limit now so it does not appear 
possible to accomplish P R  16-60 for electricity * * * nor P R  18-60 for tem- 
porary control tower from 0.& M. fund in fiscal year 1960. 

(Exhibit 2 S L e t t e r  from Col. James C. Pennington, Installations 
Div~sion, to Col. W. R. Ridlehuber, June 2, 1959, appears in the ap- 
pendix on p. 302.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did you give Colonel Pennington the information 
upon which he based that statement? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I cannot remember whether I gave it to him that 
particular time or not. I believe we both knew that it was close to the 
$25,000. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW you stated that in April or May 1958, you re- 
ceived a teletype from Fort  Lee in which they indicated knowledge 
of the $25,000 limitation. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Can you give 11s briefly the contacts that you had with 

Fort Lee on this subject between May of 1958 and May of 1959 when 
you had the conversation with Colonel Ridlehuber to which Mr. An-
derson referred ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. It was customary to  talk to Fort Lee every Yes. 
day or two on the phone, or they would visit the office on various other 
things. Many times on the telephone and in person in the Office of the 
Quartermaster General we were informed, both that they knew it could 
not exceed it, and it would not exceed it. 

Mr. LANIGAN. And there is no doubt in your mind that they were 
aware of the limitation ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Not a doubt, no, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
NOW in the niemorandum which Mr. Anderson read, 

which was exhibit 19, you stated concern about the hangar, that it was 
all one project along w ~ t h  the airfield. 

Could you tell the committee what action subsequently was taken 
with respect to the authorization for the hangar? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Well, when he brought i t  up I probably mentioned 
that it might be considered all one project. I n  other words, an airfield 
rather than an airstrip. When the project came in there was a stor- 
age building to support an aerial drop unit. It was discussed in the 
office. Colonel Pennington and I discussed it, and I discussed i t  with 
my assistants. I assure you it was no snap judgment that made the 
decision that it was a separate project. 

The airstrip in itself is a usable facility. We were using the 
criterion "a usable facility" a t  that time. And that was being used 
throughout the De artment of the Army and the Defense, I believe: 
L'What is a project 8' A project in this case was an airstrip. A build- 
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ing at the strip for support of an aerial unit was a separate project. 
And if that was wrong, then the whole Department of Army policy at 
that time was wrong. So we considered it sincerely and honestly as a 
separate project and approved it that way. 

Mr. LANIGAN.YOUwere fully aware that the building was to be used 
as a hangar as well as for any other purpose ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. NO, sir, Iwas not. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
YOU did not know that the building was to be used as 

a hangar, for which the projec+ 
Mr. M~CDONALD. No, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Well, you had the conversation with Colonel Ridle- 

huber on the 25th of May 1959, in which he said he was worried about 
a hangar, and it did not occur to you that the project request was for 
the same building that you had discussed with him? 

Mr. ~MACDONALD. My understanding was that it was not to be used 
as a hangar, that it was to support this aerial facility. 

Mr. LANIGAN.And did Colonel Pennington give you that impres- 
sion, too, that he understood it was not to be used as a hangar? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I want to show you exhibit 21. This is a telecon 

between Colonel Pennington and Colonel Ridlehuber, dated the 1st of 
June 1959, and signed by Colonel Ridlehuber in which he refers to a 
hangar. He says this : 

The immediate problem is the purchase of a metal hangar building for erec- 
tion by troop labor a t  a later date. I asked Colonel Pennington to assure the 
Quartermaster General that we would not recommend anything that would put 
him in an embarrassing position. In the case of the hangar it will be pro- 
cured, if the purchase is approved and P-2000 funds are available, for the 
aerial detachment and not directly associated with the airfield. In the case of a 
physical inspection by the Department of the Army representative a t  some later 
date, it  can be explained that this is a temporary building which will be moved 
to meet other storage requirements if and when no longer required a t  the air- 
field site. 

(Exhibit 21-Menioranduni of a telephone conversation between 
Col. James C. Pennington and Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, May 29, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 300.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. Were you aware of this understanding ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. That was repro- I had never seen that before. 

duced for the committee about a week or two ago. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I asked you, were you aware of this understanding 

with respect to that building 1 
Mr. MACDONALD. NO, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I f  you had been aware of that understanding, would 

that have made any difference in your approval of the building? 
Mr. MACDONALD.It would have been something to consider, sir, but 

I am still not sure that it might not still be considered a separate 
facility. 

Mr. LANIGAN. It would have brought a different factor into play 
for consideration ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I think it mould have. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
I f  counsel will yield, I am interested in looking at 

exhibit 21 to show that the distribution is shown at the left-hand 
corner of page 2 and it indicates the Facilities Branch of G 4  received 
a copy. 
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Mow did that ever get up to you? 
Mr. MACDONALD. The Facilities Branch of 6-4,sir, is at Fort Lee. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I see. They would not buck anything like this 

on up to you for your inspection? 
Mr. MACDONALD.NO, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. It really got around. It went to the Chief of Staff 

and the Acting Chief of Staff of Post Engineers, the Comptroller 
and the Facilities Branch. 

I am sorry for the interruption. I wanted to clear that up. 
Mr. LANIGAN. That is all I have. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I have just one more question, Mr. Chairman. 
Exhibit 31, I believe it is, which is s summary of the investigation 

report that was made by the Quartermaster Corps inspector general, 
on page 3, states, and I am quoting now : 

Major Swartz was reasonably certain and fully aware from the start that the 
fully approved design could not be constructed for less than $25,000 and for the 
estimated cost unless material for the subbase could be obtained a t  Fort Lee. 
He made known his belief on several occasions to his superiors. Lieutenant 
Colonel Jarrett maintains that he informed the Office of the Quartermaster 
General that the airfield could not be constructed for the funded cost contained 
in the original project 10-57. Mr. MacDonald, Installations Division, Office of 
the Quartermaster General, maintains that Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett told him 
many times that the a m e l d  would not exceed $25,000 in funded cost. 

(Exhibit 37-Summary of pertinent facts, Quartermaster Corps 
Inspector General's "Report of Investigation re Construction of air- 
field at Fort Lee, Va.," appears in the appendix on p. 321.) 

Mr. ANDERSON. There seeins to be a conflict, in other words, be- 
tween what Colonel Jarrett says on that point and what you say, 
unless when it says that he informed the Office of the Quartermaster 
General that the airfield could not be constructed for the funded cost, 
he was informing someone else other t l ~an  you. 

Would he be informing someone else other than you? 
Mr. M~CDONALD. All I can tell you truthfully is that he did not in- 

form me. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Well, would anyone else in the Office of the Quartsr- 

master General have gotten the word from him and you have not 
gotten it 2 This is what I am trying to get at  here. 

Mr. M a c D o ~ m .  Well, all I can say is give you an opinion. I would 
say it was improbable but not impossible. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  fact you still say, as this report indicates, that 
you were told by Colonel Jarrett many times that it would not go be- 
yond this cost ? 

Mr. M~ODONALD. Absolutely, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman DAWSON. What steps did you take to check the airstrip 

operation to be certain it was staying within the $25,000 limit figure? 
Mr. MAODONALD. To repeat what I have said, once the project was 

approved, unless we heard anything adverse, sir, we assumed that 
everything was going properly. And in checking with the various of- 
ficers, everything appeared to be going properly. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU knew in May 1959 it was exceeding the 
limit, didn't you? 

Mr. M~ODONALD.No, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Was it close to the limit? 
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Mr. MACDONALD. I presume it was close to it, sir, but as Isaid before 
I was told that it was not over it and would not exceed it. 

Chairman DAWSON. Did you take any steps at  all to check for your 
own information to make sure that it was not exceeding the $25,000 
limit ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. W0 had no authority to go in and check books and 
records. As I said, we had to take the word of officers of the U.S. 
Army. 

Chairman DAWSON. Thank you. 
Mr. SMITH. You mean you had no authority? Do you really mean 

to say that ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. We have no authority in my office. Now it is pos- 

sible if we had really thought that there was something wrong, we 
could have asked the Quartermaster inspector general to do so. But 
we had no reason to think that it was being exceeded. 

Mr. SMITE. You mean to tell me that if you wanted to, you could not 
have gone down from your office and checked on the operation down 
there ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. If we had been ordered to by the Quartermaster 
General, I presume we could have. But I might say we never have. 

Mr. SMITH.Then you did not in this case? 
Mr. MACDONALD. No, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.Who is it that is responsible for determining how much 

storage is needed to support such a facility? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Storage for what, sir ? 
Mr. SMITH. For the purpose that they alleged this was being h i l t ,  

an aerial detachment. Who determined how much storage was neces- 
sary, and who reviewed that? 

Mr. M~CDONALD. I do not remember any particular review includ- 
ing the storage space. 

Mr. SMITH. Well, who would be responsible for determining how 
much storage space is needed in that function? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I do not know. I cannot tell you. 
Mr. SMITH.Would someone at Fort Lee make the h a 1  deter- 

mination ? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Somebody at  Fort Lee made the determination. 

I am not sure who would have checked the validity of it. But it was 
made a t  Fort Lee, yes. 

Mr. SWTH. They would have made a recommendation at  Fort Lee? 
Mr. MACDONALD. Yes. 
Mr. SMITH. But somebody on up the line would determine whether 

or not that was the proper amount of space, is that right, for such an 
operation ? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I doIt shmld have been and it may have been. 
not recall whether it was or not. Probably somebody in military per2 
sonnel was consulted, but I cannot say whether they were or not. 

Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very much. 
Mr. MACDONALD. Yes, sir. 
(After Mr. MacDonald's appearance before the subcommittee, 

Chairman Dawson received a letter from him on March 29, 1962, in 
which Mr. MacDonald clarified his testimony with respect to the con- 
struction of the hangar. That letter appears in the appendix as 
exhibit 45.) 
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(Exhibit 45-Letter from Robert G. MacDonald, Chief, Facilities 
Branch, Installations Division, to Hon. William L. Dawson, March 29, 
1962, with a disposition form from Brig. Gen. A. J.Adams, Director 
.of Supply operations, to the Quartermaster General, January 31, 
1959, appears in the ap endix on p. 345.) 

Chairman DAWSON. 8olonel Jarrett. 
Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give to 

this subcommittee to be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God? 

Colonel JARRETT.I do. 

TESTIMONY OF LT. COL. WILLIAM II. JARRETT, U.S.ARMY 
(Retired) 

Chairman DAWSON. We are very sorry to learn of your illness, Mr. 
Jarrett. 

Colonel JARRETT.Thank you. 
Chairman DAWSON. Will y m  identify yourself and give your rank 

and present position of duty? 
Colonel JARRETT.Lt. Col. William H. Jarrett, Army of the United 

States, retired. My home address temporarily is in Bradenton, Fla. 
I an1 a resident of Philadelphia, Pa. 

Chairman DAWSON. Were you at  Fort Lee during the period cov- 
ered by this report, and in what capacity? 

Colonel JARRETT.Both as post engineer and Chief of the Facilities 
Division, which is a function and a part of the Office of G 4 .  

Chairman DAWSON. Have you read the statement that was given to 
this committee on this report by the representatives of the GAO, Gen- 
.era1 Accounting Office ? 

Colonel JAR RE^. Yes. 
Chairman DAWSON. Do you desire to make a statement or to com- 

ment on i t  ? 
Colonel JARRETT.NO, I have no statements to make or comment to  

make on the report. I think the report is rather comprehensive. I 
notice some minor misinterpretations in there,. but I think that they 
are just details. I do not thinlc they have any important bearing. 

Chairman DAWSON. Except for those minor details this report is 
substantially correct ? 

Colonel JARRETT.Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan. 
Mr. LANIGAN. YOU were post engineer when the project 10-57 in 

its original state and in its revised state was prepared for submission 
to the Quartermaster General ? 

Colonel JARRETT.Yes, sir, Iwas. 
Mr. LANIGAN. ointed out that the initial project called It has been 

for a $37,000 expenditure o f 0. & M. funds with a runway of 11/2 
inches depth, asphalt 1%inches, and rt length of 1,500 feet. 

Colonel JARRETT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Whereas the revised project called for a runway of 

2,500 feet and a half-inch thicker paving, with only a $24,948 expendi-
ture of 0.& M. funds. Could you tell us how this revision came 
about ? 
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Colonel e J ~Well, the revision came about because the original ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . 
project for 1,500 feet, which was my conception, and I am sure Colo- 
nel Ridlehuber7s when we visited G-3 at  Fort Belvoir earlier in that 
year to make arrangements for troop participation as a training.proj- 
ect, was to construct an airstrip on which the military planes asslgned 
to Fort Lee, and which are limited by DOD as to weight and wing span 
and so forth, could use and stop running 40 miles to Blackstone Air- 
field, and achieve a saving in dollars and manpower and vehicle miles. 
However the project, or someone at a higher level determined that 
the project should meet certain criteria-I think their term mas "stand- 
ard Army Airfieldn-and stated that it was 3,000 feet. I received a 
telephone call to that effect from a Colonel Davis in the office of the 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Constructioii-I guess construction. 
I made a report of that conversation and passed it on to my superior, 
Colonel Ridlehuber. It was discussed and there mas only one way to 
come up with the project and meet the criterion to lengthen the run- 
way, increase the asphalt and reduce the out-of-pocket cost, so-called 
funded cost, to $25,000 or less, and that was by insuring that the esti- 
mate that appeared oil the project estimate was less than $25,000. 

Mr. LANIGAN.YOU mean you insured that the figure appearing on 
the project request was less than $25,000, that was what you had to do 
to meet the requirements that were given you ? 

Colonel JARRETT.That is right, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
What revision did you make in the plans, if any, to 

bring the 0.&M. cost from $37,000 to below $25,000 ? 
Colonel JARRETT.Which plans, sir ? 

Mr. LANIGAN.
Well you had a plan for your original project, with 

$37,000 0.& M. cost. 
Colonel JARRETT.Right, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
Did you malie any change in your plans to bring the 

cost down to $24,948, or was that an arbitrary figure that you just 
had to put in there ? 

Colonel JARRETT. There was gen- That was an arbitrary figure. 
erally no change in plans except to increase the size, as you might 
say, of the original plan from 1,500 to 2,500 feet. The width re- 
mained the same. 

Mr. LANIGAN.SOI take it you realized that you could not make the 
project bigger and spend less money? 

Colonel J-~RRETT.That was accepted, yes, sir. 

Mr. IJANIGAN.
And did your superiors realize that, too? 
Colonel JARRETT. -4nd IWell, I discussed it with my superior. 

had all along thought there was such an urgency for the constructio~i 
of the airstrlp at  Port Lee, which had been going on since 1952, and 
was one of the first things handed to me when I arrived in October 
1955 from Austria, that there was a desire to have it and that the 
desire permeated the entire command and extended up to the Con- 
tinental Command and Quartermaster General. And it was sent up 
through the Department, Chief of Staff of Logistics. 

Mr. LANIGAN.So the determination was to get the project started 
through this project request regardless of the accuracy of the figures 
shown ? 

Colonel JARRETT.Yes, sir. 
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Mr. LANIGAN. NOW on the approval that came back from the 
Corps of Engineers, were you aware of the limitation, the total ex- 
penditure of 0.&M. fund not to exceed $24,948 ? 

Colonel JARRETT. Yes, sir, I was. My office reviewed the office rec- 
ord for that original project approved and the endorsement. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Were you also aware of the requirement that the 
coiistruction include the maintenance of all prescribed clearances for 
structures or other obstructioiis during present or future stages of 
construction ? 

Colonel JARRETT.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. ,4nd what did you do about this second limitation? 
Colonel JARRETT.I did nothing because we had already a pre-

liminary report Prom the district engineer which had been made 
before I arrived at the post, in which the district engineer in Norfolk 
had selected that exact site as a planned MCA facility which had been 
turned down by tlie Second Army when Fort Lee was under the 
Second Army. 

Mr. LANIGAN. SO your office made no further check of the obstruc- 
tions in the area ? 

Colonel JARRETT.NO, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. YOU relied on the Corps of Engineers? 
Colonel JARRETT. That is right. 
Mr. LANIGAN. When did you become aware that there were obstruc- 

tions that would preclude this being used as a standard Army airfield ? 
Colonel JARRETT. Well first of all, I did not know that they wanted 

it used for so-called night flying, instrument flying, until after the end 
of calendas year 1959. And I first learned of the fact that there were 
obstructions which the Deputy Chief Staff of Operations would not 
grant waiver on, when I came out of the hospital in May of 1959. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Well, maybe you better give us some indication of the 
time you were ill and in the hospital so we can eliminate that from 
.our discussion. 

Colonel JARRETT. I entered the hospital on the 31st day of March 
at Fort Lee and mas operated on the next day and was on hospital 
leave until approximately the 9th of May. And I performed duty, 
office duty, mostly, up until the end of the month. At  the end of the 
month I went into the hospital again, and was operated on the next 
day, and during that period of convalescence I was relieved as post 
,engineer on the 16th of June. 

Mr. HENDERSON.What year was that? 

Colonel JARRETT.
1959. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Were you aware that Fort Lee sent a request for 

waiver for obstruction to air navigation to the Quartermaster General 
.on November 25,1958? 

Colonel JARRETT. NO;I do not recall that, sir. The first indication 
that I had that there was a requirement of a waiver was when I came 
out of the hospital and Colonel Weisemann, who was then the Deputy 
Chief and Chief of the Facilities Division brought it to my attention. 
I was sitting in the post engineer office working out a problem, while 
I was on sick leave, on conversion of fuel oil heating plants to meet 
n deadline that the Quartermaster General had laid down, when Col- 
onel Weisemann came in and brought the subject up. But that had 
kbeen resolved with the Chief of Facilities office, and the 64 office. 
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Mr. LANIGAN.And your engineering office did not get into that at. 
th.at time ? 

Colonel JARRETT. NO, sir. I would say the post engineer in that 
respect should have been considered as an onlooker. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW when did you first have .any discussions with 
Colonel Ridlehuber about the charging of costs on the airfield project 
to  other projects? 

Colonel JARRETT.It was discussed several times, but I think it was 
after January, after the first of the year, beginning 1959. I n  other 
words, the original plan was that the troops were going to complete 
the total airstrip, even the increased length of the airstrip, in the 
first year they were at Fort  Lee. However, one of the unforeseen 
contingencies, just like the Dallas Airport has continued to grow in 
size, was that we had to excavate between 3 and 8 feet of organic 
material under the site of the runway, a strip approximately 500 
feet wide and 2,500 feet long. And that was all removed by the 
engineer troops and deposited in various places on the post. Then 
the material that was taken out of the drainages was put into the 
subbase to re-cover that area. And that lengthened out the period 
of construction, and the equipment that the Corps of Engineers was 
going to furnish us, organic equipment for laying the asphalt which 
I had to order in June of 1958 in anticipation of using i t  that fall, 
was not available. That material, the following year, had been com- 
mitted to a roject at West Point that the 87th Engineers was accom- 
plishing. 1nd we tried to borrow it from Fort Eustis and various 
other close-by installations and we could not. So the laying of the 
asphalt by the troops became an out-of-pocket cost that we had not 
anticipated. It had to be done by a contractor. 

Mr. LANIGAN. And were you given any instructions regarding the 
charging of these added costs to other projects? 

Colonel JARRETT. I n  Colonel Ridle- Yes, sir. discussions with 
huber and with Maior Swartz we realized that the project was not 
going to be accomplished when we found out that the material that 
we had been using would not meet the California ratio requirements, 
minimum reqnirements, and i t  became a foregone conclnsion we were 
going to have to procure a commercial type of rock. Then it became 
a problem of how to-well, in effect, we had a bear by the tail and 
we could not let go. I mean, that is my opinion of it. And me 
simply purchased materials for accounts such as road accounts, which 
was the proper thing to do except that when it was used on the pro-ject, 
it was not charged to the project on which i t  was used. There mere 
various quantities of crushed stone and rock that were used. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Well you knew when these materials were being 
purchased that they were going to be used on t,he airfield? 

Colonel JARRETT. Rut those actual commitment,^ for pnr- Yes, sir. 
chase did not take place until, I believe-the first, one I believe was 
while I Tvas ;11 the hospital in April, and I think t-here vere tn.0 while 
I was out of the hospital. two commitments made for purchase for 
delivery before the end of the fiscal yeRr because we n-ere using fiscal- 
year money, that current, fiscal-ye.ar money. 

MI-. T,ANTG:\N.I wish 7011~ 0 u 1 d  take a. 10~1i at purchase recli~st 
No. 1900 which is exhibit 23 in the record. NOTVwe have received 
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testimony from Major Swartz that in connection with that purchase 
request he wrote a note to Mr. Fussell (see exhibit 29) : 

I would like a copy of the purchase request. This order will be followed 
by additional orders and I will have to keep a record of them. Actually, although 
charged for road maintenance, this material will be used i n  the airfield. 

(Exhibit 29-Purchase request signed by Maj. Thomas S. Swartz, 
assistant post engineer, Fort Lee, Va., for 2,150 tons of crushed stone 
appears in the ap endix on p. 309.) 

Mr. LANIGAN.k e r e  you aware of the use of the material, the use 
that was going to be made of the material? 

Colonel JARREIT. I did not know the note was attached Yes, sir. 
t? it, or that he had taken that action until the GAO made a report 
that they had found a memorandum attached to it. But this is my 
signature as the initiating officer. 

Mr. LANIGAK.And you knew the purpose for which the material 
was going to be used? 

Coloncl JARHEW.Yes, sir, I did. 

Mr. IAMGAN.
We had testimony from Major Swartz that when it 

was learned that the General Accounting Office was to come to Fort 
Lee ; he received instructions from you regarding removing certain 
ater rials from the files. Could you tell us what occurred to cause 

such instructions ? 
Colonel JARRETT.Well, first of all, I would like to correct that. 

I t  was a He, not files. It was the project file of 10-57, and I had 
started the procedure when I arrived at  Fort Lee which I had at other 
post stations, that when a project was being worked on, all the papers 
relative to the file, including the original approval from higher head- 
quarters, would be contained in the so-called engineering section. In 
the normal operation, when a project is finished, the file is reduced 
and certain papers are taken out and destroyed, or thrown away, 
or put in other files for permanent record, or as long as they are going 
to be held. And the so-called project file, with the approved docu- 
ment, goes to the administrative officers of the post engineer and the 
engineering section normally keeps a skeleton file for future refer- 
ence, just for other similar engineering projects to use them for com- 
parlson. And in following out my instructions, everything relative 
to this project, including the memorandums for the troop commander 
of troops at  Fort Lee, engineer troops, memorandums written by 
Colonel Ridlehuber, anything connected with the project, was kept 

one place so that it was always known to be in one place by any- 
body concerned. And of course I realized with what we had been 
doing there were certain embarrassing papers in there that would 
rellect. And I went down to a conference at  Shirley's office when 
we were told GAO was coming, and it was either at the conclusion 
of that conference or immediately afterward that Colonel Shirley, 
who was then the deputy post commander, and in whose office we 
had a conference- 

Mr. LANIGAN.Could you tell us who was present at that conference? 
Colonel J A R R ~ .Well at the original meeting I know Colonel 

Connor, the G 4 ,  and myself were there, and I think that Colonel Ed- 
gar came in from his ofice. But I do not remember anybody else. 
Bow I do not remember whether Colonel C o ~ n o r  lePt or not, but I 
received what I considered explicit instructions, personally to me from 
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Colonel Shirley, to insure that we examine the project file and insure 
there were not embarrassing papers found. I n  other words, embar- 
rassing to the Fort  Lee command. 

Mr. SMITH.What date was this? 
Colonel JARRETT.This was either the day of or the day after the 

GAO notified us at Port Lee by telephone they were coming in from 
Norfolk. I cannot pin the date any closer than that. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Can you give us, with any more precision, the instruc- 
tions bhat were given you? Can you recall the wording or- 

Colonel J A ~ E T T .  do not know Well the word "embarrassingg'-I 
whether Colonel Shirley used the word "embarrassing." But I think 
I used the word "embarrassing" in speaking to  Major Swartz. Be-
cause I told him over the phone and of course I saw him later. And 
I did not examine the file as such, and I did not receive any papers, 
and I did not tell Major Swartz to destroy anything. And I think 
the record the committee has will testify to the fact that there were 
no records destroyed. 

Mr. LANIGAN. When you mere given this instruction by Colonel 
Shirley, did you have any conversation with him which would indi- 
cate your understs~izding of the instructions that had been given 
to you ? 

Colonel JARRETT.NO, not that I recall, except that there was not any 
doubt in my mind as to what the intent ~vas, and I coinmunicated that 
intent to Major Swartz. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did you report back to Colonel Shirley regarding 
what action Major Swartz had taken? 

Colonel JARRETI-. I either in conversation on something else with 
Colonel Shirley, a day or so later, or as a direct result of that, and 
I forget which-Colonel Shirley asked me if I had carried out his 
instructions, and I reported in the positive. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Now I want to ask you about one other purchase 
request. 

Mr. SMITH. HOWdid you destroy this material in the file that you 
removed from the file ? 

Colonel JARRETI-. I did not destroy any material. I did not remove 
anything from the file. 

Mr. SMITH.You were told to do so? 
Colonel JARRETT.That is right. 

Mr. SMITH.But you did not 8 

Colonel JARRETT.
I was told to see that any embarrassing material 

in the file, such as these memorandums, and so forth, were removed 
from the files. 

Mr. SMITH.Major Swartz did it, though? 
Colonel JARRETT.Major Swartz did the removal, yes, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.Were you present when he did? 
Colonel JARRETT. I think he opened the file and discussed NO, sir. 

a few things. I n  fact, I gave him the instructions, original instruc- 
tions, over the telephone from my office in the headquarters building, 
and he was several blocks away. 

Mr. SMITH.When you replied, then, that the material had been 
removed, you were in effect replying that Major Swartz had told you 
it had been removed? 

Colonel JARRETT.That is right ;yes, sir. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Did anyone object to this order when this confer- 
ance was held and the order was passed down by Colonel Shirley to 
remove embarrassing documents? Did you hear anyone there remon- 
strata a t  all about this or say they would not be a party to it? 

Colonel JARRETT.NO, sir, I do not remember anyone making any- 
well, now, as I say, the so-called order that I received, I am not sure 
whether there was anybody present when I received that order from 
Colonel Shirley or not. 

Mr. ANDERSON. YOU are not certain whether anyone else was there? 
Colonel JARRETT.All I know is I received it and I took it as a 

specific personal direction to me from Colonel Shirley. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Had you finished, Mr. Anderson? 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am sorry. I was interested in clearing that up in 

my own mind before we got onto something else. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I just want to ask Colonel Jarrett whether he recog- 

nizes the purchase order 2107-M which we will now show him. 
Colonel JARRETT.I have seen i t  since after the GAO submitted their 

report, when I was going over the entire project to arrive a t  a true 
cost estimate, but I had not seen i t  before. 

At  the 5th of June I was a patient at Fort Lee Hospital. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Iwas going to ask you if there were any circumstances 

under which Colonel Ridlehuber would have signed for you, but you 
say you were in the hospital on that date ? 

Colonel JARRETT. This was signed by Major Buechler for Yes, sir. 
me. h the next senior Engineer officer, he was the acting post 
engineer durrng my absence. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did you know where the material purchased with that 
purchase request was actually used ? 

Colonel JARRETT.I think that most of it, if n& all of it,ww used on 
the airfield. However, part of this type of material, or the 1-inch 
material, we did use for maintenance repair work on the roads. 

Mr. LANIGAN.That is all I have. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson. 
Mr. ANDERWN. Have you read, or did you read the thing that 

came here today, the statement that Mr. Baras of the GAO gave to 
our subcommittee? 

Colonel JARRETT.Yes, sir, I did. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Substantially you have no quarrel with that state- 

ment, that recitation of this whole- 
Colonel JARRETT.Well, I think that there is one thing that is not 

fair. I n  other words, Iwill draw a comparison. 
When the Congress is given a report as to  the cost of a maneuver 

in Louisiana, with several field armies participating, the pap of the 
soldiers is not given as a cost factor in that because the soldiers will 
still be paid whether they are on a maneuver or somewhere else. 
However, this $586,000 cost as brought out includes $200,000-som~ 
for pay of troops. Now those troops would have been paid if they 
stayed at Fort  Relvoir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, you think that we should consider 
this as $386,000 instead of $586,000 ? 

Colonel JARRETT. UnderUnder the way we cost things, yes, sir. 
Army directive, which to my knowledge have not changed as of 
right now, they are not out-of-pocket costs. 

81951-62-9 
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Mr. ANDERSON. DO you dispute the fact that materials costing ap- 
proximately $87,000 were acquired for the airfield through the use 
of these 0.& M. funds despite the $25,000 limitation ? 

Colonel JARRETT.When you add the so-called maintenance and 
storage building for the 109th Aerial Detachment as a hangar building, 
yes, it does amount to approximately that amount of money. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Rretty well satis- Of course, I think the committee is 
fied that was intended to be a hangar for this air eldz and all the 
attempts to camouflage it to the contrary notwithstanding, this was 
part of the project. 

Colonel JARRETT.Right, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. SOyou do not dispute that fact? 

Colonel JARRETT.
NO, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOU do not dispute the fact that they acquired 

materials that were used in excess of the $25,000 limit, that they were 
charged to other projects in an effort to avoid the limitation? 

Colonel JARRETT.Right, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
YOU are familiar with the fact that this airfield, 

the construction of it, was continued despite the fact that midway in 
the construction higher headquarters had not granted the necessary 
waivers or clearances for construction ? 

Colonel JARRETT.I am aware of that now, yes, sir; but I had no 
knowledge of that at  the time. I was not consulted as a member of 
the staff. I n  fact, the staff meeting was held while Iwas being operated 
on at the station hospital. 

Mr. ANDERSON. cameNO one ever told you about that when you 
back out of the hospital ? 

Colonel JARRETT.Colonel Weisemann, the man I succeeded as chief 
of facilities, told me in May. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, other than your calling our atten- 
tion to the fact that you think $200,000 of this $586,000 would have 
been expended to pay the troops anyway, the facts set forth in this 
memorandum to which I refer are correct? 

Colonel JARRETT.That is right, sir. 
Now I would like to qualify that. The facts set forth to which I 

have personal knowledge. I mean, there are some statements- 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am sorry, what was your answer? 
Colonel JARRETT.There are some statements in there made by Mr. 

Baras in which he is talking of what someone else told him. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 
Colonel JAR RE^. Of course, I cannot verify those. 
Mr. ANDERSON. NO. But you have no information-by the same 

token, you have no information to the contrary that would indicate 
that any of those things are not true? 

Colonel JARRETT.That is true. 
Mr. ANDERSON. It is merely of your own knowledge you have no 

independent information that would confirm those things? 
Colonel JARRETT.That is right, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Well, substantially then, this is all correct, and you 

feel that the justification for the part that you played in it was that 
you were following orders, that you were in the chain of command 
and that---
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Colonel JAR~TT. Of course, I feel that an officer does Yes, sir. 
not have to blindly follow orders, but I think that my following of 
these orders was predicated on my personal feeling in the matter, hav- 
ing been in it from the beguming, that this whole operation was known 
within the command. 

Of course, I dealt directly with my superior officer, Colonel Ridle- 
huber, and later Colonel Connor who replaced him-G4. But from 
what had been said in conversations, and going up to Fort Belvoir 
before the project started to insure getting participation of engineer 
troops as a troop trainins project, and the participation by the Chief 
of Engineers, and visits by Deputy Chief of Staff of Logistics, officers 
of the post, talking about an airstrip a t  Fort Lee, and my original 
efforts m 1955 when I arrived, in which I attempted to clear some tim- 
ber out there and drain the area with a platoon of Engineers in fur- 
therance of this project on a minor scale, led me to believe that what 
we were doing was with the knowledge and consent of my superiors. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, even though it was illegal- 

Colonel JARRETT.
Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Everybody was doing it? 

Colonel JARRETT.
That is right, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
And as I think you expressed it a few minutes ago, 

you had a bear by the tail when you got in the middle of this thing 
and it had to be hished, come hell or high water. That is about it, 
isn't it ? 

Colonel JARRETT.That is right. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Regulations notwithstanding. 

Colonel JARRETT.
I think that if the committee were to check with 

my associates overseas and other posts or stations I have been in, 
you would h d  I have been a stickler for regulations and had a reputa- 
tion for it. However, I was burned in Austria when I made too fac- 
tual reports and was given a verbal reprimand and told I would be 
relieved immediately if I ever wrote such a letter. The letter hap- 
pened to be truthful, but it did not please the post commander. And 
he rewrote the letter and got the other letter back. 

And on another case- 
Mr. SMITH.What was his name? 
Colonel JARRETT.Cook. 

Mr. SMITH.DO you h o w  his first name? 

Colonel JARRETT.
I do know, but I cannot remember it at  the mo- 

ment. He was the area comma.nder in Salzburg, Austria. 
Mr. SMITH.At what date? 
Colonel JARRETT.1954. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Well, Colonel, I am sure you realize that this cum-

mittee is interested in more than just raking up old skeletons. This 
is a sordid, and as far as I am concerned, a sorry affair. It is a blot on 
our Army and a lot of people in it. But we are interested in more 
than just going over this; we are interested in what, if anything, can 
be done in the future, what steps can be taken, to prevent a repetition 
of this kind of complete flaunting of the law and, as far as we are con- 
cerned, flaunting of the will of Congress that these things are not t o  
be built unless there is an authorization for them. 

What suggestions would you have to make in view of your ex-
periences there in Salzburg, Austria, where you were threatened with 



122 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

removal from command if you complained about something? What 
do you think the Congress can do, and should do, to make sure that 
things like this do not happen and that men like you, who are put in 
the position of carrying out orders that {you know are illegal, have 
someone to whom you can go and make a complaint without suffering 
personal abuse, and yet something can be done Ito take care of this 
sitnation 1 

iIave you given any thought to that 1 
Colonel JARRETT. Yes, sir. I have discussed it quite often with 

associates in the same business. I n  1942, I think by direction of the 
President, the function of post engineer, utilities officer, was trans- 
ferred from the Quartermaster GeneraJ7s Office to the Corps of Engi- 
neers. Since that time they have been on a comprehensive cost ac- 
counting system. 

I n  1958 they came out with a seven-digit cost accounting system, 
double-entry bookkeeping, and they associated all the functions under 
codes. 

After that book was published, TM-506, "Guide to Procedures for 
Post Engineers Cost Accounting," there were about 55 changes pub- 
lkhed implementing what was in there. That has been going on ever 
since until this new system of management went in about 2 years ago 
in the new system of accounting. And I think that there is a laxity 
in the line of demarcation at  post level within the regulations. 

I11other words, at one post a post engineer will go in who is familiar 
with post engineer operations, and the post commander will have one 
interpretation of what the regulation means. I n  fact, I have had post 
commanders tell me that the regulations are merely a guide, that you 
do not go by the letter in the regulations. I have had others who live 
by the regulations as they are written. We used to have 135 code ac- 
counts, and you could charge work performed by, for instance, the 600 
employees at  Fort Lee that work for the post engineer are charged one 
of those code accounts or more every 8-hour working day of the full 
year. And the money is spent on it. 

Now it is very simple to use a pencil to change a code, and that is 
exactly what was done here. 

Mr. ANDERSON. ISthis what you are saying, then, that it pretty much 
gets down to the moral jud,peat of the people who are there in charge 
of the operations ? 

Colonel JARRETT.NO, there is too much flexibility allowed a t  station 

level in my opinion, for interpretation of what the regulation means. 


Mr. ANDERSON. much flexibility is given to the post commander? 
TOO 

Colonel JARRETT.
That is right, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Well, who gives them this flexibility? How does he 

acquire it ? 
Colonel JARRETT.The Army area commander, and the Department 

of Army and Department of Defense under regulations that are writ- 
ten pertaining to those particular operations, normally contained in 
Army regulations, insofar as the Army is concerned. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, are you suggesting that that is what we need 
to do, is rewrite the regulations and make it indisputably clear that 
when it says something it means it? 

Colonel JARRETT. not re- Yes, sir, I thinli: that mould certainly-no, 
write the regulations. I thinlr if it could be brought out, in effect, what 
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is a definition of this type of work and what is a definition of that type 
of work. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But some of the things that were done here, I mean, 
it. is just incomprehensible to me. 

Colonel JARRETT.I agree. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I do not care how flexible these regulations were, 

they just did not bend them, they broke them. 
Colonel JARREW. I did not mean that, because That is right, sir. 

certainly after we got the bear by the tail we knew what we were doing, 
at  least I knew what I was doing, we were evading the regulations as 
they were written as far  as I was concerned. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I guess if we ever figure out how to write regulations 
that people cannot evade, why we will do something they have not 
been able to do since the time of Moses and a few other people. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Smith. 
Mr. SMITH.On the 17th of September you submitted an estimate 

that the total cost would be $110,000, approximately, and additional 
funds required of $37,000. That was approved by Colonel Shirley. 
Six weeks later on the 1st of November you submitted another estimate 
of $24,000 for additional costs. 

As I understood your testimony, in the meantime you realized that 
this original estimate would be illegal, is that correct? 

Colonel JARRETT.The original estimate? 

Mr. SMITH.Yes, the 17th of September estimate. 

Colonel JARRETT. That original estimate of the
NO. smaller 

amount, the smaller airstrip, was returned. 
Mr. SMITH.The original estimate was the higher amount with 

the smaller airstrip ? 
Colonel JARRETT.Well, I mean the overall amount, funded and un-

funded costs. The orighal estimate was returned. in order to in-
crease the thickness of the runway and lncrease the length of the 
runway and to bring- 

Mr. SMITH.And that reduced the amount ? 
Colonel JARREIT. And to bring to so-called out-of-pocket cost 

figure below $25,000. So I reported, ia a telephone call, that I would 
proceed with those elements of direction in the memorandum. 

Mr. SMITH.YOU mean by increasing the troop labor cost you were 
able to reduce the out-of-pocket estimate? 

Colonel JARRETT.Well, I did not personally work on it, sir, but 
the problem was given to the Engineering Section, that is the post 
engineer at Fort Lee, and with the so-called framework, the frame- 
work of limit, these figures that are shown on there are the figures 
that were worked out, to abide by those cost factors. 

Mr. SMITH.Were you in touch with Colonel Shirley in determin- 
ing this was an urgent situation req~~ir ing res?these kind of fi 

Colonel JARREW. INo, sir, I did not report to Colonel &irley. 
reported to Colonel Ridlehuber. 

Mr. SMITH.You mean your contact with Colonel Shirley then 
was only after this had all been done ? 

Colonel JARRETT.My contact with Colonel Shirley would be in- 
cidental. In other words, I did not normally report to him unless 
I was called by him personally or told to report to him or met him, 
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.or he came to my office. But normally I would not report to him in 
%he normal chain of command. 

Mr. SMITH.Well in this articular instance did you report nor- 
mally or abnormally ? 

Colonel JARRETT. Normally insofar as reporting. I discussed that 
and gave a copy of the memorandum of my telephone conversation 
with Washington to Colonel Ridlehuber. At least I sent it to his 
office. 

Mr. SMITH.And so you determined at  that time that it was urgent 
Ito do this, and that everyone knew it in the command, and this was 
the reason why you should go ahead ? 

Colonel J A R ~ T T .  YOU mean the urgency of the airfield ? 
Mr. SMITH.Yes. 
Colonel JARRETT. Yes, sir, I felt it was urgent to build an airstrip, 

not a standard airfield. 
Mr. SXITH.And at what time then did this come out of the cate- 

gory of urgency into one where you felt you have a bear by the tail 
and you could not let go? 

Colonel JARRETT, ofWell after we got into the cost factors-first 
all, the troops stayed 2 years instead of 1year. We could not get 
the asphalt line equipment so we had to do that by contract rather 
than troop labor with a resulting out-of-pocket cost that was not 
antici ated. And the material that was in the ground at Fort Lee 
avails\le was not of sufficient strength to meet the minimum require- 
ments of 22,000 pound wheel load on the runway. 

Mr. SMITH.I n  the original estimate you stated that stripping and 
fill volume, though appearing excessive, were required because of 
slight marsh conditions existin in areas under the southern portion 
of the runway and ovemn.  & back in 1957 you knew there were 
problems there ? 

Colonel JARRETT. We had no problem with that. We had the a 1  
for that. That was filled with material taken right off of the Govern- 
ment property at Fort Lee. What we are talking about is the base 
course, the so-called course just below the asphalt. I n  other words, 
after you get to wbgrade, you put a large rock down with the point 
sticking up, and fiu in around it. And the more you roll over it, the 
more it compacts. It was that so-called course we did not have the 
material for. 

Mr. SMITH.What date then was it, 1958 or 1959, or when was it, 
that you determined that even though this probably should never 
have been started, you could not stop then? 

Colonel JARRETT.I n  January or February of 1959. 
Mr. SMITH.But subsequent to that you received this report to the 

effect that you could not land there except downwind part of the 
time--

Colonel JARRETT.NO,I did not. 

Mr. SMITH.Who did receive that report ? 

Colonel JARRETT.
Well, from what I understand there was a con- 

ference held, a staff conference. 4: do not h o w  where it was held- 
a t  headquarters I presume. And as far  as I know, no member of the 
post Engineer staff attended that meeting. There was a (3-3, (3-4
policy meeting. And those factors were taken into consideration. 

Mr. SMITH.Why wasn't it abandoned at  that time, though? 
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Colonel JARRETT.I frankly do not know, sir. 

Mr. SMITH.Whose decisions would it have been? 

Colonel JARRETT.
Well I would assume it would be the major com- 

mander at Fort Lee who would make a decision of that nature. 
Mr. SMITH.Now the Engineer construction company, are they the 

people that did quite a lot of the work on this? 
Colonel JARRETT.They did practically all of the work, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.Why was the paved strip considered urgent in view 

of the availability of the grass strip ? 
Colonel JARRETT. The grass strip was 2,400 long, maximum length. 

It was immediately adjacent to 300 sets of family quarters. And 
there were woods at  the takeoff end. A belt right up immediately to 
the airstrip was national park property, and we could not touch a 
tree. 

Mr. SMITH.The woods touch a t  the end of this one too, don't they? 
Colonel JARRETT.There are two water tanks and a TV tower that is 

oh, I guess,2 miles away from the end of the runway. Of course there 
are a lot of obstructions, but I think for the last year or more there 
have been about 50 operations a day at  Fort Lee Airfield on an average. 

Mr. SMITH.On this new strip ? 
Colonel JARRETT.Yes, sir, continuously on an average. 
Mr. SMITH.On this new strip ? 
Colonel JARRETT. I do not know of any acci- Yes, sir, continuously. 

dents occurring. They are not using it for instrument flying, but they 
are using it for night flying when visibility is good. 

Mr. SMITH.The same planes are using that that would have used 
the grass strip ? 

Colonel JARRETT.Yes, sir, except I think the number of planes has 
increased by one or two. I am not sure which. The grass strip was 
really what you would call in combat a combat strip for light observa- 
tion planes to take off and land. I n  other words, if you got a saturated 
rain, if you operated you operated with the possibility that a pilot or 
passenger might be injured-you take those chances. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Or go to Petersburg Airfield 12 miles away? 

Colonel JARRETT.
NO, sir, we were not using Petersburg Airport ex- 

cept occasionally with the commander's plane. We were using Black- 
stone Airfield 40 miles away, and we were supporting that to the tune 
of $28,000 a month out-of-pocket cost-$28,000 a year. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Why weren't efforts made to use the Petersburg 
field? 

Colonel JARRETT.Well a survey had been made before I got there, 
and it went to 2d Army, and in order for the Government at  Peters- 
burg to brief it to the Department of Army, they wanted certain mini- 
mum facilities and improvements made. And those facilities and im- 
provements would have amounted to approximately, as I recall, $1 
million or slightly over $1million. The 2d A m y  turned down the 
request and the leasing of that property. 

Mr. ANDERSON. At Petersburg? 

ColonelJARRETT.
Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I thought I read in here somewhere that it was used 

on occasion along with others- 
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Colonel JARREIT. Rut what It was used by light planes, yes, sir. 
they were thinking of it, if they got it for that purpose, they would 
use it for the cargo planes that normally fly out of Port Bragg, the 
c-123. 

Mr. ANDERSON.But actually isn't i t  a fact, Colonel, there were only 
light planes attached to Port Lee? 

ColonelJARRETT.Yes, sir, that is right, Army type planes. 
Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very much. 
The hearing will be carried over to Thursday and this will conclude 

our session for today. 
(Whereupon, at  11:50 a.m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 

Thursday, March 22,1962.) 
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ILLEGAL ACTIONS IN T H E  CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

THURSDAY, MARCH 22, 1962 

Housn OF REP~SENTATIVES, 
SWCOMMIT~EE ANDON EXECUTIVE 

LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION 
OF T- COMMITTEE OPERATIONS,ON GOVERNMENT 

Washington,D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at  10:25 a.m., in room 

1501-B, New House Office Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present : Re~resentatives William L. Dawson (chairman), Neal 
Smith, and ~ o 6 n  B. Anderson. 

Also present: Elmer W. Henderson, counsel; Arthur Perlnian, pro- 
fessional staff member ; James A. Lanigan, general counsel, Govern- 
ment Operations Committee; Miles Q. Romney, associate general 
counsel, Government Operations Committee; and John P. Carlson, 
minority counsel, Government Operations Committee. 

Chairman DAWSON. We will resume the hearings in the case of 
the construction of the airfield at  Fort Lee. 

When Mr. Anderson comes, Congressman Anderson, we will pause 
then . acquaint him with what has gone on at  this hearing up until - .  to 
this time. 

Our first witness will be Col. Grant Healey. 
Colonel Healey, do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are 

about to give the subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God ? 

Colonel HEALEY.I do, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Have a seat, sir. 


TESTIMONY OF GRANT N. HEALEY, GOLONE& Q U m T E R M A m  
CORPS, U.S.ARMY 

Chairman DAWSON. Will you identify yourself, giving your rank 
and present post of duty? 

Colonel HEALEY.Grant H. Healey, colonel, Quartermaster Corps, 
Army of the United States. My present duty station is Headquarters, 
Allied and Land Forces, Southeast,ern Europe, Izmir. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU worked at  Fort Lee during the period 
covered by this report ? 

Colonel HEALEY.Yes, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. I n  what capacity did you serve? 

Colonel HEALEY.
There, assistant chief of staff, comptroller, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Describe your duties as assistant chief of staff. 

127 
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Colonel HEALEY.Sir, I had five divisions, the functions of which 
would constitute my duties. 

The first of these was budget and funds control. This division re- 
ceives fnnds in large portion by allotments basically from the Office 
of the Quartermaster in Washington but also funds from 2d Army 
for certain purposes. They do the budgeting and manage the operat- 
ing program, financial operating program of the installation. 

I had a management assistance division. This division is respon- 
sible for management surveys of all types on the post,. not only for 
Quartermaster training commands to which I was asslgned but for 
tenant activities on the post. 

I had the finance and accounting division. This division, essen- 
tially is a h a n c e  office, which handles all moneys for the post, pays 
the troops, pays civilians, pays commercial accounts, and maintains 
the general ledger ,accounts. 

I have a machine accounting services division. This is an IBM 
punchcard operation which does various types of accounting, again 
not only for Quartermaster Training Command but for tenant activi- -
ties on ihe post. 

And I had an internal review and audit division, which is respon- 
sible for those areas of audit which have been delegated to the com- 
mand which are nonappropriated funds, and are r&ponsible for in-
ternal review of all systems, methods, controls, for the entire post and 
for tenant activities if requested. 

Those are the duties, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU have read the testimony that has been 

given. Have you been provided with a copy heretofore? 
Colonel HEALEY.Sir, until the day before yesterday I had never 

seen any testimony. I have been furnished in that time not the actual 
testimony but notes which I believe covered fully the testimony. 

Chairman DAWSON. Did vou read the testimonv of Mr. Baras? 
Colonel HEALEY.I did, s&. 
Chairman DAWSON. And are you acquainted with what he said? 
Colonel HEALEY.Yes, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. When did you receive that? 

Colonel HEALEY.
Yesterday, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Will you tell us what you know about this 

matter from the start to the finish? 
You were in Camp Lee when they started it, were you? 
Colonel HEALEY.I was not, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Where were you then? 
Colonel HEALEY.I came to Port Lee from Japan in July of 1957. 
At that time a good deal of activity of various types had taken 

place with respect to the airfield. However, and during my first year 
a t  Lee I was not the comptroller, sir, I was deputy chief of staff and 
secretary of the general staff. I became comptroller in, I believe, 
August 1958, so that I was the comptroller at  the time of the inci- 
dents that you are looking into. 

Chairman DAWSON. We are looking into the matter of the con- 
struction of this airfield from its inception until the GAO went in 
there to make its audit as to conditions down there. I wish to say to 
you that the GAO went in as a routine matter. They didn't know 
anything was wrong and they had no suspicions but as they looked 



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 129 

into documents and talked to individuals it began to develop that 
efforts had been made to keep them from knowing what had been 
going on in connection with the construction of this airfield. 

The GAO is an arm of the Congress. They are charged with that 
responsibility for the Congress, and they have to make their reports 
to the Congress, and so, of course, they made their report as to what 
they found there. It showed what we believe to be an utter disregard 
of the laws passed by Congress and of the rules of the Army for the 
keeping of those laws, and observance of those laws by the Army. 

Colonel, just tell us what you know about this whole situation. 
We do not want it to occur again. We do have faith in the Arm . 
We are proud of our Army but we are not proud of those efforts ma Je 
to bypass the Congress, efforts made not to live up to what is the law, 
because the laws were passed for the good of the country. 

I t  wasn't for any particular individual, or to put a hardship on any 
individual, but those charged with the responsibility for maintaining 
those laws in order that we might have a government of laws, have 
a serious job to do, and when there is a flagrant violation of it certainly 
Congress should be interested. I think the Army itself should be 
interested in order to see that it doesn't occur any more, and in that 
spirit, we are going into this investigation, and to determine whp is 
responsible for what happened down at Fort Lee, who is responsible 
for the efforts to avoid what was clearly the law and known to those 
who made efforts to avoid it, and then when they knew the GAO was 
coming in they took certain steps to try to see that they couldn't get 
anything from their inspection, to remove all documents from their 
ins ection that would tend to show what was going on. 80we arc asking you to tell us, since you were down there practically 
all of this time, just what happened, with a view to trying to see that 
it doesn't happen any more. 

Colonel HEALEY.Yes, sir. 
I first became aware of this discrepancy at the time of the interview 

of the GAO team of which you speak. 
The team had looked into a number of matters in addition to the 

airfield and in the exit interview the airfield was one item. I was 
startled at that time because, a,lthough I don't have the transcri t to 
paraphrase the gentleman talking who was Mr. Pratt of the 8 ~ 0  
team, stated that it appeared that directives had been issued to miscode 
documents and it didn't look good and there was only one matter actu- 
ally concerning me in this exit interview and it had only been settled 
and that had been settled in the exit interview. 

Upon leaving the exit interview they had mentioned a public law, 
and though I thought I knew what it was I went back to my office to 
check it. The public law given in the transcript was wrong and it took 
me a little while to discover the public law of which I had been 
generally familiar. 

Chairman DAWSON. Will you give us the public law involved, the 
number and name ? 

Colonel HEALEY.Sir, I cannot give the number but it is public law 
which describes certain types of construction including minor con- 
struction and applies certain dollar ceilings at different levels for 
approval. 
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Within a short time, perhaps the same day, and I am sorry that I 
can't be more definite, but this has been some years ago I was ordered 
by the then deputy post commander, Colonel Alexander, to take certain 
actions. 

One was to reconstruct the account, and I used my deputy and some 
auditors for that purpose. 

We reconstructed it and actually although maintaining the docu- 
ments which were essentially purchase requests, we corrected the cod- 
ing and to all intents and purposes constructed a second and correct file. 

I also ordered a spot internal review of the system employed in the 
engineer's office, the post engineer's office to maintain this account, 
which-do you have that, Mr. Lanigan ? 

Mr. LANIGAN.Pardon me, go ahead. 

Colonel HEALEY.
TO ascertain what had been wrong. 
At this time the matter of miscoding wm not too clear, the allegation 

had not been completely clear. 
The study was completed, I think it perhaps took 2 or 3 days, I don't 

recall, by one of my management assistance people, and found that in 
essence there was nothing wrong with the system employed. It found 
some improvements which it recommended but in essence stated that 
the system itself was not at  fault. 

I also ordered as a strictly stopgap measure on this thing a quarterly 
spot audit of the minor construction projects of which I don't recall the 
exact number but somewhere in the magnitude of 20. 

While these various actions were going on, other things were going 
on of which I am not really aware, I have never really been informed 
on them, but one day, I was called into the commanding general's office 
with others, including Colonel Connor, Colonel Jarrett, Colonel Pot- 
ter, Major Swartz, perhaps one or two others, I don't recall, and we 
were given a verbal reprimand. 

This was a great shock to me and Idid not understand precisely what 
I was being reprimanded for. I did not question it at  the time. 

Colonel Conner was equally shocked, and I went and talked to him 
afterward and it was his view that I had been reprimanded for 
some-

,Chairman DAWSON. Would you give the committee the approximate 
date when this occurred? 

Colonel HEALEY.Sir, I would have to check my notes and I couldn't 
give a date. I made no record of it. It was perhaps a few weeks be- 
fore my letter of reprimand, if I might check that I might be able to 
give an approximate date. 

Shall I check the records? 
Chairman DAWSON. DO you have them? 
Colonel HEALEY.Yes, in my briefcase. 

Iwould say, sir, in early June of 1960. 

Chairman DAWSON. 19601 

Colonel HEALEY.
Yes, sir. 
I went about my business and in a week or two later, in this letter 

of reprimand, which is dated June 15, 1960, I received the written 
reprimand. 

Chairman DAWSON. Relating to this airfield? 
Colonel HEALEY. Yes, sir. 
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The written reprimand referred, if I may quote bhe first few lines, 
It is indicated to me in a report of the Office of the Quartermaster beneral  

that you failed to exercise proper control over the supervision of expenditures 
with regard to  Fort  Lee airstrip project No. 10-57, and that your dereliction con- 
tributed to the exceeding of the operations and maintenance cost limitation. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Could I ask you a question at  this point? 
Colonel HEALEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Have you seen the summary of pertinent facts of the 

Quartermaster Corps inspector general's report investigation re con- 
struction of airfield at  Fort Lee, Va.? 

Colonel HFXLEY.I saw that K esterday, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Which is ex ibit 37 in our file. 
I would like to call your atkention to pmagraph 11on page 5 of 

that report. That paragraph states : 
The comptroller, Headquarters, Quartermaster Training Command, does not 

maintain any control by individual specific project to  assure that  expenditures 
do not exceed the funded cost limitation. 

Colonel Ridlehuber maintained a t  the investigation that  the comptroller and 
himself always knew the status of funds and that  he had a good daily working 
knowledge in a general way of what funds were being utilized for. 

(Exhibit 37-Surmnary of pertinent facts, Quartermaster Corps 
Inspector General's "Report of Investigation re construction of air- 
field at  Port Lee, Va." appears in the appendix on p. 321.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. A similar sentence appears a t  the end of paragraph 
17. 	I would like to ask you about two points there. 

First, were you told that Colonel Ridlehuber had maintained a t  
the investigation that you always knew the status of funds. 

Were you told that before yesterday? 
Colonel HEALEY.NO, sir. 

Mr. LANIOAN.
Were you ever given an opportunity to comment or 

answer on that charge, to that charge? 
Colonel HEALEY.NO, sir, excuse me, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
Pardon me, go ahead. 
Colonel H E A ~ Y .  have never seen the re- I could have answered-I 

port of violation of the added deficiency account which went in and 
I learned later was returned to Port Lee because of some inade- 

quacies, and it was not complete. 
However, I had a memorandum for record here signed by Colonel 

Connor of a meeting held with the judge-with the staff judge advo- 
cate of Fort Lee at  that time, Colonel Nolan, and which, this meeting 
had to do with whether people were going to furnish statements as they 
are not only authorized but supposed to do if they wished to do under 
that report of deficiency violation, and we were told that seeing Colonel 
Ridlehuber was considered to be responsible that we would not be re-
quired to submit statements, which I construed to be a, well, I don't 
care to use the word exoneration because I never considered myself 
guilty but at least a removal of the charge. 

Other than that I was not Eiven an opportunity to comment. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Let me as you this: Were you told that Colonel 

Ridlehuber or anyone said that the comptroller always knew the status 
of funds. 

Colonel HEALEY.NO, sir. 
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Mr. L A N ~ A N .So you didn't know that charge had been made against 
you by Colonel Ridlehuber ? 

Colonel HEALEY,I am not sure what you mean by the charge, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Well, that he had ever made that statement 1 
Colonel HEALEY. I did not know that he had made the statement. 
Mr. LANIQAN.Did you know the status of funds as Colonel Ridlehu- 

ber had maintained according to this report? 
Colonel HEALEY.AS comptroller, it was my duty to always know 

the status of funds. I did not know the status of the accounting proce- 
dure, I should not say that, the accounting-I did not know at the mo- 
ment what the status of expenditures against this construction project 
mas, and there was a reason for that. I did not maintain the records 
and properly so, those records were maintained at  the post engineer's 
office. 

The statement that I always knew the status of funds is merely an 
accolade. Of course, I knew the status of funds. The comptroller has 
to know it. I had a budget of $14 million that I had to keep track of. 
But this was a subsidiary account maintained in the office of the post 
engineer.

Mr. L A ~ Q A N .So you are telling us now you did not know the status 
of that subsidiary account in the office of the post engineer? 

Colonel HEALEY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Will you I roceed, unless there are some other ques- 

tions. I t  just seemed that rst paragraph is related to this charge of 
the inspector general's report. 

Colonel HEALEY.May I comment just a little more on that? 

Mr. LANIGAN.
Go ahead. 
Colonel HEALEY. I was struck yesterday with the first sentence there 

in paragraph 11: 
The comptroller, Headquarters, Quartermaster Training Command, does not 

maintain coutrol by any individual specific project to assure expenditures do 
not exceed the funded cost limitation. 

That sentence is correct in the case of my construction of minor con- 
struction projects. It is not the case in many other types of account- 
ing, for example, in the finance and accounting office, but as relates 
only to the airstrip project it is correct, and it should be correct, be- 
cause the regulations charged that subsidiary account to be the respon- 
sibility of the post engineer who is under the general staff supervision 
of the G 4 .  

Chairman DAWSON. Who was the post engineer at this time? 
Colonel HEALEY.I am not sure of the date, sir, first Colonel Jarrett, 

who was replaced by Colonel Pylant. I believe that at  the time of the 
GAO exit Interview, I believe that Colonel Jarrett was still the post 
engineer. 

Mr. LANTGAN.Will you proceed with your statement ? 

Colonel HEALEY.
Yes. 
So the report was sent back, I did not see it, with the additional 

portions required by regulations, which have been left out the first 
time. 

I, at one point, in this-I can't state the exact time, but subsequent 
to 15 June and not much subsequent, I talked to the deputy post com- 
mander about this letter, because it was not specific as to my derelic- 
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tion, and was generally told that accounting, failure to provide staff 
supervision over an accounting system was the charge, and I became 
aware that the atmosphere was not favorable for me to further pursue 
the point. 

I consulted senior friends as to what they would recommend, and 
the conclusion which I came to, based on their advice and my own 
thinking was that I would wait and the thinking behind it was that 
someone was going to, someone of the numerous agencies that would 
get into this matter after the report of violation was going to question 
my-the way I was implicated. 

The only other thing that occurred that relates directly to the air- 
strip was an imposition of a new ruling, which I favored heavily, by 
which when a project was approved, either a t  OQMG or higher the 
money was to come down by separate allotments which is, in fiscal 
language, the imposition of an administrative restriction which re- 
quires you to set up a separate ledger account in the finance and ac- 
counting office, covering that particular parcel of money and every 
paper that is processed against it has to be processed through the 
finance and accounting office, division it was, for what we call a cer- 
tification of funds-money-and a commitment of funds, a much 
tighter control system. 

I was later questioned, while on a trip to Washington in the Office 
of the Quartermaster General, by an o5cer whose name I cannot recall, 
in the Office of the OQMG inspector general, the Quartermaster 
Corps inspector general. 

The questioning, as 1 recall it, and I never saw a transcript after- 
ward of the questions or answers or the report until yesterday or the 
day before yesterday, I did see the report for the first time, but still 
have not seen a transcript of my testimony, had to do not with ac- 
counting but with whether or not I would feel that M. & 0. funds 
could be char ed to MOBEX. 

I did not %now at that time precisely, as I do know now, the 
reason for the question, and my answer generally was that I could 
conceive of situations under which funds might be charged to 
MOBEX but that I was unaware that there had been any such cir- 
cumstances in Fort Lee. 

I think that would be perhaps an accurate summary of what I said. 
It was a very brief questioning and that ended that portion of it. 

Sometime later and, I would have to say approximately November 
of 1960, I believe, at the direction of the Secretary of the Army, the 
Comptroller of the Army was directed to send an Army Audit Agency 
special audit team to Fort Lee to look into this case and report, I 
believe, to the Secretary. 

There were three gentlemen who came to Lee on that, spent I should 
imagine a week or more, although I am not sure, going into all files, 
and everything I was told was turned over to them, and they pre- 
sented a report which I never saw before the day before yesterday 
but which I received a portion of in draft which it now transpires 
came out in the final report. 

The report as I am told, has not been furnished this committee. I 
understand that portions of it were furnished to you. I do not think 
that the specific portion- 
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Chairman DAWSON. DO you know why they withheld certain parts 
of a report from us, or the reason they gave for withholding that 
from us ? 

Colonel HEALEY. I am sorry, sir, I do not know. I did not mean 
to imply any withholding. I believe the point was they gave you a 
summary and that the summary did not include this part; there is 
no reason ;Imeant to imply nothing. 

I n  any event, if I may, I will read the one page which will be obvi- 
ously of great personal interest to  me. 

We cite the case of Lieutenant Colonel Healey, Assistant Chief of Staff, 
Comptroller, QMTC, one of the officers who received a reprimand. Since the 
administrative control of funds had been delegated to the major program direc- 
tor, Assistant Staff G 4 ,  QMGC, and actions were taken by other officers to  
misclassify costs to avoid disclosing the violation, i t  would be our opinion that  
Lieutenant Colonel Healey was not responsible for  violation. We could not 
find any indications that  Lieutenant Colonel Healey did or should have known 
about the miolation under the circumstances. 

That was a separate paragraph in the report. 
Chairman DAWSON. Was that part of the report withheld from us? 

Did you get that ? 
Mr. LANIGAN.I t  WSLSnot in the summary, sir. 
Could you tell us, was this report made after your reprimand? 
Colonel HEALEY. Considerably. The reprimand was June Oh, yes. 

and this draft was date& December 15, and I believe thak their study, 
although this was a very-we were aware a t  Lee of very high priority 
things so they worked fast and I think it probably was late Novem- 
ber when they conducted their audit. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Was this paragraph included in the final report? 
Colonel HEALEY. That is the same paragraph that I readYes, sir. 

to you in Rome. 
Chairman DAWSON. Smith? 
Mr. SMITH.Did you see other reprimands? 
Colonel HEALEY.Ihave never seen another one. 
Chairman DAWSON. What was the date of your letter of reprimand 

again ? 
Colonel HEALEY. June 15,1960, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. When did you say you first became aware of 

the irregularities with respect to this construction project? Was that 
a t  the exit interview ? 

Colonel HEALEY. Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. What was the date of that interview? Was it 

in 1959, December of 1959 ? 
Colonel HEALEY.I am not sure that I gave the date, I can get it 

here, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Well, I think probably I have the right date. 

It was in December of 1959. 
I do have here one exhibit, I don't know whether it has been made 

available to you or not, Colonel, exhibit 21 in our files, which is a 
memorandum of a telephone conversation between Colonel Pennington 
of the Office of the Quartermaster General and Colonel Ridlehuber 
which took place on Ma 29, 1959, the telephone conversation discuss- 
ing the problems that 2'olonel Ridlehuber was having with respect to 
getting a hangar for his airfield and getting i t  erected on the site all 
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within the $25,000 limitation, and I call your particular attention 
1,o the last paragraph on page 1of that memorandum : 

Immediate problem is the purchase of a metal hangar building by erection of 
troop labor at a later date. I asked Colonel Pennington to assure the Quarter- 
master General that we would not recommend anything that would put him in  
an embarrassing position. In the case of the hangar it  will be procured if pur-
chase is approved for the aerial detachment and not directly associated with 
the airfield. In the case of physical inspection by Department of the Army rep- 
resentatives at some later date it can be explained that this is a temporary build- 
ing, which will be moved to meet other storage requirements if and when no 
longer required at the airfield site. 

(Exhibit 21-Memorandum of a telephone conversation between 
Col. James C. Peilllington and Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, May 29, 
1959, appears in the ap endix on p. 300.) 

Chairman DAWSON. f;n page 2 2 t  is indicated that you were among 
those to whom a copy of this particular memorandum was furnished. 

Wouldn't the language in that last paragraph on page 1excite your 
curiosity a bit as to what was going on with respect to this project? 

Doesn't that appear on the face of it to be somewhat devious or do 
you recall reading this memorandum? Do you have any independ- 
ent recollection of seeing it ? 

Colonel HEALEY.I agree that it would appear devious. I do not 
have any memory of reading it but I may well have. I would not be 
able to answer why, if I did read it, in the light of the present, I would 
say that Iwould be immediately alerted to something. 

Chairman DAWSON. It would raise a red flag in your mind ? 
Colonel HEALEY.I don't wish to excuse anything if I have had any 

part in it. It would only point out what I am sure you know. As 
comptroller, I got rather vast amounts of pa,per. 

Chairman DAWSON. Members of Congress are familiar with the fact 
that lots of material goes across a man's desk in the course of a day's 
work. 

Colonel HEAL~EY.SOthat I could have been too perfunctory perhaps. 
Perhaps I read it and it triggered nothing. I was aware, I am not 
even sure how, but perhaps in staff meetings or in some way that a t  
some point in time they had gotten an approval of a separate project 
covering a hangar. 

However, I would judge that was after this, in fact, it must have 
been because they were asking. It would have to be approved by 
OQMG. I n  any event, although I certainly cannot deny that now lt 
looks very odd, nothing about it triggered me nt the time. 

Chairman DAWSON. Do you have any particular recommendations to 
offer this committee, Colonel, as to how a repetition of this particular 
kind of situation could be avoided ? 

Have you ven much thought to that? Or  do you think that it 
arose largely "d'ecause of the subjective attitudes of the people who ad- 
ministered the regulations here ? 

Colonel HEALEY.Well, I have given a vast amount of thought to  
it. Basically, my view is there was nothing wrong wit11 the system 
that was in-being. 

I am appalled that the thing happened but I would submit that if 
anyone agrees with me that that system was all right. The system 
itself, of course, will not do anything. It has to be used properly. 

Chairman DAWSON. Those are all the questions Ihave. 
8 1 9 5 1 - 6 L 1 0  
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Colonel HEALXY.Sir,I would like to proceed if you want my recom- 
-

mendations. 
Chairman DAWSON. Sure, I am sorry, I thought you had hished. 
Colonel HEALEY. However, as I said earlier the Quartermaster Gen- 

eral's Office did put in a system immediately following this matter, of 
an individual project being funded individually by a piece of paper 
called a Visible Op, related only to that project, I like that system 
better, and the reason I like it better is because it puts the control 
of the money into a different agency thaa the one that is doing the 
work. It puts in Finance and Accounting and Finance and Account- 
ing traditionally, I believe, has earned a reputation of being very rig-
orous in their controls of funds. 

I t  puts in a dispassionate, completely dispassionate element. It pro-
vides even for a doublecheck to safeguard possibly just an error where 
you, perhaps, or a clerk makes an error and you tilink you have not 
reached a limit but in fact you have. This provides another check. 

Now, that was administratively done by the Ofice of the Quarter- 
master General so far as I know, although I am completely out of 
touch with being assigned to NATO headquarters. I have been there 
a year in Turkey ;I don't see any regulations. We use NATO regula- 
tions, not U.S. Army regulations, so I don't know but my recommen- 
dation would be that such a system be employed throughout on minor 
construction or any project which requires money and which requires 
approval by higher headquarters. 

Beyond that, it  was suggested later to me, that, in fact, in rela- 
tion to my reprimand, we sort of departed at one polnt in time from 
the basis for reprimand and we got into audit. 

And for the first time Mr. Lanigan showed me in Rome a letter 
which referred specifically to the fact that if I had properly con-
ducted an audit program, I am paraphrasing, this would not have 
happened. 

I was responsible for all audits that we were authorized, which, in- 
cidentally, doesn't cover this kind of account, but I was responsible 
for total review internally. This was not on the installation program 
of review and I have been asked why and there was no reason why. 

I didn't have enough auditors to do everything, and we did the best 
we could. A program was made up and submitted to channels up 
to the Quartermaster General's office and was approved or disapproved 
or changed but I have submitted in other testimony that audits or 
internal review in this instance would have done nothing because as 
I reiterate the system was all right. I t  might have caught the viola- 
tion, probably would have, but the results, if I had caught the viola- 
tion, would be precisely what the results are when the GAO catches 
them. 

At that time, you have incurred a violation and that is all there is to 
it,you report it by law Iwould say- 

Chairman DAWSON. Wouldn't there be a possibility that some sys- 
tem could have been devised whereby this could have been caught 
earlier, though? 

Colonel HEALEY.Yes, sir, I told you that I put in a spot audit, per- 
haps you were not here, quarterly, that would catch it earlier. The 
danger in an annual audit, of course, if a thing occurs in January it 
may be on the program for December, and a year goes by. 



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 137 

But the quarterly audit was designed to tighten the control over 
&at t m g  and would reveal the violation sooner. 

But basically, I get back to the same point if someone is going to 
juggle the papers I know of no way to know immediately that it is 
happening. 

To conclude, sir, I want-I was ordered to Turkey and departed 
in January of 1961, and with the exception of the fact as soon as I got 
to Turkey I was immediately recalled to the United States for ques- 
kioning by the Department of Army Inspector General, and then re- 
turned to Turkey, and I believe you have-I have never seen that re- 
port nor a transcript of my answers to questions, generally the tenor 
of the questioning of, of my questioning in that regard related to 
audit, "Why didn't you have it on the program for audit?" and so on 
and so forth. 

I returned to Turkey and then I was called to Rome to meet with 
Mr. Lanigan and Mr. Romney, that was in December last, and there I 
was merely asked generally to do what you have permitted me to 
-do today to give my story of the whole thing. 

That is the end of the story, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. That was the effort of this committee to try to 

iind out just what went on around Fort Lee that would let an incident 
like this go to the extent that it had gone. 

We would hate to think that the Army was so lax or so unapprecia- 
tive of the responsibility on them to comply with what was the law 
that a thin like this could have happened. You have been very co- 
,operative w%erever we have come in contact. When we have called 
upon you, you have given us, to the best of your knowledge, I believe, 
what you knew of the matter and we are very happy to know that the 
Army has taken some steps to see that a thing like this couldn't very 
well happen again; at least to place the responsibility and not have lt 
in the condition that we found. 

Also, we certainly set out to discourage the attempt to get around 
what is obviously the view of the Congress. The limitation placed upon 
a project was done for a reason, and yet we find here in this matter 
that everything was done by military men to avoid the $25,000 limita- 
tion because they wanted an airstrip, when they could have gone about 
i t  according to law and gotten the same thing, if the Army had ap- 
proved of it,and if Congress had joined them in ~ t .  

We thank you for the cooperation that you have given us. 
Any other questions 1 
Mr. LANIGAN. Yes, I have a few. 
Have you had any experience or training as a comptroller or auditor 

or accountant prior to the time you were made a comptroller at  Fort  
Lee ? 

Colonel HEALEY.Yes, sir. None as an auditor, none as an ac- 
countant. I n  Japan I was assigned to the Quartermaster Section of 
Army Forces, Far East, the senior Army headquarters. I was chief, 
although not given the title comptroller, I was chief of a division 
called plans and control division for approximately 3 years, which es- 
sentially had the same functions as my job at  Lee. 

We controlled the moneys made available to the Quartermaster in 
Far  East for obligations and I had a management division and a plans 
division. 
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So that I had had the experience as a comptroller. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Were you aware of Army regulation 10-82 which 

sets forth the organizational functions of comptrollers in Army 
establishments? 

I can show you that but I want to call your attention to one para- 
graph which states that the comptrollership in the Army provides 
the commander wit 11 special assistance in developing, improving, and 
maintaining such financial controls and procedures throughout the 
command as are required to insure the safeguarding and optimum 
utilization of resources. 

Colonel HEALEY.I am familiar with that sentence, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.YOUare familiar with i t ?  

Colonel HEALEY.
Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Guide"Were you familiar with the "Comptroller's 

of July 1956 of the Department of the Army? 
Colonel HEALEY.Yes, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
Pamphlet 35-10 ? 

Colonel HEALEY.
Yes, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
I n  that "Comptroller7s Guide," I notice that they 

have a section on internal control, and I would like to read you one 
paragraph and then you can tell us what, if anything, you did to 
carry out this instruction or this injunction while you were a t  Fort 
Lee, particularly prior to this incident. 

It says: 
Internal control requires a plan of assignment of responsibilities to permit 

the work of one person or group to check that  of another. This is  achieved by 
separating functions and duties in  such a manner a s  to  minimize opportunities 
for  concealment through fictitious or improper accounting and to separate
operating or  custody functions from those of a recordkeeping nature. Internal 
control requires that  no single individual be given exclusive control over the 
physical assets, their custody and operation, and be given control over the  
recordkeeping for  those assets. This is usually achieved by separating the 
recordkeeping work from i t s  operating or custodial work and involves a 
segregation of functions and duties i n  such a manner a s  to  minimize opportuni- 
ties for concealment through fictitious or improper accounting. The most basic 
principle of internal control is to separate operating or custodial functions from 
accounting and recordkeeping functions. 

Thus purchasing is separated from handling funds and individuals assigned 
to have custody over cash receipts must not be given access to  records or 
receivables. The organizational assignment of responsibilities will vary with 
the type of installation, i ts  size, i ts  number of operating activities, i ts geo- 
graphical coverage, and other factors which may be peculiar to the particular 
installation. 

Whatever is  done must lend itself to  the establishment of clear lines of 
authority and responsibility. 

I think you testified that the post engineer kept the project records 
and the project account, and that you didn't see anything wrong 
with that system. But isn't that system directly contrary to this 
injunction on how internal control should be maintained? 

Colonel HEALEY.I do not find i t  so, sir. 
I n  the first place, there was a separation as far  as money, which it 

mentions there and boolclieeping was concerned. The bookkeeping 
which was clone in the engineer's office ~vas  subsidiary boolclieeping. 

The money booklieeping and the general ledger were in the finance 
ancl accounting divisioil which was under n ~ e  ancl there is that scp- 
aration plus the fact this new system that I advocate of getting money 
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by allotments with adminstrative restriction, again separates this 
business. 

I t  is the first separation. 
Mr. LANIG-4~.YOU advocated this after this incident was revealed? 
Colonel I~E~~TAEY.  didn't mean to take credit for it, sir, itI did not-I 

was imposed but I do advocate it. 
However, in the engineer's office there was a separation which is 

regarded as perfectly permissible under this thing. I think that you 
will find that the bookkeeping was done in a section of that office, I 
,don't recall the name, but it is a bookkeeping section. 

The documents which resulted in entries being made in the ledger 
on this project or any project, took place in other parts of the en- 
gineer's office, which are the operating elements, and in my opinion 
that satisfies the concept which is what you read. 

I have been reading since the day before yesterday, when we left this 
room, so that I now know many things about this case that I never 
knew before. But you will recall that in the engineer's office there are 
at least four people or five, as I remember, involved in this thing, and 
that is one of the things that startles me, becaiise that is part of 
this concept to separate and that is why Imention that the finance and 
accounting office is an excellent and dispassionate place to have pa- 
pers processed that do involve money, but lthere were at  least two or 
three sections in the engineer's office involved and that is separation 
of function. 

Money was not there in the sense of cash. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Would you say that one of the reasons the people 

involved were able to carry this off was because all of the records on 
the project were in the engineer's office and consequently under the 
control of the engineer and his assistant, who mere doing the misrep- 
resentation on the documents of the use of the material? 

Coloney HEALEY.Well, I am not sure, I did not write the para- 
graph that you wrote, but to be blunt, I think one of the things that it 
means is if you have several people somewhat separated from each 
other, and they are in the engineer's section, the bookkeeping part is 
one place and the operational part is another that several eyes are bet- 
ter to cull out either errors or intentional miscodings. 

Mr. LANIGAN.But isn't it the comptroller's responsibility to be one 
of the eyes that is seeing that this couldn't go on? Whereas if the 
project records are kept in the engineer's office, and are not looked a t  
by the comptroller, he will never know what is happening to the 
project. 

Colonel HEALEY.Well, I see your point. 
However, by regulation, at  that time, and I believe so far as I know 

it has not been changed, the post engineer is the active director who 
is charged with keeping subsidiary accounting records on many things, 
including minor construction projects. 

So that there would be nothing to trigger me to recommend changes 
in that, and although it is after the fact, as I mentioned, I had an 
excellent management man go down and study his system, the things 
that were already done but the finding was that the system was all 
right, and that it had the inherent controls in it to make the work, 
to make itwork. 
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If I had recommended otherwise, the only thing I could have rec- 
ommended, and it would have required an ap roval because of it,Pbecause of the special regulation which I cant  cite which sets up 
Army new accounting practices, I would have moved it to the finance 
and accounting division. MTe do that on commitment accounting. 

I f  anybody wants to deliberately miscode, even at that juncture it 
is very difficult to or it might be difficult, I will put it tkat way, to 
ascertain that there was a miscoding particularly in such items as 
gravel which were on some of the PR's here. We do use gravel for 
road maintenance and normal post operations, so that it isn't unusual 
to buy gravel, and if a man miscodes it to post R. & U., 9000 series 
of accounts, it would be difficult to catch it. I am not sure at the 
moment how you could, by your internal review and audit system, but 
a ost like Lee is big and you can't be everywhere at the same time. 

%r. LANIGAN.Was the finance and accounting officer under your 
supervision and in your office ? 

Colonel HEALEY.Yes, sir. 

Mr. L A ~ G A N . 
I would like to have you look at  two exhibits, 26 and 

27, in which the words 'LIcertify that" had been crossed out, and yet 
were signed for the fiscal officer. 

Wouldn't it be the responsibility of the people under your super- 
vision to notice that such language was crossed out and report that 
to you or to the finance and accounting officer? 

(Exhibit 26-Local purchase request No. 2107-M from the post 
engineer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing- and contracting oficer, June 
5,1959, appears in the appendix on p. 306.) 

(Exhibit 27-Local purchase request No. 92-G from the post engi- 
neer, Fort Lee, Va., to the purchasing and contracting officer, July 24, 
1959, appears in the appendix on p. 307.)

Colonel IIEALET. I am sure there is an I am somewhat at a loss. 
answer to this in the case of, is it exhibit 27, I note that the phrase 
"Subject to the availability of funds" has been added which normally 
Illeans, it is hard to say on July 29, but perhaps generally it means 
you have not received your allotment of money, but some process has 
to go through so you are going to go through the process and if the 
funds become available then the papers are processed but I do not 
readilv discern any reason for X-ing out "I certify that" this signa- 
ture, Mrs. Mann for Major Yates who at  that time was mp chief of 
finance accounting division, was the one who normally would commit 
funds in the case of a purchase request which these are. 

I don't-I just don't understand why it was crossed out. 
Mr. TJANTGAN. We had testimony by Colonel Pylant in the case 

of exhibit 27, and in the case of other purchase requests that he had 
crossed this out because he thought he wasn't the certifying officer, 
but my question was wouldn't it  be the responsibility of the people 
in  your office who have to sign the certification to alert the office thzt 
the certification had been crossed out, and that the purchase request 
was not in roper shape ? 

Colonel ~ E A L E E Y .Yes, sir; it would be, if it was in the--if it was 
not in the proper shape. I don't understand why lColone1 e l a n t  
would have any interest in the last paragraph, which is not his cer- 
tificate in the first place. 
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Afr. LANIGAN.I am not questioning that he might have assumed 
he was signing when he really wasn't. My quest~on was as to the 
person who is supposed to certify it, signing it when the certification 
has been crossed out by someone else. 

Colonel HEALEY.I would say it was mos- 

Afr. LANIGAN.
That would be something that should have been 

called to someone's attention to alert them to find out what was going 
on here. 

Colonel HEAT~EY. crossed out, X-ed Well, assuming that it was 
out when it went to finance and accounting, I am astonished that it 
wasn ' t tha t  something didn't happen. 

Now, I have copies, thermofax copies of these, and frankly, I never 
noticed and believe me, I am familiar with these papers now, I never 
noticed that it was X-ed out. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Well, I think you will find, we have thermofax copies 
that the X-ing out shows on those. It may be you never noticed it 
yourself. 

Coloney HE-&LEY.I did not, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.The point is, that some lthings were happening that 

might have alerted your office if the people in it had been alert to the 
documents going through. 

Mr. ANDERSON. May I ask who is Glenadine Mann? Is that s 
civilian employee ? 

Colonel HEALEY.Yes, sir. 
Well, I cannot answer, sir, I never noticed that i t  was X-ed out. 

I would think Mrs. Mann would be startled. It could be that Mrs. 
Mann, like me, didn't even notice it was X-ed out. I do11't condone 
that. But I can't account for it. 

Afr. LANIGAN.This X-ing out, was it ever called to your attention? 
Colonel HEALEY.No, sir. 
I would like to point out that the first person's attention that itwould 

be called to would be Major Yates, probably, and he had a deputy so it 
might well have been the deputy, then Major Yates. I f  he found some 
significance in it he would report it to my deputy, GS-14 civilian, and 
if he found it of significance he would report it to me and I couldn't 
say it hadn't been reported a t  some level or commented on, I don't 
know. 

On the face of it there is nothing about the purchase request other 
than the X-ing out which would trigger Mrs. Mann or any other corn- 
lnitment clerk to be suspicious of the purchase request. It is for stone, 
and as I say, we on a post like that purchase stone. I would be a little 
surprised if she noticed that the "certify" is crossed out because she is 
accustomed to certifying. Colonel Pylant is not accustomed to cer- 
tifying these. These are certificates that funds are available and you 
have not overobli ated. 

Mr. LANIGAN.s o w  many purchase orders come through the finance 
and accounting office a day, do you know? 

Colonel HEALEY. It would not be an even num- 1 can't answer, sir. 
ber. It would be eaks and valleys. 

Mr. ROMNEY. 8olonel Healeg, what responsibility did the office of 
the comptroller have with respect to the post engineering section? 

Colonel HEALEY.AS assistant chief of staff comptroller, it was writ- 
ten in my functions that I have general staff responsibility over all 
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accounting so from what we would call a technical standpoint I would 
be responsible for accounting, either in the post engineer's or in the 
units, on their unit funds or any place in Fort Lee that did accounting. 

Mr. ROMNEY. What coordination took place between your office 
and the post engineering section, of any kind? 

Colonel HEALEY. YOU mean with specific regard to accounting? 
Mr. ROMNEY. Yes. 
Colonel HEALEY. Well, I could not say that there was regular coor- 

dination, in fact, I don't remember any specific coordination with re- 
spect to accounting. We had been set up, it had been done in the 
year just prior to becoming comptroller, what is called the Army 
command management system which is a system of integrated accounts 
and codings by function and rather complicated management system. 

At that time the comptroller, had from a staff standpoint, done a 
vast amount of work in the putting in of this Army command manage- 
ment system. 

By the time I moved in as comptroller, it was still in the-it was 
going well, but there were still things to be ironed out, and my people 
were frequently out at  the cost centers and one would be a t  the engi- 
neer's working on the details of this as I say rather complicated and 
radical change from what we had done before but I cannot give spe- 
cific instances of coordination. 

Mr. ROMNEY. Earlier in your testimony, Colonel, you mentioned a 
study done by the chief of your management assistance division in 
connection with the actionstaken to improve controls over accounting, 
following the GAO audit disclosures. 

I have here a copy of this report signed by Clyde T. Yandle, the 
chief of the management assistance division, and it is dated May 19, 
1960. 

(The complete report is in the subcommittee files.) 
Mr. ROMNEY. One of the finclings in this report is- 
No system deficiencies of significance were noted during the study. Howeyer, 

several areas warranting consideration of improvement are brought out in 
paragraphs (b) and (c)  below. 

I n  paragraph (b) the system used by the post engineering cost 
accounting section is described, and the paragraph (b) states that- 
there was no one single place where current cost information on a given project 
was immediately available, 

I quote further from this paragraph (b)- 
In order to provide current total project costs as many as seven or more 

source records must be referenced. In connection with these comments the 
following points are made. 

I n  the post engineering cost accounting section it was necessary to 
go to seven or more different sources to get current total project costs. 
How was it possible to maintain any kind of adequate control over 
funds which were under administrative or statutory limitations? 

Colonel HEALEY.Simply by consulting all seven, six are subsidi- 
ary-they are not even subsidiary accounts. 

I agree that the improvement was necessary, and I would say de- 
sirable, but it does not in my opinion, remove the fact that it was pos- 
sible to consult the several accounts, maintained in the one section, 



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 143 

the bookkeeping section, and ascertain where you stood in relation 
to any project. 

The fact that there was no other violation to me is indicative of 
the fact that the system worked, and the management generally was 
not, Mr. Yandle signed i t  but I think you will find Mr. Veasey actu- 
ally made the study. 

Mr. ROMNEY. Earlier in our hearing I think Major Swartz testi- 
fied that he had kept hits own record of the project 10-57 for his own 
purposes. This suggests that there was no simple way for an officer 
or an eiliployee to keep tab on the expenditures except by an ad hoc 
memorandum record kept by the inclividual. 

I f  i t  was necessary to go to seven or more different reference sources, 
would this not really seem to be a system deficiency in the post engl- 
neer7s cost accounting section? 

Colonel HEALEY. I am sorry that II would say yes, i t  would. 
didn't catch it earlier by an internal review. 

Mr. SMITH.Ihave another question. 
Did I understand you earlier to say that some order or action came 

through that you interpreted as exonerating you? 
Colonel HEALEY.Sir, the Army Audit Agency report. 
Mr. SMITH.And that report, did I then understand you to  say 

seemed to indicate that the 'sole responsibility was on Colonel Ridle- 
huber ? 

ColonelHEALEY.I did not say that, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.Was that the effect of the report as you understood it? 

I f  it exonerated you, on whom did i t  put the blame? Your testimony 
has in effect been that there was no mechanical error. Then i t  must 
have been a huinan error; SO it's got to be error by somebody. 

Colonel HEALEY. I read the report just yes- I am trying to recall. 
terday. I can't recall whether or not i t  pinpoints blame. 

Could you help me, Mr. Lanigan? From your summary that you 
were given, did it pinpoint blame ? 

Mr. LANIGAN.I think we furnished you with a copy of the sum- 
mary. 

Colonel HEALEY.The AAA report, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Yes. You have a copy of it. 

Colonel HEALEY.
Sir, this is the inspector general, OQMG Inspector 

General. 
Mr. SMITH.What I am getting a t  is this: Accordin8 to the testi- 

mony of all the witnesses it does seem to point toward olonel Ridle- 
huber, but I am wondering if there has been some action or some report 
that indicated that witnesses should point toward him. 

Colonel HEALEY. There was nothing like that in the AAANO, sir. 
report. 

Mr. SMITH.NO understanding of any kind that the blame will be 
shifted on one person ? 

Colonel HEALEY. I was picked out in the report and itNO, sir. 
gives one paragraph merely to state and I used the word "exonente" 
myself. They did not find the word "exonel.nte," they merely said they 
find no may that I T T ~ Sconceri~ed or should have been concerned and 
I considered that exoneration. 

This is a summary, and I didn't read it because I had the full report. 
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Mr. SMITH.I have a copy of the exhibit but I wanted to know your 
interpretation. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
Colonel HEALEY. I do not find anything specific in this summary. 
Chairman DAWSON. Any other questions? 
Thank you very much, Colonel. 
Colonel HEALEY. Thank you, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Our next witness will be Col. James C. 

Pennington. 
Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give 

to the subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I do, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Will you identify yourself and give your rank 

and present post of duty. 

TESTINONY OF COL. JAMES C. PENNINGTON, GENERAL STAFE", 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, 6-4, U.S. ARMY, RYUKYU ISLANDS 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I am Col. James C.Pennington, general staff, 
assistant chief of staff, G 4 ,  U.S. Army, Ryukyu Islands. 

Chairman DAWSON. Have a seat. 
You have been present and you heard the questions and the testi- 

mony, so far, and I guess you have been acquainted with what has 
gone on heretofore, have you not? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Not entirely, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. We are seeking to place the responsibility or 

to determine how it could happen in our military service that what 
could have gone on down there and did go on down at  Fort  Lee, con- 
trary to the laws passed by the Congress and contrary to what our 
understanding was of the procedures within the Army. 

I had a brief session with the Army in World War I but that has 
been quite a time ago and you have changed your rules since then, and 
this is an inquiry to try to bring this to the attention of the military 
so that it could never happen again. 

I t  ought not to be permitted to happen again; that is, a situation 
where those who are charged with the responsibility will act contrary 
to law and seek to hide their hand in shifting expenses from one ac- 
count to another contrary to law, and to avoid the restriction placed 
by law. I f  we are to be a law-abiding nation then the law should 
apply to everybody equally. This did not happen in this instance. 
They set out to do a thing and they did it contrary to rules, regula- 
tions, and what was required of them by law. 

You have heard the testimony. 
Do you have a statement to make? Have you a prepared ~ta~tement ? 
Colonel PENNINGTON. I am ready to cooperate inI have not, sir. 

any way possible. 
Chairman DAWSON. From your knowledge of this incident so far 

give us your statement- 
ColonelPENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Concerning it. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
May I start from the beginning here? 
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Chairman DAWSON. Surely. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.And refer to records, sir, and that is to point 

out my duty assignments during the period of this report. 
Chairman DAWSON. Surely. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.I was assigned to the Office of the Quarter- 

master General on the 14th of January 1957 as Chief of the Memorial 
Division, Office of Quartermaster General. 

Shortly after that assignment I was called in by my immediate 
superior and he indicated that he was losing the chief of the instnlla- 
tion division for a period of time and was assigning me up there dur- 
in the period of his absence, and I was, therefore, assigned on 9 
Fe%ruary 1957 as the chief of the installation division to replace Col. 
Oliver Harvey, who now is Major General Harvey, as chief of the 
division while he was away at  school at  the Harvard business course 
which was a short course conducted at  Harvard. 

In  June of that same year Colonel Harvey returned and replaced 
me as chief of the division. 

I was assigned two duties a t  the time as chief again of the memorial 
division and remained assigned as the deputy to the installation 
division. 

On the 26th of July 1957, I was assigned as deputy chief of the in- 
stallation division and relieved as chief of the memorlal division. The 
one instance that took place just prior to this, on the 3d of July 1957, 
Iwas admitted to the hospital, Dewitt Hospital, Belvoir, and remained 
a patient off and on until February of 1958 when I was operated on and 
released from the hospital. 

Then on the 27th of May of 1958, I was assigned again as chief of 
the installation division upon the departure of Colonel Harvey to 
another job. 

I bring this up because of my association with this particular project 
in the beginning; in fact, I didn't have any association. The first ac- 
tions that came to me on the project at  Fort Lee were during the year 
of 1958, when we had an approved project that had been worked on, 
and we were working with Fort Lee to get the additional items that 
would be required to make this an Army airfield. 

If I recall, and I don't have records or dates to substantiate the 
t h e ,  we did receive from Fort Lee by request they were to send in 
the line items that would be required to construct a standard Army 
airfield. 

I don't recall the number of line items but it did include lights on 
the field, power that we brought to the field, water for the field, 
hangar and the tower, and those were put into our MCA 1960 pro- 
gram and submitted to higher headquarters to DA for inclusion in an 
MCA rogram. 

Mr. LNIGAN.You say the hangar was in the MCA pro am? 
Colonel PENNINGTON. -The hangar was a line item in tph'e MCA 

program for 1960 (exhibit 49). 
(Exhibit 49-Priority schedule of the fiscal year 1960 military con- 

struckion appropriation program, Fort Lee, Va., items and estimated 
cost appears in the appendix on p. 404.) 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Subsequent to that, the next actions that I am 
aware of in connection with the project in question was a letter from 
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Fort Lee, indicating that there were certain waivers required before. 
we could et a standard Army airfield, and I don't recdl-some nine 
waivers. %e had to send forward to the Engineers for granting a 
waiver before we could construct a standard airfield. 

May I consult a record here to indicate on that? 
Mr. LANIGAN. Didn't the information come from the Engineers to' 

the Quartermaster General rather than from Fort Lee to the Quarter- 
master General, that waivers were required ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Sir, I am not positive of that, but I would 
refer here-we did get back and I will refer to the record, a letter 
from the Chief of Engineers enclosing a memorandum from 
DCSLOG, I mean from DCSLOG to DCSOPS, dated 29 January of 
1959. 

And the letter that transmitted it back to the Quartermaster Gen- 
eral, indicated, and I may-if I may read from the letter that we. 
transmitted on to Fort Lee, and I don't have a copy of the transmittal 
that came down from the Engineers, enclosing the 29 January memo- 
randum, I presume is a copy of the record, and this letter that we dis- 
patched to Fort Lee bearing this information was dated 24 February 
of 1959, wherein we stated in paragraph 3 of the letter: 
The Chief of Engineers has  forwarded to the QMG copy of comments of the 
Director of Army Aviation, DCSOPS which concludes "in view of the number 
of obstructions a t  Fort  Lee which will preclude instruments and night opera- 
tions from the presently proposed site DCSOPS recommends that  a new airfield' 
site be selected a t  Fort  Lee which will meet standard Army airfield criteria- 

and they indicated in enclosure 2 which was their 29 Ja.nuary 1959: 
document. 

Mr. KANIGAN. Could I interrupt ? 
Would you interpret a t  that point that waivers had been denied 1: 
Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, sir; may I read further? 

Mr. LANIGAN. Yes. 

Colonel PENNTSGTON.
Paragraph 4 of the letter stated- 
I t  is requested that  the QMG be advised 

this is a letter we were sending out- 
whether a n  airfield site which will meet Army standard airfield with instrument 
approach criteria to  see appendix 2 to  reference C, and reference C was copy 
of Engineers Manual 111-3-3311, is capable of being sited on Fort Lee. 

If I recall correctly and I am recalling from memory, the letter that 
we received from the Engineers stated that we queried Lee to deter- 
mine whether we could site but did not indicate that wlmt we were 
doing at Lee should be stopped, and we continued on the project. 

Mr. SMITH.YOU knew then a t  the time you requested clearance 
on this that the project was already practically complete? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Oh, no, sir ;absolutely not. 

Mr. SMITH.YOU didn't know that? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Oh, no. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Could I ask a question? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. 
But may I go on, excuse me, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Were you-did you make yourself aware of the docu- 

ment in which the project 10-57 had been approved by the Office of the 
Quartermaster General ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Absolutely, sir. 
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Mr. LANIGAN.And were you aware of the second limitation in 2 (b) ? 
No work should be accomplished that will conflict with ultimate completion of 

She airstrip in full accordance with the criteria contained in EM 1110-3-311, dated 
15 June 1957. 

This should include maintenance of all prescribed Clearance for S ~ I T I C ~ U ~ ~ Sor 
other obstructions during present or future stages of construction. 

Now, when you got this letter of January 29, 1959, you must have 
known that it could not meet the criteria for an Army airfield because 
it says deputy chief of staif for operations took the position that all 
new Army airfields should be located and constructed so that ulti- 
mately an instrument approach procedure may be developed and that 
procedure was contained in EM 1110-311, was it not? 

ColonelPENNINGTON.That is correct, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. SOyou know you could not meet that requirement 

when you went on spending money? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.I f  I may say, I did not know that at the time, 

sir. They did not specifically state that we would not get waivers but 
go back, but certainly I could assume from the letter that we would 
have waivers we would have to overcome if we expected to have a 
standard airfield. 

But going back to the initial project that we had approved, was to 
build an airstrip at Fort Lee to accommodate the four or five planes 
that we had stationed at Fort Lee, not necessar~ly-we had hoped to 
come up certainly all the way along and certainly hoping a t  this time 
for a standard airfield. 

Mr. LANIGAN. This says you shouldn't do any work "that will con- 
flict with the ultimate completion of the airstrip in full accordance 
with the criteria for an airfield," so even though you were building an 
airstrip you were supposed to build i t  so that an airfield could even- 
tually be developed into an airfield, isn't that correct? 

Colonel PENNINQTON.Iagree with you, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. And you had this obstruction problem on which you 

hoped to get waivers ? 
ColonelPENNINGTON.Correct, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN. But you had not yet received them? 

ColonelPENNINGTON.
NO, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Will you proceed, please? 
Mr. SMITH.DO you mean you expected waivers to come through that 

would indicate the field would be built even though you would have to 
land downwind to avoid the obstruction ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Well, I don't know what you are referring to 
downwind. 

Mr. SMITH.Well, I am referring t-
Colonel PENNINGTON. I am not that TOavoid the obstructions. 

familiar with the airfield, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.I am referring to the report from 6-3 March 31,1959, 

concurring in an immediate study for a suitable Army airfield, and 
going on to point out that landing with the wind is considered hazard- 
ous and should be attempted only for unusual and emergency coydi- 
tlons, and that to avoid these obstructions would require landlng 
downwind at times. 

To avoid the obstructions there are times one would have to  land 
'downwind, isn't that right ? 
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Colonel PENNINGTON.I assume yes from reading what you read 
there, it would require that but I had no knowledge of that a t  the 
t.ime. 

Mr. S~ITH.Well, just in any case, if there are obstructions at  one 
end of the field, to avoid those obstructions when the wind is coming 
from the opposite direction one must land downwind, doesn't one? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I am not an aviator, sir. 
Mr. SNITH.You don't have to be an aviator to know that. Wouldn't 

you need to know that in your position that you had at  the time? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.The Engineers, you will recall, reviewed the 

project, approved the project on submission by the Quartermaster 
General, ,and of course, I wasn't there at  the time when this was going 
through, and I believe I could assume that they had considered this 
when they set up the directions for the airstrip but that is an assump- 
tion on my part,-sir. 

But I must agree with you if you have got obstructions and have to 
land downwind it would seem to me to be a hazardous operation. 

Mr. SXITA.I n  your consideration of this whole matter, did you con- 
sider availability of a civilian airfield for the use of these five planes 
nearby ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. was And a problemYes, that discussed. 
exists at least of going to Blackstone, I don't remember the mileage, 
I believe I heard the figure 40 miles, also the utilization of Petersburg, 
and also the utilization of Byrd Field, and the matter of transporting 
personnel and equipment and losing the time of the day by that trans- 
portation, because, .and I will say Fort Lee to desire a strip on the 
base at  Fort Lee to avoid the loss of time of going to these out-of-the- 
way services. 

Mr. SXITH.In your capacity did you give any consideration to the 
fact there was a grass strip already there that had been used most of 
the time for the same type landing? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. I say if I may recall back At this time, no. 
from reading at the time I took over in the capacity that I held at  the 
time we are now discussing, I did not pass on the project one way or 
the other. 

However, I was aware that there was a grass strip at  Fort Lee over 
back of the warehousing. I don't know the direction from where 
this particular strip is built, I have never seen it. I have seen the 
grass strip, though, it is a very short strip. 

I believe someone described that the other day when I sat here and 
listened that it was wooded on the, I would say, on the northwest end, 
if I know my directions correctly, that a ilot would have to take off 
and go up over those trees which was quite Bangerous. 

Mr. SMITH.Just like it would have been dangerous for this new air- 
strip with obstructions a t  one end. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I don't know, sir, I don't know how close 
those obstructions are, I have not seen the strip and I am not in posi-
tion to comment on it. 

Mr. SMITH.Nothing as high as a radio tower though, such as was 
at  the end of this strip. 

Colonel PENNINGMN.I say I haven't seen the strip so I don't know, 
sir. I can't comment on it. I actually have not seen the new strip so 
I don't know. 
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And also and I believe I am quoting Colonel Jarrett, who described 
the field, and indicated that under rainy weather or rainy conditions 
the field became quite soft and was dangerous for aircraft to land on 
the field. 

May I proceed, sir? 
Chairman DAWSON. Yes. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Or  are there other questions on the points? 
Mr. LANIGAN. That is all for the moment. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 
Going on from there in early February then, we forwarded this letter 

to Lee asking them to come back with a reply as to whether or not there 
was another available site. 

Chairman DAWSON. What is the date of that letter? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.The date of that letter is February 24,1959, 

sir. 
Sometime after this letter and I don't recall the date, a Col. Hans 

Weisemann, who was, I believe, the deputy G 4  at  Fort Lee, came to 
my office with a first endorsement, I don't have a copy of this endorse- 
ment and I don't have all the details of i t  and my review of the record 
in the last couple of days in trying to reconstruct some of the events, 
and reading the transcript of a telephone conversation that Colonel 
Weisemann and I allegedly had with Colonel Ridlehuber. 

Chairman DAWSON. Did you have it or didn't you have it? 
ColonelPENNINGTON.I am sure we must have had it. 

Chairman DAWSON. That is not alleged because you had it. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
I withdraw the statement, sir, I am sorry. 
The conversation that we had was in connection with, I believe, the 

endorsement or reply to my letter asking if there was a site. 
Apparently that letter did not have an answer because in one para- 

graph I believe he stated that I indicated to him that all I wanted 
was the reply to my letter requesting whether or not there was a site 
available. 

And I would not accept the endorsement because it did not give me 
an answer, I told him to take it back, and get me a reply specifically 
stating whether or not there was a site available. 

That reply was forwarded to me under date of April 14 of 1959. I 
presume this is part of the record. 

,Chairman DAWSON. Yes ;what was the reply ? 
ColonelPENNINGTON.The reply to me was, addressed to the Quarter- 

master General- 
reference conference a t  the Office of the Chief, Installation Division, OQMG on 
April 7,1959, attended by Colonel Weisemann of this command, a n  airfield which 
will meet standard Army airfield with instrument approach zone criteria is not 
capable of being stationed on Fort  Lee. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Could I interrupt you there? 
We do happen to have a copy of the first endorsement dated April 

6,1959. The first paragraph stated, this is exhibit 17 : 
An aifield which will meet standard Army airfield with instrument approach 

Zone criteria is not capable of being sited on Fort Lee. The reformatory road is 
the only site available in Fort  Lee and there a r e  10 obstructions a s  outlined 
in enclosure 3 which appear to preclude instrument approach. 

(Exhibit 17-Memorandum from Maj. Gen. Alfred P. Denniston, 
commanding general, Fort Lee, Va., to the Quartermaster General re 
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fiscal year 1960 military construction appropriation program, aviation 
facilities, April 6, 1959, appears in the appendix on p. 292.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. SOthat did answer your question. 
It must have been some other reason you wanted not to have i t  in the 

file. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.I can recall no other reason a t  the moment, 

sir. I know of none, I can't recall. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU seem to be reading just extracts from your 

different memorandums to suit your attitude. 
Colonel PENNINGTON. I will read the entire one Absolutely not. 


if the committee so desires. 

Chairman DAWSON. We want a factual statement of what happened 

and  what didn't happen as to what led up to this fiasco that was pulled 
.off down there where yolu went out of your way to bypass the law and 
the wishes of Congress. The project that should cost $25,000 ended up 
with $500,000 and you knew about it or should have known about it. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.May I continue, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. You may answer either you did or you did not. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, sir, I did not. 

Chairman DAWSON. Yes, you may proceed. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Thank you, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.YOU do agree, however, in view of what Mr. Lanigan 

read that the reason for not accepting this document you put in the file 
,could not be what you originally said? 

Colonel PENNWGTON.Apparently so, because I did not have a copy 
of this document and a t  the moment I do not recall and it is not indi- 
scnted in the memorandum that I read the reason for returning the 
document, as I recall. 

May I proceed, sir ? 

Chairman DAWSON. Surely. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Along about the same time, we received a 

letter from the commanding general of Fort Lee addressed to the 
Quartermaster General outlining what had been accomplished so far 
on the strip and requestling an additional $18,000 of TDY funds to 
bring the battalion back the second summer to finish the airstrip 
(exhibit 50). He had been informed, we had informed him, that we 
had not gotten waivers, we could not construct a standard Army air- 
field, and that he indicated he had read or the letter we had sent him 
indicating that the projects for the standard airfield had been with- 
drawn from our program, and he estimated the value of the work that 
had been done 011 the st,rip to approximate, I believe $450,000, and of 
that amount he further indicated that $25,000 was for oil of whiclx they 
had bought approximately all the materials that they could buy 
within the limitations as allowed by the project. 

(Exhibit 50-Letter from Maj. Gen. Alfred B. Denniston, com- 
manding general, Fort  Lee, Va., to Brig. Gen. R. T. Evans, Jr., Febru- 
ary 16, 1959, appears in the appendix on p. 405.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. Could you state again, who was this that you were 
referring to 1 

Colonel PENNINGTON. letter to the This was General Denni~t~on's 
quartermaster general. This letter by endorsement dated February 
24, 1959, is an interoffice reference sheet tlzat 1am referring to, was 
sent from the Deputy Quartermaster General to the Office of the 
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Comptroller, and the message stated, "For preparation of reply for 
my signature in coordination with the Installations Division7' and 
"(Dear Denny) "signed "Evans." 

Mr. LANIGAN. Isn't it a fact that on the 19th of February you had 
told Colonel Shirley to go ahead with the $18,000 and that a memo- 
randum for the reoord would be made to that effect, but that you 
wouldn't answer the letter? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 
May I proceed on, that is a part of this document I have in fronC 

of me, sir. 
At some time, I don't remember the exact date, around the 19th7 

whether I was called by General Evans, I don't recall, but I did go 
down and discuss the reply to this letter. 

It wasn't directed to my Division to reply but to indicate they 
coordinate with me and I went domn and discussed the project with 
General Evans, the fact that it was primarily, "Did you have money 
we could provide to Lee7'. I indicated to him I had discussed the 
matter with the Comptroller who handled' money because the money, 
I did not dispense. That wasn't within my area of responsibility. 

I had-I knew generally how far we had gone in the construction 
of the field at  Lee and I am sure we must have discussed the refusal 
for waivers, the fact that the projects had been removed from our 
MCA 1960 program, that we could not accomplish or realize a stand- 
ard Army airfield. 

However, we could provide a suitable landing strip for the aircraft 
that flew off and on Lee in aerial supply mission. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did General Evans ask why you had gone so far  
with the strip when i t  was supposed to have been able to be made into 
an airfield from the time it was first approved. That was a limitation 
on the original approval ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. ThatI don't recall, sir, if he did or not. 
was some 2 years ago, and I don't recall that he asked me that ques- 
tion specifically. But it was a question of money and whether or not 
we should provide the money to bring the battalion back to make 
a usable facility since we had invested the amount of money or the 
valuation was stated by General Denniston as approximately $450,000 
wort11 of work had gone in. 

Chairman DAWSON. But that had been invested contrary to law. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Beg pardon, sir? 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU were limited to your original investment 

there to--
Colonel PENNINGTON.May I repeat, sir, that he also further stated 

that the limitation of $25,000 had not been exceeded, if I recall cor- 
rectly, but he was estimating a value of solmething that he had on 
the field that had been worked on by the Engineer troops. 

Chairman DAWSON. But you knew that limitation had been ex- 
ceeded at  that time, didn't ou ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. If  you dr,on my word, I did not know. 
recall Colonel Healey7s statement here before you, he being 011 the 
field did not know, and I was in Washington and I didn't li110~. 

Chairman DAWSON. I recall a whole lot of things that mere.said 
after the fact, after they had gone ahead and participated in this 
maneuver to get what they wanted conerary to law. Then certain- 

81951-62-11 
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ly they didn't come out and say, "Well, I knew it was wrong, but I 
willfully and purposefully did wrong," but having the knowledge 
that there was a limitation on them and then scheming and calculat- 
ing how to get around that limitation in itself showed the conspiracy, 
and showed that they knew what the law was and there was an effort 
to evade the law. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Iknew the law, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. I f  you knew the law then you knew they were 

evading the law. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Sir, in my letter- 
Chairman DAWSON. It is not what is in your letter, i t  is what ought 

to be in your knowledge. You can remember, as you sit there only 
what you want to remember. An incident that happened in your life, 
in your course of duty 2 years ago, isn't going to  fade from yo~w 
memory all of a sudden so that you will forget what you now conven- 
iently are remeinbering, what you want to remember, and forgetting 
things that would show a knowledge on your part of what was actu- 
ally happening. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Sir, I did not have howledge of exceeding 
the $25,000 0.& X I .  limitation. 

Mr. SMITH.Why did you want to get things out of your file and 
get rid of this piece of paper of February 1959 ? What was bothering 
you about any of those pieces of paper in your file ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I don't know what pieces of paper you are 
referring to, sir. I thought it was the endorsement that was read 
that didn't answer my query to Fort  Lee as to the possibility of lo- 
cating the airstrip at another site a t  Port  Lee? 

Mr. SMITH. A t  this point, did you feel you had a bear by the tail 
and you just had to go on with it ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Absolutely not. 

Mr. SHITH.You didn't? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
NO, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. This is on June 1,1959, telecon between Colonel 

Pennington OQMG and Colonel Ridlehuber on May 29, 1959, at the 
P. & C. office received a call from Colonel Penning-ton, OQ,MG con- 
cerning my personal letter of 25 of May 1959 reference operating facili- 
ties for landing field. Colonel Pennington stated that he had taken 
this matter up with General McNamara for guidance on our future 
course of action. 

So you must have known that there was something wrong even back 
a t  that date. 

The Quartermaster General is  concerned over the possible repercussions from 
exceeding the $25,000project which was authorized fo r  the airfield. 

and now you claim you have no knowledge of it, and back there you 
showed a knowledge of it. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, sir; if I may differ, the knowledge that 
I showed, I believe there reflected after my discnssions with the Quar- 
errnaster General, in the letter that we received of February 24 and one 
paragraph of the letter from General Denniston indicated- 
We have purchased those materials that we were authorized to purchase in the 
0.& M. project. 
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Chairman DAWSON. Authorized by whom ? 

Colonel PENNINQTON.
By the project that was authorized by the 

Chief of Engineers. 
In the Chlef of Engineers project for $141,000 of which $25,000 

was to be 0.& M. the other was charges for troop labor, for per diem 
training, and so forth, over and above the $25,000. 

That is all- 
Chairman DAWSON. That for troop labor, for training and so forth, 

was an effort to keep expenses down and to spend money and get ~t 
charged to some ot,her outfit i n  building tliis airstrip. 

You used them to build the airstrip. You weren't giving them any 
training there. 

Colonel PENNING~N.May I go on, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. And about that hangar. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Yes, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. Did the hangar belong to the airstrip ? 

Colonel PENNINOTON.
May I give you some background? 
Chairman DAWSON.You may give me an answer. You know 

whether it did or didn't. 
Colonel PENNINGMN.It did not under the approval. 

Chairman DAWSON. I am not talking under the approval. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Of the Quartermaster General. 
Chairman DAWSON. But you tried to avoid that by assigning it to 

somewhere else, the expenses of it, to some other outfit, when you knew 
it was going to be used with the airstrip, didn't you ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. I f  you recall in my letter- NO, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON (reading from exhibit 21) : 

The immediate problem is the purchase of a metal hangar building for erection 

by troop labor at a later date. I asked Colonel Pennington to assure the Quarter- 
master General we would not recommend anything that would put him in an 
embarrassing position. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.May I comment on that, sir ? 

Chairman DAWSON. I haven't quite h i s h e d  reading it. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Excuse me. 

Chairman DAWSON (continues reading) -


In the case of the hangar it  will be procured if the purchase is approved and 
the P 2000 funds are available for the aerial detachment and not directly asso- 
ciate& with the airfield. 

(Exhibit 21-Memorandum of a telephone conversation between 
Col. Janies C. Pennington and Col. Walter R. Ridlehuber, May 29, 
1959, appears in the ap endix on p. 300.) 

Chairman DAWSON. g u t  you knew it was going to be and it was 
intended to be and you were willing to enter into a conspiracy that it 
wasn't to be. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Sir, those are the words of Colonel Ridle- 
huber. I can't vouch for what he has said was a conversation that 
he had had but now when he called me and he has left out pertinent 
facts in this memorandum. 

Chairman DAWSON. NOW, you are placing the blame on Colonel 
Ridlehuber. 

ColonelPENNINGTON.NO, sir ;I am not. 

Chairman DAWSON. Did he deceive you ? 
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Colonel PENNINGPION.May I go on and make my statement, sir? 
Chairman DAWSON. You may answer my question. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.AS to the purpose of the building from the 

use it was put, I was deceived in this conversation. 
My letter of June 2 as the result of this conversation and I had 

asked him to submit projects, I would not approve projects over the 
telephone, to submit his projects for review by the Office of the Quar- 
termaster General and we would tell him then what mould be approved, 
what would not be approved, and further this building that he desired 
for the storage and maintenance for the 109 Aerial Detachment me 
would also consider that for approval but to send in the projects. 

Mr. SMITH.But you never for once thought that this aerial detach- 
ment needed that large a building for storage, did you? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. They generate require- P didn't know, sir. 
ments, the operating people operate the detachment, the requirements. 
They must justify the requirement through higher headq~~arters for 
ap  roval. 

go I didn't know how much space was required. 
Mr. LANIGAN.I n  the letter of May 25, 1959, addressed to you by 

Colonel Ridlehuber, which is exhibit 20, Colonel Ridlehuber said and 
Iquote from the letter : 

Hangar and operational storage building, this is  a problem child, 

then in the last paragraph he said : 
I discussed this briefly on the telephone with Mr. &lacDonald today. I wish 
you would take prompt action on the 525. I t  will be designated a s  for the 
aerial detachment's use in  temporary maintenance of aircraft and for opera- 
tional storage of aerial supply, cargo, and training materials. I n  this way 
we will not associate the project with the Army airfield even though it mill be 
erected on a general site. 

(Exhibit 2 0 T e t t e r  from Col. Walter R. Ridlehnber. Acting Chief 
of ~ t ~ a f f ,  (34, to Col. J. C. Pennington, May 25, 1959, Appeargin the 
appendix on p. 298.) 

Mr. ~JANIGAN. Then on the lst, of .June we hn.ve colonel Ricllehu- 
ber7s inernorandurn of his conversation with you which the chairman 
read; Colonel Ridlehuber7s summary of the conversation which is 
quite in accord with his letter to you of the 25th of May. 

On June 2 you wrote to Colonel Ridlehuber and this is rxhibit 22 
in which you talk about other elements and you \Tarn him against 
possibly going over $25,000 and you say he can't and then you finish 
UP-
We are  awaiting receipts of your project to  provide a building for  the aerial 
detachment and will take expeditious action on i t  when received. 

(Exhibit 22-Letter from Col. James C. Pennington, Installations 
Division, to Col. W. R. Eidlehuber, June 2, 1969, appears in the ap- 
pendix on p. 302.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. So, in that letter you adopted the device of calling it 
a building for an aerial detachment alt,hough the letter to you of May 
25 explained that it was a hangar, isn't that correct? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Well, we did not agree, that is at  the two 
levels in Fort Lee here and a t  my office, in the conversation that I 
had had with him so I told him to submit a project. that we would 
review. 
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So that we could determine that i t  fell-they required an aerial 
detachment maintenance and storage building-that i t  fell within a 
separate code that we were within the authority delegated to  us to 
approve. 

I f  you note in my letter we did turn down the projects that were 
associated with the airfield, I believe they were lights. If  I recall he 
wanted a tower, and I don't know that the water and the electricity 
were included but we did feel, based on a previous letter of the 24th 
of February that was sent to us by General Denniston wherein he had 
indicated he had purchased the materials, that any further purchases 
would have run them over our authority to approve, and so we deleted 
them and told him he could not construct those items that pertained 
to the field itself. 

We disapproved those because we did feel that it would possibly 
kick him over because as I recall one item was $6,000 alone and we 
could not exceed the statutory authority that had been given to us, 
and I did indicate in the last paragraph since he still had not sent me 
a project for the supply building that we were awaiting that. 

Mr. LANIGAN. I n  your lettw of January 30, 1958, to the command- 
ing general a t  Fort Lee, which you signed, you list the aviation facili- 
ties that you would like to have there and you include first priority 
runway, taxiway, hangar, aircraft parking hangar, access apron, and 
aircraft fuel storage and dispensing. 

So back from the very beginning you must have planned on a hang- 
ar there. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Oh, absolutely, we had planned on a hangar, 
sir, for a standard Army airfield. 

Mr. LANI~AN.And then when Colonel Ridlehuber says that is the 
problem child, the hangar, and he wants to designate it for the aerial 
detachment and not associate it with she airfield, you concurred in that 
even though yo11 didn't concur in the oi,her items, 1sn7t that correct? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. I toldYes, sir; not necessarily at that time. 
him to send in a justification of 5-25 giving the justification for what 
type of building, where it was to be situated so that we could determine 
whether or not in our opinion i t  was a part of the airfield facilites itself. 

Chairman DAIVSON. When you say "in our opinion," I notice that is 
a very common word in use by those who are seeking to avoid responsi- 
bility by justifying it '5n our opinion," when you have written 
rules to guide you to tell you what your opinion should be. 

You should not go beyond that $25,000 limit. But you are seeking 
ways now to get around it. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Maybe I used the wrong words, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. You didn't use the wrong word, you didn't use 

the wrong word. You used a common word used to avoid responsi- 
bility, "in my opinion." There are rules there that don't permit you 
to call for your opinion. You are to abide by them and you didn't seek 
to do that. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir; I did, and asked him to send us- 
Chairman DAWSON. Then quit saying "in my opinion." Put  your re-

sponsibility under the rule. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. And then you quickly tie your own hands, 

trying to justify the items here that you had exceeded by "my own opin- 
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ion." Follow the rules of the law. There were things to prevent you 
from your opinion. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.We made every effort to abide by them. 
Chairman DAWSON. But any effort to do it "on my opinion" is an ef- 

fort  seeking to avoid what the law requires you to do and seeking to 
justify it, as used by you "in my opinion." That is your way out. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Sir, I am here to be helpful, I am not looking 
for a way out. I assume full responsibility. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU are looking for a way out from your viry 
letters which showed you had knowledge of the limitations placed and 
then your effort to avoid the limitation. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, sir ;I knew the limitation, and Iwas seek- 
ing  to keep them from exceedina those liniitations. 

Chairman Dawso~ .  And finsing ways and means to charge the ex- 
penses elsewhere instead of where they ought to be when they were for 
the airstrip. Why don't you be honest with yourself and look a fact 
straight in the face? 

And then you would have to explain if you are abiding by the Army 
regulations and what you knew them to be but you are now seeking 
to try to give a reason for your avoiding them by saying "in my 
opinion." 

What is your opinion worth when it is laid down the way it is pre- 
scribed for you by law ? 

Mr. S M ~ ~ H .I n  connection with this project, I understood you to say 
that you were eliminating the electrical and some other things so as to 
get it below what you thought would be the $25,000. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, sir; not below, but so they would not 
exceed, we would not approve it, we were fearful they would exceed 
the $25,000 limitation. 

Mr. S M ~ .Well under the law, do you really have a project if you 
have eliminated those kind of things? 

You only have a portion of a project, don't you? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Oh: no; a usable project for daylight flying 

would have been a strip, it didn't necessarily have to have lights. I t  
didn't have to have a tower becaus it would not be used for night 
operations. 

We knew that. It would not give us waivers for night operations 
but the usable strip could have been used for daylight operations for 
the aerial detachment, sir. 

Chairman Dawso~ .It would have to have a hangar, though, 
wouldn't it? 

ColonelPENNINGTON.NO, sir; not for aircraft. 
Mr. SMITH.HOWwould you repair these planes? Out in the 

weather 8 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 
Chairman D s w s o ~ .  To justify this strip, they would have to have a 

hangar. That is the only way you could have justified yourself or 
sought to justify it because you knew what the requirements are and 
you were going to put i t  for training of some detachment, if anybody 
said something about your misuse of it. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Well, the aerial detachment was part and 
parcel of the mission assigned to the Quartermaster General a t  Fort 
Lee to test drop material and that is what this aerial detachment did. 
They had all the rigging, the gear, et cetera, that they used in con- 



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 157 

neetion with these light aircraft in testing various drop materials. 
And they needed something to store that material in, make their rig- 
ups and what not for the tests. 

Chairman DAWSON. Rut this was a hangar. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Sir, what evolved out of the approval that we 

gave them and what they diverted it to at  a subsequent date, I must 
agree with you it turned out to be a hangar. 

Chairman DAWSON. But you knew it was a hangar all along be-
cause you- 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I did not, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. If  he wants to deny his own correspondence 

what are we going to do with him? 
I t  just shows when men are not honest with themselves and when 

they seek ways to avoicl, they have to do a whole lot of explaining. 
But a man who means to do right then will point to the regulation 
under which he acted and is justified under these regulations. This 
is justifying what they have done because it mas done "in my opinion" 
when his opinion, that he should exercise, had been made for him by 
law. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Sir, my honesty and my integrity have never 
been questioned in almost 29 years of service and I assure you that I 
am being honest with you when I tell you that I did not know. 

Chairman DAWSON. Then you weren't honest with your job because 
you should act under the limitations placed upon you by law? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Idid, sir. 
Chairman Dawso~.  Rut you were seeking to avoid those limita- 

tions.
-

Colonel PENNINGTON. NO, sir; I was not. 
Chairman DAWSON. And you knew you were going to get in trouble 

and you said there was trouble involved and you took steps to try to 
avoid any future trouble. This whole thing has developed because 
the General Accountin Office went in on a routine checkup, and all 
of a sudden the guilty %egan to flee, and then came a desperate effort 
on the part of those who had cut corners to try to hide the evidence of 
cuttingcorners. 

Colonel PENNINGTON. Sir, I had no part in hiding any evidence 
and I assure you that my efforts- 

Chairman DAWSON. I know you personally didn't but you had 
howledge in your mind of what was going on down there, and you 
knew the results of what you were doing with this airstrip and with 
this hangar and so forth, was an effort to avoid the limitation plaeed 
upon you. 

Mr. LANIGAN.May I ask a question ? 
Chairman DAWSON. Yes? you may. 
Mr. LANIGAN.I would like to ask you a question on your operation 

in your office at that time. Were you subject to the Department of 
Defense directives on minor construction and related activities? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I note thak in the requirements for a project under 

the 0.& M. requirement one of the paragraphs is-this is paragraph 
3(a) (2) : 

That the project is such tha,t it could not reasonably have been anticipated 
in time for inclusion in the regular military construction program and completed 
Prior to the need. 
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(See appendix 2, for text of directive referred to.) 
(Appendix %Department of Defense Directive No. 4270.6, minor 

coiistrnction and related activities, October 10, 1957, appears in the 
appendix on p. 417.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. -NOWYOU have told us that a hangar was in the 1960 
military construction pro . 

How could the project re approved for the use of 0.& M. funds as 
an urgent project, assuming it was a separate project, which we don't 
agree with, but even assumln it was, how could you approve it when T
it had been considered for inc usion in a regular military constructiofi 
program ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.It had been deleted at the time, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. But in order to qualify it could not reasonably have 

been anticipated in time. It was anticipated in time? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.It was, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN.And it was included and it was deleted and still you 

went ahead when i t  couldn't possibly meet that criteria? 
Colonel PENNINGTON. To my knowledge, it Not on a hangar, sir. 

was not a hangar and I may repeat. 
Mr. LANIGAN. YOU are saying that this was a separate thing, is 

that it ? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.I am saying the hangar was in our MCA pro- 

gram. This was a separate item, a supply building for the 109th 
Aerial Detachment. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Even despite that Colonel Ridlehuber said in his 
letter that the hangar is a problem child, and that it wilI be desig- 
nated for the aerial detachment and not associated with the airfield? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Ihave to accept what he said there. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
This is in his letter to you. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Yes, sir, I accept that. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Smith, do you have any more questions! 
Mr. SMITH.Yes. 
Our other witnesses have indicated on several occasions, the h e w  

things were wrong here but they were ordered to do them by 6olonel 
Ridlehuber and they accept orders and go ahead and do them. 

But you, in your relationship couldn't rely on that, I mean-YOU 
were not in a position where you could be ordered by Colonel Rldle- 
huber to do what he wanted done. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Absolutely, I was in another command. 
Mr. SMITH.But yet he couldn't have gotten them done without 

your help, could he? 
Colonel PENNINGTON. He  didn't need my help to falsi- Positively. 

fy  records, that was done at  Fort Lee of which I had no knowledge. 
Mr. SMITH. But he needed your help for justification, didn't he? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.For the project? 
Colonel PENNINGTON. He  needed my help for approval of NO, sir. 

projects that are submitted to the Office of the Quartermaster Gen- 
eral. That was my responsibility in the Office of Quartermaster 
General. 

Mr. SMITH.Well, then, he did need your help? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.For approval of projects that go on installa- 

tions. ,He could not proceed with a project. 
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Chairman DAWSON. He needed his help to get approval of the air- 
strip at  the price they woluld have to pay to get it done contrary to 
law and he got i t  because he didn't know, in his opinion. His opinion 
changed Army regulations. 

Mr. SNITH.Sometime, after he had already spent several hhnndred 
thousand dollars, you were requesting advice whether a field could 
be sited on Port Lee that would meet all the regulations. 

Really what you were after was a negative reply so that they could 
justify getting waivers for what they had already done, isn't that 
right ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, sir. 
Mr. SNITH.YOU knew they had already spent all this money on 

that project. What were you after tl-lis kind of advice for? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.If you mill recall the project had started pos- 

sibly a year ahead of this time when they brought a battalion down 
during the summer, I believe, in 1957. They had proceeded in the 
grading work on the site and the clearing and what not and had 
arrived at this time, possibly 1958, with the amount as indicated in 
General Denniston's letter that he valued about $450,000 worth of 
work had been accomplished on a strip, and just about this same time, 
we had received back from the Chief of Engineers the letter indicating 
that the waivers were not approved for the airstrip, and we were in 
a questionable area as to what to do next. We couldn't get a standard 
airfield. You see that is the predicament we were in at  that point. 


Chairman DAWSON. But that was known in  the beginning. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
What is that, sir? 

Chairman DAWSON. I say that was known in the beginning. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
I did not, sir. 
Sir, I was not in on the strip, I would certainly like to make that 

(clear to you. I was not in initially on this and did not get into it 
until the fall of about 1958, sometime. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU got into it when they needed to use you 
and you permitted ourself to be used by them. 

'Mr. SMITH.According to a report we have, Colonel Ridlehuber 
reported that- 
Colonel Pennington reviewed his earlier talk with General Evans regarding 
General Denniston's letter of February 16, 1959, saying that General Evans had 
directed Colonel Pennington to call General Denniston back and OK the project 
and tell him that he would type an MFR instead of an official reply since they 
Were short of 2,000, 21,000 money, and that Colonel Pennington said that what 
he wanted to do was to get another piece of official correspondence out of his 
hands. When Colonel Ridlehuber asked if he wanted to hold that paper Colonel 
Pennington replied that he wanted to for&t it. 

Is  all that report by Colonel Ridlehuber correct or not? 
Colonel PEN~NGTON.Not correct as far  as I am concerned, sir. 

1 pointed out to the committee in my previous testimony that I did 
discuss this project with General Evans. He approved not the project 
but the $18,000 to bring the battalion back and that is the informa- 
tion that I conveyed by telephone to the deputy post commander 
at Fort Lee, and I believe there is a memorandum for the record. 

Chairman DAWSON. What was his name ? 
Colonel PENXINGTON.Colonel Shirley, sir, that I discussed this 

?ith. I called and told him that General Evans had approved bring- 
lng the battalion back for the second summer to complete the airstrip ; 
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that General Denniston had mentioned this in his Februa~y 24 letter 
and that we had been refused the waivers and it looked like we could 
do nothing more than construct a strip from which to operate daytime 
operations. 

Mr. S ~ T H .  you thought everything was regular why didn't I f  
you do this with official replies and official mail? 

Colonel PENMNGTON.The letter was not given to me to reply to, 
sir. The instructions on the MF'R from General Evans to the comp- 
troller said : 

Please prepare me a reply to General Denniston and coordinate with installa- 
tions division- 

so they called me in and discussed it and I informed Colonel-General 
Evans that I would call Lee and so inform them of the decision that 
had been made so they would have the information. 

Mr. SNITH.I11 your conversation you indicated that you didn't 
want an oficial letter to reply to, hadn't you? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir, it is indicated there, but I say I 
don't recall such conversation. 

Mr. SNITH.So naturally you didn't have an official piece of corre- 
spondence to reply to if you didn't want it to reply to. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, a record was made, and I gave a copy 
of that to the comptroller, and I placed a copy of it in the installation 
division's file and so indicated it was there for reference of the call 
that I had made. 

Mr. SMITH.But that avoided having it in the Fort Lee project 
file, didn't it ? 

Colonel PENP~~NGTON. He made a record of my Oh, no, no, sir. 
call. It is part of the record, sir. 

Mr. SMITH.One more thing I am concerned about bere, and that 
is the wording of the law and the interpretation that apparently is 
being given to it. 

When there is a limitation upon the amount necessary to accom- 
plish a project evidently under your interpretation you can reduce 
the project. The interpretation you give is that if a full and com- 
plete project cannot be completed within the limitation, then you just 
reduce the items down so that you call it  a project even though it is 
not a complete project. I s  that the way you get around i t ?  

Colonel PENNINGTON.Oh, no, sir; it is not a matter of trying to 
get around, but to not exceed. They mere not authorized to exceed 
what Congress had approved for us in a $25,000 limitation regardless 
of what they come up with. 

They cannot exceed the limitation. 
Mr. SMITH.For example, with regard to the electrical you wouldn't 

have put the electrical in the original plans or even considered it if 
it hadn't been necessary, felt necessary to the project? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.For a standard airfield, yes, sir; for night - .
flying. 

Mr. SMITH.SOthen, since it couldn't be done that way then you 
reduced the items in the project and you still call it  a project. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.It was still a project, sir, but for dayli h t  
operation t-hey didn't require lights, and it appeared to us in the 8f-
fice of the Quartermaster General, they possibly could exceed their 
$25,000 limitations, so I refused to approve them putting in the pow-
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erlines, or the lights, or the tower, because as I mentioned in my pre- 
vious testimony that one of the items alone was about $6,000. 

Mr. SNITH.NOW, suppose you went ahead this way and later you 
decided you wanted a tower, is that then a new project to be con- 
sidered under this language ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. It could not be considered in that NO, sir. 
particular project. I t  would have to be a separate project- 

Mr. SNITH. Is  that called a separate project under your interpre- 
tation? Say right now you need a tower? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir, that would have to be a project. 
Mr. SMITH. That would have to be a separate project. 
Colonel PENN'INGTON.Yes, sir. 
Mr. SMITH. SO, then you would have a new $25,000 limitation? 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 
Mr. SMITH. And the old one wouldn't limit you at all. 
Chairman DAWSON. The original limitation would not apply at all 

then ? 
Colonel PENNUNGTON.If  it was less than $25,000 a period of time 

must elapse. I don't know how much time there is that has to elapse 
between requirements but I am under the impression and I am not 
quoting the regulation because you don't know what it says but we 
could go back, that is my impression, at  a later date, if it was indi- 
cated it was required and institute another project to complete the 
facility if it was approved. 

Chairman DAWSON. You would have to go back to the Congress 
and go through the whole procedure and they were seeking to avoid 
that. They were shifting funds from one to another. 

Colonel PENNINQTON.Sir, in nly MCA program that my previous 
testimony indicated we did have these items, and they were submitted 
in an MCA program, the tower, the lights. 

Chairman DAWSON. As a part of this $25,000 limitation? 
Colone! PENNINQTON. That was a project to be submitted NO, sir. 

for approval by Congress. 
Chairman DAWSON. Then it wasn't an emergency. This was done 

as an emergency project under the $25,000 limitation. 
Mr. SMITH.SO actually under your interpretation there this isn't 

a $25,000 limitation at all. You can just break these up into several 
separata projects. 

Colonel PENNINGTON. You cannot separate NO, sir, you cannot. 
projects at any one time and do any number of projects separated out 
m order to avoid the limitation, sir, you cannot do that. I am cer- 
tainly aware of that. 

Mr. SMITH. Then you acknowledge that this was a violation of law 
when they tried to reduce this down to get it under the limitation? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.NO, sir, it was not a.violation of law, we were 
trying to stay within the law and we would not approve them going 
ahead and put in any lights or any tower or any water. 

Chairman DAWSON. They just took the money from other projects, 
MOBEX and a whole lot of ot.her things. 

Colonel PENNINOTON. OtherSir, I have no knowledge of that. 
than what I have read here in the last couple of days of the informa- 
tion which has been provided me. 
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Mr. Were you ever given any reprimand in connection with 
this ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I was not, sir. 

Mr. SMITH.That is all. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
I n  this telephone conversation memorandum of June 

1,1959, Colonel Ridlehuber, after talking to you says you had taken 
the matter up with General McNamara for guidance on a future course 
of action. The Quartermaster General was concerned over the pos- 
sible repercussions from exceeding the $25,000 project which was au- 
thorized for the airfield. 

What had you told the Quartermaster General that would raise 
this concern ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.This is his wording. 
I don't necessarily agree with the wording that he has used but in 

my conversation with the Quartermaster General, when we were dis- 
cussing it, and I presume this was following the letter that we had re- 
ceived from General Denniston requesting that he be allowed to bring 
the battalion back the second summer, I discussed with General Evans 
the fact- 

Mr. LANIGAN. This was, this says, General McNamara. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.I didn't discuss that. That is the wrong 

name used there. I did not discuss this with General McNamara, this 
was General Evans, the only one I had discussions with. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Was General McNamara Quartermaster General on 
June 1,19591 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 

Mr. LANIQAN.
When did he become Quatermaster General? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
I don't recall the date, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Was it sometime before that? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. LANIGAN.
NOW, you say you never discussed this case. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
I never discussed this case with the Quarter- 

master General or General McNamara. I had possibly two discus- 
sions that I recall with General Evans, the Deputy Quartermaster 

-

General. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Then tell us what you told General Evans. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
The discussion that I had was in connection 

with the letter that we had received from General Denniston, wherein 
he asked for $18,000 training funds to bring the battalion back the 
second summer. 

I told him that we were following Lee and cautioning them that 
they would not go out and exceed the $25,000 0.& M. limitation, and 
that the training fund was not a portion of the $25,000 limitation, 
that was training for troops and fell within the training category 
and not in the construction category for the work that we were doing. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did you ever discuss Colonel Ridlehuber's let,ter of 
May 25, 1959, to you in which he indicates that they wanted oil 
storage area, POL storage and dispersing facilities, fire station and 
so on with either General Evans or General McNamara? 

Colonel PENNINGTON. I took that letter With General Evans, sir. 
up when it was received- 
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Mr. LANIGAN. This is not the $18,000. This is a later one. 
Colonel PENNINQTON.NO, sir, this is the letter where he listed the 

number of projects he wanted. I took that letter to General Evans 
and I pointed out to him that I felt if those projects were a proved, 
they would exceed the $25,000 limitation and recommended? to him 
that I send a letter back disapproving the projects, which I did, and 
he concurred. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Did you or General Evans ever take any action to  
check up on Fort Lee when you knew they were this close to the 
limitation to determine that they were keeping within the $25,000 
limitation, other than asking them? 

Colonel PENNINQTON.NO, sir, I did not, because I did have the 
letter from General Denniston wherein he indicated they were within 
the $25,000 limitation, and Colonel Ridlehuber also informed me that 
they were within the $25,000 limitation. 

Mr. LANIGAN. I have a letter here that may be before your time 
there, but I think you would probably know about it. 

I t  is a letter of February 17, 1956, dealing with a 1958 military 
construction program and in the items listed for the installation, 
item 16, is an airstrip for Fort Lee in the fiscal year 1958, MCA 
program (exhibit 51). 

(Exhibit 51-Memorandum from Glen N. Bonham. chief warrant 
officer, Fort Lee, Va., to the Quartermaster ~ e n e r a i ,  February 17, 
1956, with fiscal year 1958 military construction appropriation pro- 
gram appears in the appendix on p. 407.) 

Mr. LANIGAN.Are you aware that the airstrip had been in the 1958 
MCA program ? 

Colonel PENNINQTON.NO, sir, I wasn't aware of that. 
Mr. LANIQAN.Well, now that you are aware of it, would the 

approval of the airstrip in 1958, in the fiscal year 1958, meet the 
criteria of the DOD directive that a project, t h s  is for the airstrip 
as such, that it could not reasonably have been anticipated for inclu- 
sion in the regular military construction program? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I would say- 

Mr. LANIGAN. Since it was in there. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Certainly it should have been recognized in 

1960. 
Mr. LANIGAN. SOit could not have met the DOD criteria, which is 

dated October 10, 1957, when the airstrip was approved on Novem- 
ber 17, 1957, as an 0. & M. project. At the time of that approval it 
could not have met the DOD criteria, could it ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Right. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Are you aware of i t ?  I think since the hearing has 

started you have become aware of the fact that $13,000 was spent on 
an ostensible project for MOBEX and that the material was used 
for the airstrip and for construction of some of the area around a 
hangar, have you become aware of that 1 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I wasn't aware of the amount, sir, but I did 
read in one of the files they gave me on Monday that certain moneys 
had been used or charged that were indicated MOBEX funds but 
I am not aware of that, sir. 

Mr. LANICAN. YOU can take my word that it is about $13,000. 
Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir. 
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Mr. LANIGAN.What is the maximum that the installation comman- 
der could approve for an 0.& M. construction project under the Army 
regulations ? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.A t  that time it was $5,000 for new construc- 
tion, sir. And the Quartermaster General's approval was $25,000. 

Mr. LANIGAN.SOeven if MOBEX was a separate project, which 
again doesn't seem likely, but even if it was, the approval of that on 
the local level would have exceeded the approval authority for con- 
struction projects. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.I am not familiar--certainly, if they were 
approving a project, MOBEX, which I am not familiar with, in the 
amount of $13,0001 that would be beyond the installations approving 
authority because they were limited to $5,000. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Did Mr. Olewiler work in your office? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Yes, sir, they gave us the information in the 

facilities division, facilities branch of the installation division. 
Mr. LANIGAN. aMr. Olewiler is mentioned in a memorandum of 

conversation between Mr. Olewiler and Colonel Ridlehuber. Mr. Ole- 
wiler said that he was going to take up the further construction at 
Port  Lee with the Corps of Engineers because he had just learned that 
the waivers had been denied and then Colonel Ridlehuber in the corre- 
spondence said that was a dangerous way for him to talk and he didn't 
want this information to get to the Corps of Engineers. 

Did Mr. Olewiler ever speak to you about having any discussion 
with the Corps of Engineers about further construction? 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Well, on a number of occasions he spoke to 
me about discussing this project with the Engineers, but I can't under- 
stand why that statement, when the Engineers themselves sent us over 
the information that the waivers could not be waived. They gave us 
that information, so there is no need to withhold from them. 

Mr. LANIGAN.The Engineers are the ones who gave you the infor- 
mation 8 

Colonel PENNINGTON.Yes, sir, they gave us the information in the 
first place so there was no need to withhold the information from the 
Engineers. 

Mr. LANIGAN.That is all. 

Chairman Dnwso~.  Are there any other questions l 

Mr. SRIITF-I.
NO cluestions. 

Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Colonel PENNINGTON.
Thank you, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. I think you have had a hot session with us. 
Colonel PENNINGTON. Sir, I hope I do not leave this gathering 

with your feeling that I have been dishonest. 
'Chairman DAWSON. I don't think that you would call it you meant 

to be dishonest, but I think you knew what you were doing! and I 
thinlc you Bnem this project was exceeding the limit, and I thlnk you 
went along with them in their en'ort to esceed the $25,000 limit. 

CololleI PENNINGTON.Sir, my efforts were directed to keep them 
from exceeding it and I assure you I did not klio~v they n-ere exceed- 
ing the $25,000. I f  my word as an oRicer means anythmg. 

Chairmail Dawso~ .  lT7ell, I take your word that you didn't but I 
thillk it is because yo11 didn't use the iilforrnation you llnd in mind to 
check up. 
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Colonel PENNINGTON.I must agree with you that we did slip along 
the way.

Chairman DAWSON. The meeting will be adjourned until Tuesday, 
when General Denniston will testify. 

Thank you very much, Colonel. 
Colonel PEPFNINGTON.Yes, sir. 
(Whereupon, at 1p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 

Tuesday, March 27,1962). 



ILLEGAL ACTIONS IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

TUESDAY, MARCH 27, 1962 

HOUSEOF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMIITJZEEXECUTIVEANDON 

LEGISLATIVEREORGANIZATION 
OF THE ON OPERATIONS,COXBIITTEE GOVERNMENT 

Washington,D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at  10:lO a.m., in room 

1501-B, New .. House Office Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chair- . 
man) presiding. 

Present :Rewresentatives William L. Dawson (chairman). ICathrvn 
E, Granahan, heal  Smith, Clarence J.Brown, and John ~.'Anders;n. 

Also present: Hon. Watkins M. Abbitt, U.S. Representative from 
the Fourth Congressioiial District of the State of Virginia. 

Also present: Elmer W. Henderson, counsel; Arthur Perlman, 
professional staff member; James A. Lanigan, general counsel, Gov- 
ernment Operations Committee; and Miles Q. Rornney, associate 
general counsel, Government Operations Committee. 

Chairman DAWSON. The subcommittee will come to order. 
TiVe will resume our hearings. 
We have with us, appearing before us today, Maj. Gen. Alfred B. 

Denniston, commanding general, Fort Lee. 
TVould you take the oath, General? 
Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give 

the subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth, so help you God ? 

General DENXISTON. I do. 
Chairman DAWSON. 'Congressman, will you come up. We are very 

fortunate, indeed, to have with us our distinguished colleague, Con- 
gressman Abbitt. 

Mr. ABBITT.Thank you very much. 
I cannot stay but a few moments because I have to go to another 

committee, but I appreciate this opportualty. 
Chairman DAWSON. General, will you identify yourself and give 

your rank ancl present duty ? 

TESTIMONY OF MAJ. GEN. ALFR;GD B. D E ~ I S T O N ,  U.S. ARNY, 
COM'MANDING GENERAL, THE QUARTERNASTER TRAINING 
COMMAND, FORT LEE,VA. 

General DENNISTON. I am Alfred R. Denniston, major general, U.S. 
Army, commaiiding general, the Quartermaster Training Cornland 
i11 Port Lee, Va. 

167 
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Chairman DAWSON.Were you at Fort Lee during the period 
covered by the report ? 

General DENNISTON. Yes, sir, during almost all of the period. 
Chairman DAWSON. Will you describe your duties and command 

res oilsibilities ? 
&enera1 DENNISTON. AS commanding general of Fort Lee, I was 

and am responsible for all activities that take place within that 
reservatian. 

This excludes, to a degree, so-called tenant activities from the com- 
mand and operational point of view. For instance, the Washington 
Air Defense Sector Headquarters is there. I have no command juris- 
diction over them. They report through their military channels. 

1am responsible, however, for their support and for their having 
everything they require to perform their function. 

Chairman D~wsox .  Do you have a statement you wish to make 
concerning the information presented in this hearing ? 

General DENNISTON. 1have a statement here, Mr. Chairman, that 
I prepared some time ago. I do not think it would be worthy of the 
conlmittee's time to read it. P do not k11om7 that i t  ~vould be valuable 
in the record. The committee has available the comments I made on 
our Arilzy Audit Agency Report. If I may, I would prefer to make 
as brief a verbal statement as I can, and then, of course, answer ques- 
tions to the best of my ability. 

Chairman DAWSON. Proceed. 
General DENNISTON. When I arrived at Fort Lee on April 10,1958, 

and assumed command cm Monday, April 19, one of the first 
things-

Chairman DAWSON. Pardon me, this is Congressman Anderson. 
This is General Denniston. 

General DENNISTON. HOWdo you do, Mr. Anderson. I t  is a pleas- 
ure to h o w  you, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. This is Congressman Smith. 
General DENNISTOX. Good to see you, sir. 
Chairinan DAWSON. Proceed. 
General DENNISTON. One of the first projects called to my attention 

was the beginning of an airfield on the part of Fort Lee Reservation 
adjacent to the Federal reformatory at Petersburg. A company of 
engineers from Fort Belvoir was there, I believe, and some pre- 
liminary excavation was in process. I was shown quite a few details. 

A contractor, a timber contractor, was removing timber from what 
I was told would be the runway. 

The beginning of a drainage ditch to the Appomattox River had 
been-work had been initiated. 

I t  may seem strange, but I came to Fort Lee from duty as Deputy 
Quartermaster General, and this was my first knowledge of an airfield 
project at Fort Lee. One of the current questions in my mind was 
why, as a Deputy Quartermaster General, it had not been brought to 
my attention, nor to the attention, as near as I knew, and still know, 
of the Quartermaster General. 

But I inquired. I found that it was a project, as far as I could deter- 
mine, properly approved and actually underway. 

I watched this project physically, perhaps more intently, than any- 
thing, with the exception of the training of troops, that went on at 
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Fort Lee. Very few days would go by that I would not go down and 
talk to the young engineer lieutenant, who, with his company, was 
doing the work. Why I did not check in detail into the basis and in 
detail as to expenditures, I am unable to explain. My experience was 
broad enough and deep enough that I knew more about this sort of 
thing, I am sure, than any of my subordinates. 

I n  retrospect, and perhaps rationalizing, I considered this a project 
that would be useful, an excellent training medium for the engineer 
troops, including the officers and warrant officers and noncommissioned 
officers in supervision of it. The fact that the training of engineer 
troops was not my responsibility apparently did not occur to me. On 
occasion, Ichecked into certain details. 

One is covered in a letter from me to Maj. Gen. Roy T. Evans, Jr., 
who was then the Deputy Quartermaster General, in which there is a 
figure of $18,000. I checked that, it not occurring to me that this 
would represent an overexpenditure, but I had checked similar finan- 
cial arrangements the previous year. 

Mrs. Granahan, how are you ! It is good to see you. 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. It is very nice to see you, sir. 
General DENNISTON. These particular funds were to be used to 

transport the engjneer troops and their equipment from Fort Belvoir, 
and I recall definitely questioning that it seemed to me that I thought 
this was a mobile company, that they should be able to load up and 
drive down Route 1from Port Belvoir to Fort Lee. However, I did 
find that much of their equipment was not permitted on the highway 
and that it would have to be transported by rail. 

Secondly, the previous number, and in connection with this $18,000, 
the part of it that was to pay per diem to the officers and men of this 
company, I questioned, again, not because I felt that there was any- 
thing improper about the total expenditure, but because my experience 
had been when a company moves from one post to another and is put 
up in barracks, has a regular mess just like it did at its home station, 
you did not pay per diem. That I checked even with my judge advo- 
cate and was informed that you did, to whatever the unit amount was. 
And, further, that if you did not pay it, these individuals could put in 
a claim and the Government would have to recognize the claim that 
they were entitled to it. 

Now, again, why? 
Going back through this, starting with the premise which-well, 

not immediately upon Mr. Pratt  and Mr. Kelly making their report 
to me, the General Accounting Office investigators, on December 9, 
1959, but later, going through this, I have acknowledged there is no 
question in my mind, there was none in the mind of the Quartermaster 
( h e r d ,  but that the lam \\-as violated. 

Why, previous to  this being forcibly brought to my attention, I did 
not recognize the signals that a man of my experience should have, I 
do not know. 

For instance, all summer, or for several months in 1958, I watched 
perhaps three engineer troopers putting together an enormous corru- 
gated iron culvert in sections of a foot or two, even, and it went through 
my mind that this is an awfully expensive may. Up on Port Lee there 
are concrete culvert materials, the same size, that cer*tainly could be-
well, I came to the conclusion-I do not recall that I checked-well, 
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that must be a piece of surplus that they picked up somewhere, and 
it was not going to be used. We assumed that it had already been 
paid for. 

They put that culvert in place on a Friday afternoon. I happened 
to be out there Monday morning and, instead of round, the culvert was 
e g-shaped. They had miscalculated the bearing qualities of it, and 
tfey had to dig it out, and then the concrete culvert material that was 
in stock had been bought sometime in the past-perhaps before I was 
a t  Fort Lee, perhaps after-and that was put in. 

Now, that should have been a red flag to a man of my experience, 
because, obviously, that was going to cost a great deal more than was 
anticipated.

I am sure I thought, well, the material still was in stock. It was 
going to be used somewhere. And I knew that the road to the Federal 
reformatory had to  stay open, so I knew they had to put something in 
there. 

Another little item in connection with that. I n  doing this-now, 
these were young, inexperienced, relatively inexperienced, engineers- 
when they put the fist culvert in, they cut the trunk telephone line to 
the Federal reformatory which was underground, and for a period of 
some hours had the Federal reformatory out of communication with 
the outside world. 

When they dug it up again and put the second set of culvert in, they 
cut i t  again. 

Now, those are the kind of things that should tell a man of my ex- 
erience that there is something he should be checking more carefully. 

%hy it did not, Ido not know. 
The telephone company was smarter. Until those lads got finished, 

they put the telephone wires up on a pole way up in the air, so they 
could not help but see them. 

The second-and this is not necessarily in chronological order-I 
signed a letter, I believe in April 1959, the one referred to, that con- 
cerned obtaining the $18,000 to pay the per diem and move the engi- 
neer company back to Fort  Lee for the summer, the construction season 
of 1959. And my concern with that was to get the company. They 
had done a lot of work. I f  we did not get the company, I knew that 
whatever had been done was largely wasted. 

Reading that letter today-and I have reread it a number of times- 
now. I do not want the committee to think-I do sign a tremendous 
number of documents, and I do not necessarily-I do not have time 
frequently to read and study thein in detail. I did not go behind that 
letter to read all the establishing of backup mat,erial, which, if I had, 
would have been very informative. 

I read it now and I say I should have read i t  then, especially in 
view, which may have been noticed or may not, the last line of that, 
something about "I think we should keep this confidential for tlle 
present." 

Any time anybody puts in a piece of correspondence and they ask 
you to s i w  something about lieeping it confidential, you should check 
i t  carefully. I did not aqain. I should have. 

When I learned fairly late in this project that the gravel that they 
had anticinateit obtaining on the reservation was not available. and 
they mould have to go out and buy crushed rock-now, I was, pears 
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ago, a mechanical engineer, so I know a little bit about costs of con- 
struction, and I have done some construction. 

Chairnian DAWSON. General, may I stop you just a moment? Mr. 
Brown has to leave us shortly, I understand, and it may be that he 
has some questions. 

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do have a rather impor- 
tant Rules. Committee meeting coming up. I did want to ask three or 
four questions, perhaps not as much to be of help to the committee, or 
to be of any real value, but, rather, to settle in my own mind several 
questions I have. 

I have known General Denniston for a good many years. Perhaps 
there were sevel-a1 years between meetings, but I do recall his testi- 
mony before our subcommittee a few years ago, so I want to ask three 
or four questions, if I may, General. 

I have not been able to follow this whole investigation as carefully 
as I should, or as some of the other subcommittee inembers have, but 
it has been a pretty messy thing at Fort  Lee has it not? 

General DENNISTON. I think that is a fair statement. I n  my honest 
opinion, one of the witnesses that indicated he had a bear by the tail 
and could not let go rather expressed it, I think, for a number of 
people. 

Since December 9, 1959, I have considered I had a bear by the tail 
and could not let go. I 

Mr. BROWN.All right, let us go back to some of the previous 
testimony. 

Of course, this bear-by-the-tail thing is sometimes a good explana- 
tion, after the fact. 

General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Mr. BROWN. We have a lot of penitentiaries in the United States 

filled with people who have had bears by the tail. 
General DENNISTON. That is right. 
Mr. BROWN.NOW, we have had testimony here from officers. 

To me, this has been a terribly distressing hearing, Mr. Chairman, 
as I have said before, because it is indicated there is something ser- 
iously wrong with our military system when you have men with 
service ribbons on their chests, which demonstrate they have served 
their country in war ably and well, wme in here and openly admit 
they had advised superior officers they did not want to sign certain 
papers to be able to get around this situation, to do something that 
was a direct violation of law ; as that they h e m  it was. Also they had 
advised these superior officers they did not want to go to the peniten- 
tiary by signing such false statements, and et they said they signed ,them because they were afraid of the "system. ,,, 

When we have officers come before this subcommittee wearing the 
uniform of the U.S. Army testifying they were instructed by superior 
officers to remove froni the files certain records so the arm of the Con- 
gess, the General Accounting Office, could not find them, and then 
gve  as their only excuse they could give : 

Well, we did not destroy those records, at least right away. 

They destroyed them later on, I understand. 
When these men say they had practically doubled the size of 

this rlmmay, and yet tried to say to the General Accounting Office 
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it was within the law, ancl within the $25,000 limit, that is a pretty 
sorry mess. 

Now, the only thing t,hat worries me, General-and it rather hurts 
to ask this question-did you know all those things were going on? 

General DENNISTON. No, sir ;I did not. I should have. 
Mr. BROWN. Now, what is this 'Lsystem" the men say they mere 

afraid of down at Fort Lee? 
General DENNISTON. Well, there cert.ainly is no "systein" at  Fort 

Lee, ancl has not been, nor has there been anywhere I have had any 
responsibility.

Mr. BROWN. J'Vl-iat is the so-called "systen17' in the Army? Two or 
three of these men said they had signed these papers because they 
were afraid of the "system7'; that they were getting close to 'etire- 
ment time and all this and that. 

What is this "system7'? 
General DENNISTON. I think you will find a certain amount of this 

in almost any organization. 
Each one of those men would say today-one particular man, 

Colonel Pylant is brand new t,here. He would say today if under any 
circunlstance anybody told him to do anything that he did not think 
was right and proper, that he would come immediately t,o me and 
report it. 

,4t that time apparently- 
Mr. BROWN. But t,hese other men did not come to you and report it? 
General DENNISTON. I feel that my system of operation, my basis of 

operation, is such that everybody should have known that, without 
any fear of repercussions, that they could come to me, with anything 
that they felt was wrong, and that, their conscience told them should 
be reported. 7Qhy I did not get that across to them- 

Mr. BROWN. General, I do not like to interrupt you. 
Genera:l DENNISTON. Yes, sir? 
Mr. BROWN. But I wa,nt to make the point, if I may, that these men 

sat here under oath and 1-estified they did know what they were doing 
was wrong. 

Now, none of them came to tell you about it, did they? 
General DENNISTON. NO, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. They admit b11at it was a violation of law. They admit 

that they removed from the files these papers, and that later they were 
destroyed in order to block the investigation. 

Now, that is a pretty sad situation, is i t  not? They testified to that. 
General DENNISTON. There is no question about it. 
Mr. BROWN. These officers testified they protested to their superior 

officers they did not want to go to the penitentiary by signing false 
st.atements; for they knew what they signed was inc.orrect and wrong. 

And me asked x quest.ion of some of t.hese witnesses as t,o whether or 
not, if they had been ordered by some superior officer to go steal the 
camp recreation or Christmas fnncls out, of the office safe, if they would 
have done so? They replied, "Oh, Then we asked if they coultl 
explain the difference between that action and taking t,he taxpayers' 
money illegally, and their only answer was : 

Well, the money out of the safe would go to the benefit of some person. 
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Well, now, is it not a fact this airstrip mas being built down 
there for the benefit of four, five or six officers who wanted it 2 ISthat 
not right? I s  that not the main reason why they built it? 

General DENNISTON. It is a little hard to dig back. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, we have been digging back and we have been 

getting some amazing revelations. 
General DENNISTON. This started, to my knowledge, my first indi- 

cation of a feeling that this had to be done, came when the General 
Accounting Office investigators made their excellent interview with 
rn-

Mr. BROWN. What do you mean, "had to be donev-the building 
of the airstrip or the investigation? 

General DENNISTON. This was a tremendously urgent thing that 
somebody or a great number of people, perhaps-I knew long before I 
went to Fort Lee, for instance, that the then Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Logistics, later Vice Chief of Staff, the former General Palmer, 
thought Port Lee should have an airstrip. 

Well, that did not mean to me that Fort Lee had to have an airstrip. 
My predecessor, General Evans, was very keen to !have an airstrip. 

Well, I have known him for nearly 40 years. I know that he did not 
want an airstrip no matter how you got it. 

Mr. BROWN. Wait a minute, let me interrupt you there. 
Now, these men were all senior officers. They knew that if they 

wanted to build an installation like an airstrip, or a new building or 
anything else, they would have to come in and get authorization under 
the military construction authorization bill, would they not ? 

General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Mr. BBOWN. That would be the method. But they did not do that? 
General DENNISTON. NO, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. NOW, why? Do you know? Why did these senior 

officers, with all these years of experience, not do the thing that is 
customary and which is done regularly in connection with other instal- 
lations and constructions ? 

General DENNISTON. mTell, the thing that makes it hard for me to  
understand is I felt no pressure from anybody to build that airstrip. 

I put no pressure on, not at  least to my knowledge. My interest in  
it may have indicated that I wanted an airstrip built, but General 
RlcNamara was interested. It was not until I read the testimony 
the other day I had any indication-there is a statement in there that 
General McNamara was worried about it exceeding the statutory limi- 
tation. 

I do not know why I was not worried about it. It was certainly 
more apparent to me than it would be to him, 130 miles away. 

But nobody-many people thought Fort Lee ought to have an air- 
strip, but that does not mean Fort Lee is directed by a competent au- 
thority to build an airstrip. 

Mr. BROWN. NOW, certainly, somebody wanted that airstrip rather 
badly, some superior officers, when they would order officers below 
them to go ahead and sign illegal transfers of money, when they 
protested against it and told them they did not want to go to the peni- 
tentiary by signing something that was false; and, yet, they were un- 
der pressure to do it. 



174 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

So does this not indicate that somebody down below you, if you did 
not know about it, did know they were violating the law, did they not? 

General DENNISTON. Reading the testimony, it all seems to head up 
to Colonel Ridlehuber. 

Mr. BROWN. I rather have that suspicion myself. 
General DENNISTON. AS under the Army's, the command manage- 

ment's system, he was the program director for this, which meant, for 
all practical purposes, he had charge of it. 

I have not discussed this with Colonel Ridlehuber because I did not 
think it was proper and fitting with this a matter first before the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, then the Army, several inspectors general, and 
now a committee of Congress, for me to interrogate these people. 

I do not know what gave Colonel Ridlehuber the idea that this air- 
field was to be driven through whether or no. I did not consciously 
give him that idea. 

I believe in his testimony he indicated that he had brought some 
of this to my attention, and I am sure he thinks that he did. 

I am just as sure that- 
Chairman DAWSON. Why are you sure of that, General ? 
General DENNISTON. Well, I have known him a long time. I know 

his whole family. I have seen them, his record, long before I knew 
him. 

He was perhaps the hardest working man. He worked long hours. 
His fault that I knew before was that he tried to do too much himself. 
H e  carried too much of this load personally, did not use his subordi- 
nates as much as I felt he should. I feel that he felt he was doing 
right. 

Whether it was the doing right that the end justifies the means, I say 
I cannot wash Colonel Ridlehuber out. I have to balance, in my 
opinion, the h e  things he did over a 4-year period, only over a year 
and a half. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. BROWN. I want to go to one other question quickly, if I may, 

Mr. Chairman. 
I do not think the General has been quite frank in admitting what 

he did know or did not know, and as to his failure to do this, that and 
the other thing. 

Now, the inspector general moved in there, did he not? 
General DENNISTON.Yes, sir. First, the General Accounting 

Office. 
Mr. BROWN. The inspector general went in because the General Ac- 

counting Office had been there. This situation had turned up. 
General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
First, the Quartermaster Corps, General McNamara, the Quarter- 

master's inspector general, came down and made an investigation. 
I believe he sent a questionnaire-I do not recall the legal term-to 
Colonel Ridlehuber in Korea. He  did not go out to interview him, 
I do not believe. 

Next, the Army's Army Audit Agency came in, and they made-then 
the inspector general of the Army, in cooperation with the ,Judge 
Advocate General of the Army, came down and they made a rather 
complete investigation, and next was Mr. Perlman and Mr. Baras, 
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and we have had several visits. Mr. Perlman and I have gone over 
this in great detail. 

Mr. BROWN. Were any suggestions made by anyone that there might 
be some courts-martial proceedings in connection with these activities? 

General DENNISTON. NO,I do not believe so. 
Now, in this I am sure you know that overall, everybody but myself, 

I had general court-martial jurisdiction, and that if any charges were 
to be preferred, unless in order with military law I should be super- 
seded, I would have had to prefer the charges. 

I n  this, I used not only my own Judge Advocate General, but the 
then General Counsel of the Quartermaster Corps, Mr. Robert Lemke, 
and his predecessor, Mr. Barth, is here. 

I got the best legal advice I could because I am not very learned in 
law, but premature referring of charges 2nd bringing something to 
court can prejudice a proper procedure. 

I felt that I had to go to the extent I could in, shall we say, meting 
out punishment, but, at the same time, not obstruct justice, which bet- 
ter would be handled perhaps. 

Mr. BROWN. What did you do-- 
General DENNISTON. And I, after considerable soul-searching- 

and it was not easy-and many sessions with the General Counsel 
of the Quarternlaster Corps, whom I consider-he had been my Gen- 
eral Counsel and I consider a very able lawyer-I gave written 
reprimands to Colonel Ridlehuber, Colonel Healey-I am doing this 
in order of seniority-Colonel Jarrett, Colonel O'Connor, and Major 
Swartz-I believe that is the list-in turn, as I knew I received a 
reprimand from General McNamara- 

Mr. BROWN. But there was no suggestion made by anybody that 
courts-martial might be in order 8 

General DENNISTON. NO, because my legal-you might say my legal 
counsel-who was the General Counsel of the Quartemlaster Co s, 
advised that if there was prosecution in this, it was a matter for t e 
Department of Justice primarily. 

Then, in this connection, the case was sent to  the commanding gen- 
eral, 2d U.S. Army, who then and still is until the end of this month, 
General Ridgely Gaither. 

Mr. BROWN. And he ruled no courts-martial were indicated? 
General DENNISTON. I do not know, I have been informed on two 

points : 
That the Department of Justice returned it to the Department of 

Defense, stating, well, that they were not going to prosecute. 
I would not llke to make a statement because I do not know. This 

is perhaps hearsay. I think 1 have read it in the testimony. 
And that the commanding general, 2d Army, returned it on the 

basis that there was no basis, in his opinion, for prosecution in a 
military court. That, in effect, superseded my jurisdiction, going 
one stop higher (exhibit 46). 

(Exhibit 46-Memorandum from Maj. Gen. R. V. Lee, The Adju- 
tant General, to the commanding general, 2d U.S. Army: Fort George 
G. Meade, Md., April 14, 1961, with a report of investigation re con- 
struction of airfield a t  Fort Lee, Va., with exhibits and testimony, 
a p ~ m - ~ sin the appendix on p. 349.) 


Mr. BROWN. I certainly want to be kind, General. 
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Now, I am going to ask you one final question because I have to 
leave. 

If some young enlisted man from out in my State of Ohio, or the 
chairman's State of Illinois, should break into the office down at Fort 
Lee and steal just a, few dollars which belonged either to the U.S. Gov-
ernment or were funds under the jurisdiction of that post, mould he 
be court-martialed ? 

General DENNISTON. Based on those bare facts, yes. 
Mr. BROWN. But some oficer who deliberately violates the law, 

knowingly violates it under orders of another officer, for instance, to 
sign something he says himself is so illegal he does not want to go to 
the penitentiary, and so testified under oatlz, those men were not court- 
martialed ? 

Now, how can we, as Members of Congress, tell the country that we 
do have a fair military system; that we have the same law, the same i-e- 
quired respect for morality, honesty, and decency for officers, a s  we 
have for enlisted men? 

General DENNISTON. Well, I would have to- 
Mr. BROWN. HOWcan we do that ? 
General DENNISTON. I would have to indicate that it was not my 

fmal decision not to--
Mr. BROWN. I undertsand. I am not blaming you persoi~ally for 

the decision. I am just asking how, all along the way, son~ehow or 
other, nothing was done about it, except writing these officers a letter? 

General DENNISTON. I n  that case, my legal advice indicated that- 
say I had developed charges, and it could have been done. I think, 
again I know so little about legal procedures except what I read that 
it was the opinion that it would be difficult, if not impossible, to ob- 
tain a conviction, and, therefore, you would have gone to court, in 
effect wiped the slate clean because presumably the same individual 
could not be placed in double jeopardy. 

Mr. BROWN. I understand that. 
Our congressional files, even in our own offices, show that, somehow 

or other, enlisted men are more easy to convict, or court-martial, than 
are officers. Just why, I do not know. But that is what worries some 
of us up here about this whole thing that these officers testified to was 
the "system7' : 

That they were afraid not to do what they were told to do, even 
though they knew i t  was wrong and illegal, General ? 

General DENNISTON. Mr. Brown, I have for many years- 
Mr. BROWN. I am glad to hear you testify that you did not know 

about it,but you should have known. 
General DENNISTON. NO, and I have tried to create and maintain 

an atmosphere that the lowest private knows that he can come to me 
with something that he feels he should come to me about. And as 
long as he does not throw a brick through my window or otherwise 
commit a breach of discipline that makes i t  necessary, his case--- 

Mr. BROWN. That is an admirable position, but the fact remains 
that Major Swartz did not come to you. 

General DENNISTON. That is right. I had failed- 
Mr. BROWN. Because he was under orders to do something that was 

illegal and for some reason he was afraid to do anytl~ing except to 
follow orders? 
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General DENNISTON. And Major Swartz is a man with a gallant 
combat record. His decorations are not like mine, administrative 
for doing a good administrative job. 

Mr. BROWN. We had some other o5cers here who had some very 
good combat records. 

That is the sad thing about this, General. This is what is so dis- -
tressing.

General DENNISTON. I knew Major Swartz, know Major Swartz 
very well, and I feel if he had been someone that barely knew me, 
that would salute and say "good morning" and that was all, but I 
knew him quite well. I saw him frequently. 

I failed to put across to Major Swartz and others I failed in lead- 
ership, because I had not put it across to them that Iwas available and 
that, if they had anything that they thought was wrong, it was their 
duty to come to me and so report it. 

Now it is easier for me to say after the facts since I have been 
through all this, what I would have done. 

But in  my heart I know that Major Swartz' report would have 
been taken without anv re~ercussions. and I would have seen to it 
that nobody between m i  ana Major ~ G a r t z  ever made him pay for it. 
But I failed. 

Mr. BROWN. But it is evident from the testimonv that the ~osi t ion 
you have announced here, which is admirable, ha; been so different 
from that which seemingly functioned under the system: 

That these men were afraid to go above anybody else; they were 
afraid to ignore the requests or the instructions. 

General DENNISTON. Iknow that. 
Mr. BROWN.01- to just express the desire. They admitted they 

were not always given direct orders, but that, instead, the superior 
officers said : 

"Well, now, I would like for you to sign this; I want you to sign it," 
and they were fearful, if they did not sign it, that, somehow or other, 
they would be punished under this thing they call the "system." 

General DENNISTON. I know that exists, and they must have had 
experience under arbitrary commanders, and we have all kinds, sir. 

Mr. BROWN. I understand that. 
General DENNISTON. NOW,30 years ago I was afraid to go to Gen- 

eral McCloskey at  Fort Bragg and say I should build this road down 
to Pope Field. The money was appropriated by the Congress to 
build it. 

Instead, I went ahead and built alleys behind his quarters and 
others, and when the inspector general came down, I was scared worse. 
He was a major and Iwas a second lieutenant. 

Mr. BROWN. Does that system operate now, as well as then? 
General DENNISTON. There is some feeling-I do not think I am 

unusual; I think I am average for my contemporaries in my rank- 
Ido not think I am any better than average. 

Mr. BROWN. Perhaps Isltould not say this but I think you are a little 
above the average, General. My past experience with you has been 
in official capacity, that you want to be honest and frank, you do not 
alibi, and you do not slide around, as some witnesses we have had 
before us, on this matter. And for that I want to compliment you. 
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Yet, I am still concerned about this thing called the "system" 
which you have just said to me, in answer to one of my questions, 
was functioning 30 years ago. 

General DENNISTON. Well, it was not in my mind- 
Mr. BROWN. And the boy who is just a private or a corporal, if he 

would violate the law and do something like this, taking somet,hing 
that belonged to somebody else, would be court-martialed where an 
officer would not. 

General DENNISTON. It is possible, Mr. Brown, if I had the courage 
that I would have now or that maybe experience has taught me, I 
would have gone in, and it is possible General McCloskey would haw 
said-I hate to put-he is a fine old soldier-his name in this record; 
this is not to be critical of him-he probably would have said, "All 
right, young man, don't do it." 

But I did not have the courage then to go in with it. 
Now, I have a letter here, I t,hink might be interesting. You might 

be interested. This is from a private first class. I received this in my 
quarters Sunday. I was too busy yesterday to do anythjng abo~xt it, 
and I am here today. Tonzorrow, if I am baclr-now, thls man is 
complaining that certain things in his company are wrong, and that 
his officers are not giving the leadership and the attention to their mem 
that they deserve. 

I am going to know all a b o ~ ~ t  He may this just as quickly as I can. 
be just as wrong as collld be. Rut he will never suffer one extra KP, 
or one thing, because I will see to it that if there is a hint of that, the 
officer or noncommissioned officer that perpetuates it will be the one 
to  suffer. 

Now, this man may have nothing correct in this letter. 
Mr. BROWN. We understand that, and we hope you will stick with it. 

But I can take you down one flight of stairs to my office and have the 
girls dig out dozens and dozens of letters where enlisted men have 
complained, and immediately, somehow or other, the "system" begins 
to slap them around a bit. They have been put on latrine duty or 
something sinzilar if they complained about an officer. That is my 
great concern. 

I do not care too much about this half million dollars, or whatever 
it is, that somebody spent illegally. I t  is a lot of money; of course, 
for it beloags to the taxpayers, and shonld have been spent accordiilg 
to  law. 

But the thing that concerns me more than anything else is this 
testimony we have heard here, Mr. Chairman, about the "system." 
That officers feel they are compelled tat do things that are illegal, be- 
cause somebody superior to them wants it done, because they are 
afraid not to do it. And I tell you, General, that is a tragedy, a.nd 
it is a dangerous thing for this republic. You know it and I know it. 

General DENNIBTON. There is no question, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. It is a serious situation. 
General DENNISTON. I am about to complete 39 years in the military 

service. 
Mr. BROWN.I know. I know something about your career. 
General DENNISTON. And it is an honorable profession. 
Mr. BROWN. We want to keep i t  that way, do we not, you and I? 
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General DENNISTON. That is right. And I feel, Mr. Brown, that 
fear was far too prominent in this. 

Of course, I have been at  Fort Lee 4 years now, and they know 
better. You would be surprised how difficult sometimes I find it to  
get simple things done, because I do not think anybody is scared of me. 

They see me around. They see me mowing my yard or here and 
there, and sometimes almost throwing an umpire out of the baseball 
park because I did not like his decision, and that is undignified. But 
the baseball officials are more scared of me than my troops, I am sure. 

Mr. BROWN.I want to thank the chairman for permitting me 
to ask some of these questions in advance. I just want to make one 
prediction, and I hope the general will agree with me :That they will 
not build another airstrip down at Fort Lee contrary to law. 

General DENNISTON. Could I expand on that? I n  my opinion, 
there will not be another airstrip of that kind under those circum- 
stances or anything akin to it built anywhere in the military service. 

Mr. BROWN. Ihope that will be the effect of this. 
General DENNISTON. Because there is not a general in the Army 

that does not know all about the 2% years this has hung over my 
head. I doubt if there are very many admirals that do not know about 
it, and you can be awfully sure that the purpose, which is to prevent 
reoccurrence, has been served. 

I might illustrate that. 
The other day-maybe i t  is a month a g e 1  saw a big pipelizt: going 

in at Fort Lee, and I did not remember any authority for it, and it 
looked to me like more than a $25,000 project. I stormed back to my 
office only to find out that it was a militar construction of the Army 
specifically authorized by the Congress, %Bing done by the district 
engineer, and it was none of my damn business. 

Mr. BROWN. Thank you. 
Chairman DAWSON. Will you proceed, General, with your testi- 

mony ? 
General DENNISTON. I think Iha8d h i shed  on this last line, in which 

1signed the letter, which was the line that we should keep it confi- 
dential. Why that did not flag this to me-you see, we are supposed 
to operate, theoretically at  least, under a management by exception, 
which, as I understand it, is you look for danger signals, and then 
you check in detail rather than try to manage each minute detail. 

That should have, the purchase of the crushed rock, and when I 
saw that coming in, in railroad cars and being unloaded and hauled 
some little distance, that should have told me, because I knew the 
rules of the game. I was not interpreting them, I do not think. 

I knew what they were and I knew what they meant. When the 
contract-when we found that the engineer company lacked the equip- 
ment, when they came back and they had the contract, I knew that it 
mas a contract for the paving. I know that it costs money, so much 
per square yard, to lay several-2, 4, whatever i t  was-inches of 
asphalt. That should have told me. 

To move just a little further forward: After it was brought to my 
attention by Mr. Pratt  and Mr. Kelly of the General Accounting 
Office, lily first reaction was I argued with them. I disputed their 
figures, because I would not believe it. Perhaps again, maybe I was 
rationalizing. I could not believe that I could have been that, shall 
we say, derelict in my duty. 
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So my immediate reaction was, naturally, to fight it, as I think you 
generally do when somebody, in effect, charges you with misdeeds. 

The subsequent investigations and my reaction when we got into 
even the possibility o.f items from the files being destroyed, that was 
not only the v7r011g t,hing to do, but it was a stupid thing to do. 

The whole building could have burned down and all those files gone, 
and this still would have been very easy to establish. This committee 
or the General Accounting Office could have gone to the firm that 
sold the crushed rock and their invoices would show exactly what, 
it cost. 

They could have gone to Burton P. Short & Co. in Petersburg and 
their illvoices would have showed exactly what he was paid to put 
that paving down. A11 through it. 

Chairman DAWSON. Rut their invoices would not show what it was 
used for out at  the camp. 

General DENNISTON. But, Mr. Chairman, there it was, laying- 
what is it-2,500 feet long and so many feet wide. It was there for 
everybody to see. 

Chairman DAWSON. But they wouldn't know the bookkeeping, and 
those who built the airstrip had it charged up to other projects, other 
than the airstrip. 

General DENNISTON. That is correct,. 
Chairman DAWSON. Knowingly. 
General DENNISTON. But I ventme that if all of their files Bad been 

destroyed, that this would have come out. Now, I do not mean that 
I think it was wrong because they would have been caught anyhow. 
It was basically wrong. 

Chairman Dnwso~ .  They would not have been caught if the Gen- 
eral Accounting Ofice had not been carrying out its duty to the 
Congress and looking into your accounts, and everything was done 
by the military or someone in the military to keep the General Ac- 
counting Office from finding out what was done. 

General DENNISTON. I don't recall Mr. Kelly telling me, but I read 
that in his testimony that he came across something in some file that 
gave him an indication, and then- 

Chairman DAWSON. The wit,nesses, the officers testified one after 
another. 

General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Chairman DAWSON. That they knew it was wrong, but they were 

afraid of the "system ." 
General DENNISTON. The only thing, Mr. Chairman, I can say on 

that is, as far as I was at  that time operating at  Fort Lee, they had 
nothing to fear from coming out and stating-they could have come 
to me. I was available then. I am available today. 

Chairman DAWSON. But your availability today has been in trying 
to make excuses for each and every individual that was doing wrong, 
knowing that they were doing wrong, and trying to hide it. 

General DENNISTON. I don't believe so. I have tried to indicate 
that Iknow they did wrong. 

Chairman DAWSON. They knew they did wrong, but they feared 
the "system." And if you permit a "system" like this to grow up in our 
Army, where is it going to end? Where will the responsibility end, 
if ranking officers will try to make excuses for those who did wrong? 
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General DENNISTON. I do not think that 1 am trying to excuse a 
specific act of any of these individuals. 

Chairman DAWSON. This was not an act. This was a conspiracy 
carried on and extended over lengths of time, to reach a certain ulti- 
mate end. 

General DENNISTON. All I have tried to do is to indicate that I 
have known all of these eople----

Chairman DAWSON. %ut your knowing them, General, does not 
excuse their doing wrong. 

General DENNISTON. NO, sir. 
Chairman Dawso~.  It is conspiring against the Government. 
Since when did what you believe of them personally matter at all 

when they knowingly did something against the rules of the Army? 
General DENNISTON. Well, I have not intended to excuse them in 

wrongdoing. I am trying to assume my proper responsibility in this, 
which I feel very strongly. I feel strongly that I failed not just in 
the specific fact that I did not check in great detail, as I should have. 

Chairinan Dawso~ .  Your failure to catch it, as you should have, 
does not excuse them from knowingly and willfully going ahead and 
violating the rules of the Army. 

General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Chairn~an DAWSON. And the laws of the United States. And, yet, 

where it has been demonstrated that they did that, you sit there now 
and try to make excuses for them. based upon your supposed knowl- 
edge of them, when the facts are already before the committee, show- 
ing the conspiracy in which they worked. 

General DENNISTON. Mr. Chairman, I am not consciously trying to 
excuse them. Again, I am trying to face my full responsibility, whlch 
was failure to check in sufficient detail to know, not assume, not believe, 
but to know that what we were doing was right. Beyond that, I 
feel that I had failed them in leadership, cxr they would not have 
done this. 

Chairman DAWSON. General, it is an old habit of lawyers, when 
they have no defense for their client to blame the police and every- 
bod else, in order to get minds off of their client. 

d w ,  you have tried to throw around the men who did these things 
under you a good opinion-you are trying to take the responsibility 
for what was done by them outside of the law and divert our minds 
from them by telling us that this thing was wrong and ought not to 
have been done, but trying to say how long you have known them, 
and during all of that time they were angels with wings. 

Mrs. Granahan, do you have any questions 8 
General DENNISTON. May I say this : That my basic premise is that 

the law was violated and anything that I say can only be, at  most, in 
extenuation. It cannot excuse. 

Chairman Dawso~ .  Nor can it remove the responsibility legally 
that they owe the Army when they knowingly violated the rules of 
the Army ? 

I spent 2 years in the Army in World War I, and it was a trying 
experience, one that will live with me as long as I live, because many 
things that would affect me then would never affect any other soldier 
other than one that would be handicapped as I was, and things have 
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changed in the Army since that date, and I am thankful that I have 
lived to see them changed. 

But I hope now that we can remove the possibility of a thing like 
this occurring in the Army again. 

General DENNISTON. Well, I will say this: That any commander in 
my position that has anything like this happen to him in the foresee- 
able future, while memories are fairly good, i t  will be his own damn 
fault. 

Chairman DAWSON. Did you have any questions, Mrs. Granahan? 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. NO, Mr. Chairman. 
General, I was just thinking you probably had too much confidence 

in your staff. 
General DENNISTON. Ihave seen that on the part of far  abler leaders 

than me. The greatest man I served under in World War I1put too 
much confidence in certain members of his staff. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. According to the chain of command, could any 
colonel, would he feel free to come to any general, I mean even though 
you had issued an order that they should come to  you? 

General DENNISTON. They could come to me, I feel sure, although I 
cannot speak for another man; they could have come, and I do not 
know that they did not come to my chief of staff because I have not 
seen him. He was gone when all this came up. He  has since been in 
Okinawa and has since retired. 

I have avoided cross-examining people because I felt i t  would be a 
violation, as long as their case was pending. They should have felt 
they could come to me. They could have gone above me to General 
McNamara. 

The ability, I felt, since my very early days when I was in, the way 
we were in awe of generals 30 years ago astounds me. We seldom saw 
one. We would not have had the temerity to approach one. We were 
children. We spoke when spoken to. But that is so different today. 

Our whole system is much more informal and makes for more inter- 
change between senior officers and junior officers and noncommissioned 
officers right down the line. 

A private does not hesitate to salute and stop and then speak to nie 
as I walk around the post. And I want him to because that is one way 
I can find out something, get down through this necessary, but some- 
times awfully handicapping, staff, to get down and find out what 
Private Jimmy Jones is really thinking about. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. ISi t  not true, General, that the private might 
have to go to someone next in command before he went to you? 

General DENNISTON. He  should, but I am a realist. By the time- 
if he felt real strongly, if something was bothering this boy, by the 
time he got up through the first sergeant, the company commander, 
the battalion commander, the group commander and maybe some of 
my immediate staff, he might never have got to me. 

If it was real serious, i t  would have happened. I recognize that. 
Now, I cannot publish that I want every soldier, all 11,000 or 

12,000 of them, to bring all their problems to me. But I actually like 
for a sampling of them to do that because that is my means of find- 
ing out what is really going on way down there, and i t  is difficult. 

I t  is difficult for me to know whether I am running a good com- 
mand. People tell me I am. They are people whose efficiency reports 
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I make out. I don't mean they are not honest, but their future de- 
pends, to some degree, on my opinion of them. So they are bound 
to be a little careful. Theiare bound to try to show me the brighter 
side of what I get credit or, not what they do, but what I do. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. I think i t  is very commendable, General, that 
you should, let me say, take the rap for something like this when you 
know really that these people are guilty. 

General DENNISTON. I don't feel that I Itaking the rap. I have 
never passed the buck in 39 years, and I am not going to start. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Maybe you are being too generous. 
General DENNISTON. One of my points is that I would not-I have 

a suspicion that within the Army one group investigating this thought 
that maybe it would be passed to General McNamara and he would 
throw it back to me and he and I would maybe fall out over it. 

If I there'on the ground did not know what was going on, how 
could General McNamara, who was responsible for my command, 
and you know General Anderson's tremendous command in Phila- 
delphia, which is much more complicated to operate than mine. Mine 
is people. How could he know ? 

So I want to leave the service with a feeling that I have not ducked 
responsibility yet, because I hope to live a long time, and I am going 
to have to remember. Other people can forget it, but if I ended my 
service on chicanery or an effort to step out, side, and let the shot hit 
somebody else, I could not sleep very well. 

And this has been on my mind for 2% years. I promise you I 
dept very well last night. 

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson 8 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
General, there is a statement in Mr. Baras' report 

here, a quotation of a letter from General Viney to, I think your pred-
ecessor, Major General Evans, which reads, as follows : 

' MCA funds are even more of a p~oblemthis year than usual. Possibly you 
have some 0.& M. funds which could be SO applied. 

'.That, to me,' would indicate that among certain officers, at  least, 
there was a feeling, if you could not get a military construction auth- 
orization, that the way around it was the use of 0.& M. funds. 

Do you feel that that point of view is justified? And, if so, do 
you think it obtains today in circles in the Army ? 

General DENNISTON. Iwill answer it in reverse. It does not pertain 
today. That I know. 

And I would have to presume that General Viney, at  least, had 
iii mind within the statutory limitation that the Chief of Engineers, 
1,believe, in this case was authorized to approve, which was $25,000 
worth on any project. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am also intrigued in going over this statement 
by Mr. Baras, when this staff study was made-I think it was orig- 
inated as a result of a letter that was written by Colonel Pennington 
early in 1959-he states that he wrote a letter to the commanding 
general at  Fort Lee-and I assume that was you at  that time-point- 
mg out that the Chief of Engineers had forwarded a copy of the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations' findings with respect to the? 

81951-62-13 
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unsuitability of the airfield, and that he requested them to be advised 
whether a field could be sited on Fort Lee. 

Did you actually see that letter from Colonel Pennington? 
General DENNISTON. I did not. I have seen it since. I did not 

see it at that time. Many things, I am sure, as you know, are addressed 
to the commanding general. 

Mr. ANDERSON. TO whom would that letter have gone ? 
General DENNISTON. It would have been staffed in the G 4  section, 

and I presume by Colonel Ridlehuber. 
Mr. ANDERSON. It would have been seen by Colonel Ridlehuber? 
General DENNIBTON. It definitely would have had to be. And since 

it referred to matters which would have affected the responsibilities 
of the assistant staff G-3, it would probably have been seen by the 
then G-3, Colonel Burr. 

Mr. ANDERSON. This goes on, then, Mr. Baras' re ort, since I under-Xstand you have read it, to say that the staff stu y then was made 
2nd it was submitted for comment and so on, and then I read further 
and I find that you informed the staff of this committee that the 
views of G-3, the views and recommendations of 6-3, were never 
brought to your attention, in which he pointed out that a landing 
area of the kind that was contemplated by 'Colonel Ridlehuber was 
just out of the question here, for many reasons, but you never saw 
that staff study ? 

General DENNISTON. I did not. I am not sure, it may have been 
attached among the various exhibits to the letter that I signed to 
General Evans that I previously referred to. 

I knew that there was a question about this being what they call 
an Army airfield, and that, incidentally, was my first knowledge of 
what an Army airfield really is. 

I recall I was somewhat surprised because I had, up until then at 
least, had the opinion that the Army operated low performance air-. 
craft; that their ideal was aircraft that could land in a plowed field, 
in a minimum length, and regardless of obstructions. 

1'30 I remember wondering what difference does it make whether 
this is an airfield that will take high performance, all weather, other 
than the all-weather operations in a fighting front, where you are 
going to land the best you can, wherever you can. 

But I never had any qualm about whether this would be an airstrip 
or an Army airfield because I did not consider we needed an all-weath- 
er field. 

Incidentally, we have got one that is fairly good. I have landed 
there freqnently at night, and the reformatory lights are the best nav- 
igation aid I have ever seen. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The statement further goes on to say that Colonel 
Ridlehuber was informed by the staff-and I think that refers to the 
staff apparently of this committee--he informed the staff of this com- 
mittee that G-3 had been taken to task by General Denniston at a meet- 
ing following the staff study. 

You would deny that completely ? 
General DENNISTON. I know that I never took Ralph Burr to task. 
Mr. ANDERSON. DO you recall any meeting about thls staff study? 
General DENNISTON. I do not. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. What is the purpose of the staff study? I s  that not 
made for the commanding general ? 

General DENNISTON. That is correct. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
SO he will be informed on something? 
General DENNISTON. That is correct. But if that staff study is not- 

if the commanding general does not know it is in existence and it is not 
brought to his attention, again, there were plenty of other things that 
should have told me. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, why would it not have been brought to your 
attention? Let us stick to that point. 

Why would a staff study be made and views solicited of all these 
peo le, 6-3 and G 4 ,  and then be concealed from you? 

&neral DENNISTON.Well whether it was concealed or whether it 
was not thought it was of sdc ien t  importance, I do not know. 

Mr. ANDEMON. What I am leading up to, very frankly, General, is 
this : 

You have been frank-I think that is the word to use-in saying that 
there is no excuse for what happened here; that there was a clear viola- 
tion of the law; and that the most you can give us is extenuating cir- 
cumstances. 

Why, then, were not there some courts-martial? 
Why can officers violate the law clearly and then all we have is a let-

ter of reprimand in the f ie? 
I t  seems to me there ought to have been something more than that, 

and I am wondering if, in view of your statement that it would have 
been up to you to prefer the charges, and you knew that if you pre- 
ferred charges against these men,. that that, in turn, would effect the 
preference of charges perhaps against youlby higher headquarter- 

General DENNISTON. NO, not against me. 
Mr. ANDERSON (continuing). I f  there is not something wrong with 

the system here? 
General DENNIBTON. Well, I would have to say I do not khink so,be-

cause by the time-if this had been something that, we will say, my 
inspector general or somebody on my staff had uncovered and brought 
to me, I do not know whether I would have preferred charges. 

I mean I would not like to make a hasty judgment as to what I 
would have done. 

Mr. ANDERSON. us wasLet assume that when the information 
brought-

General DENNISTON. Then it would have been my business to do 
it. 

Mr. ANDERSON (continuing). Brought to you, i t  was in the detail 
that we have it here in Mr. Baras' report, that instructions were made 
to actually code some of these costs and expenditures to fictitious ac- 
counts, and accounts that had nothing whatever to do with the con- 
struction of the airfield. 

Would you not have thought it your place and duty to prefer charges 
under those circumstances? 

General DENNISTON. acted upon If by then the case was not bein 
in higher head uarters-I did not really feel that I ma5e a decision fto or not to pre er charges. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Then I misunderstood you. 
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General DENNISTON. I meant to say, based on the best legal advice 
I could get, that this was not the time or the place to prefer charges. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In  other words, you would leave that to whom, then, 
a higher headquarters? 

General DENNISTON. Immediately to. the quartermaster general, 
who in this case was my immediate superior and commander, although 
on a legal, technical basis, the court-martial jurisdiction goes from me 
to the commanding general, the 2d U.S. Army. That is part of the 
military legal system in which, while I am not under his command, 
court-martial and certain other things go to him in the established 
chain of review and court-martial jurisdiction. 

The quartermaster general does not have, or did not have-he does 
not exist any more-court-martial jurisdiction. 

Now, I considered, and, as I say, I considered this definitely a legal 
matter in which amateurs, nonlegal people, should be guided by the 
best legal counsel available to them, in this case made available to me 
by the Government in the form of ,first my staff judge advocate. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Was his advice predicated mainly on the theory 
that you would not be able to get a conviction of these people under 
the Military Code of Justice or what? 

General DENNISTON. I do not recall. I know that that was men- 
tioned. Irt may have been mentioned by me. It may have been men- 
t,ioned, discussed with my judge advocate. But in this case my judge 
~dvocate is primarily my adviser on purely military law. This was 
m a legzl field that was civil rather than military law. 

So, therefore, I felt that the General Counsel of the Office of the 
Quartermaster General, who was available to me, and who made sev- 
eral trips down to Fort Lee to sit down with me, and at length go over 
this, and his advice, and he assisted in my preparation of the repri- 
mands, was that that was the strongest punitive action that I could 
take and not endanger subsequent prosecution, if either the Depart- 
ment of Army, the 2d U.S. Army, as i t  ultimately went up to the De- 
partment of Army and then back down to them for action, or the 
Department of Justice, if and when, and later the Department of 
Army or the Department of Defense sent it all to the Department of 
Justice. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In  other words, that a court-martial conviction- 
General DENNISTON. In  other words, I was not making any decision. 
Mr. ANDERSON(continuing). Would have put these people in 

jeopardy so they could not be prosecuted civilly? 
General DENNISTON. That was my advice. As I say,. I do not know 

much law but I do know that I could have bungled this and (1)per-
haps prevented the ultimate dispensing of proper justice and (2) 
open myself up to criticism that I had deliberately whitewashed this 
by preferring charges and going through the formalities. 

Now, we have heard of that. I don't know whether i t  happens or 
not. I have never seen it. Oh, I did once as a young lieutenant. We 
tried an MP by court-martial. The civil authorities refused to pro- -
secute the case.: 

And. as I recall, the legal authorities in the militam then said-I 
was a i  assistant trial judie advocate-that we would put him on trial 
so that he would either be convicted or cleared, and he would not have 
this hanging over his head, so I guess i t  is done. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. General, no member of this committee, I am sure, 
has any desire to be vindictive in this matter or be vindictive as far 
as the Army generally is concerned, but, as we have had occasion to 
inform other witnesses who have appeared before this committee, we 
are interested in seeing that there is no repetition of the tawdry and 
sordid series of events, in our opinion, reflected in the pages of this 
report.

Our concern is  whether or not a reprimand under the circuinstances 
disclosed here is, in fact and realit ,anything more than just a slap 
on the wrist, or whether i t  is of s ud'cient import to drive home to the 
Army and to the people involved that this kind of thing is not going 
to be countenanced? 

General DENNISTON. I think that depends entirely on the character 
and the attitude of the individual so punished. 

If he is an individual who can rationalize the-fact that it did not 
physically, financially, or otherwise hurt him, he probably will swea$ 
it off. I can promise you that it hurt me. It hurt me more than 
going to jail, that after 39 years of service with nothing but com- 
mendations on my record, I don't like that reprimand. I deserved 
it and that is what hurts. 

Mr. ANDERSON. DO you think, General, with administrative repri- 
mands in the files of these men, that the word, as you said, I think, 
has gone out nonetheless, as far as the services are concerned ? 

General DENNISTON. My best evidence on that, as you probably 
know, in my age group, my contemporaries are pretty much the people 
running the Army, and the same, the Navy and the Air Force. 

I n  the Air Force they may be a little younger. 
I cannot run into a general that I have not seen for a while that 

does not make some remark that he is needling me, but behind it there 
is a consciousness of he sure is glad he is not in my shoes. 

I went through a receiving line when General Anderson was sworn 
in as Quartermaster General, and the Vice Chief of the Army, who I 
have known since I was a plebe at  West Point, is a man with very little 
sense of hnmor. He is a fine soldier. 

I was scheduled to have Denniston Day 2 days later at  the Federal 
reformatory. They were putting on this little tribute, I guess you 
would call it, for me for what I had done to help the Department of 
Justice in their rehabilitation of this correctional institution. 

And the Vice Chief looked at  me and said: "My God, Danny, I 
thought you were in jail." 

And I said: LLNo, I don't go until day after tomorrow." 
Now there, right at  the top, is an indication that when he sees me, 

the first thing he thinks about is the Fort Lee airfield and why I am 
not already in jail for it. 

Now, I am not being facetious, Mr. Anderson. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I appreciate that you are not. 
General DENNISTON. I am trying to emphasize that it does not ex-

cuse one iota, but it is, I think, assurance to this committee and to the 
Congress that, although eternal vigilance is still needed, it is most 
unlikely. 

I would suggest looking into other fields, because I think this one 
will be barren of wrongdoing for some time to come, sir. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. DO you have any suggestions that you would make 
to this committee with respect to any changes that ought to be made 
either in accounting or financial procedures and so on? 

General DENNISTON. I think that the changes, and one I believe 
Colonel Healey called to your attention is a very simple one and one 
that I should have known was not in effect. I didn't. And that was 
requiring the comptroller-now, he keeps an accurate account of 
money, or did, in this respect, that money spent is appropriated. It 
has come down through the proper channels and it is on hand. 

He didn't then, wasn't required-perhaps he might have thought 
lt up.

I believe Colonel Healey says, after the fact, he wonders why he 
didn't on his own. He  was not required to keep the records as to how 
much was spent against this project and that project as long as, when 
it flowed back through his finance and accounting section, it was prop- 
erly accounted for in that it was charged to a proper code; a code-I 
don't mean the right one; I don't want to be misunderstood; but to a 
code that to him was OK. 

And the money was there, and when the finance officer issued the 
check, he wouldn't be overdrawing an account. 

Now, he is required to keep track of each of these projects. He  is 
required to know exactly how much is authorized for each project. 
H e  is required to check into-I don't know-to see whether they are 
approaching the limit. 

So I think, as far as I am competent in accounting, which is not 
very, because I am some~ha t  of the old school on these new account- 
ing methods and automatic data processing and all these things are 
a little beyond nly education. I am an engineer rather than an ac- 
countant. But, I am sorry, I have talked far too long in answering 
a simple question. 

I think that within the military-I mould assume in other services 
as well; I know within the Army-that this has been tightened up 
to the point that I doubt if it  would happen again. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Smith 8 
Mr. SMITH.General, I believe you said you were aware of this 

$25,000 limitation? 
General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.And it was apparent to you that this project was go- 

ing to exceed $25,000 ? 
General DENNISTON. I t  should have. Now, we have to-again, I 

am not trying to excuse myself one iota, but my understanding was 
that anything except direct materials, any expenditure in connection 
with the company of engineers that came down there, was a training 
expenditure chargeable to the training they received and not charge- 
able to the project. 

Mr. SMITH. I thought you had said earlier- 
General DENNISTON. Because, after all, I saw the figure $18,000. 

Now, that is a big hunk, and I could have assumed that they had 
gotten the $18,000 the year before without my, say, personal inter- 
vention. 

Mr. SMITH.I thought you had said earlier that as soon as you saw 
the project, it  was apparent to you it exceeded $25,000, and you just 
did not recall any authorization. 
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General DENNISTON. NO, sir. I think I said it should have been 
apparent to me; that I am enough of an engineer that I should have 
questioned anybody's figures. 

Now, i t  is difficult-I know so much about this after the fact that 
Idid not know before. 

Mr. SMITH.Well, then, were you, or were you not, assuming that 
this was an authorized project? 

General DENNISTON. I was assuming that this project was entirely 
in accordance with law and regulation. 

Mr. SMITH.AS an authorized project? 
Chairman DAWSON. H e  did not answer your question. 
Mr. SMITH.AS an authorized project? 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU did not answer his question. 
General DENNISTON. I will try to, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.Were you assuming that i t  was in accordance with law 

as an authorized project? 
General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.Or under $25,0008 
General DENNISTON. AS an authorized project under $25,000. 
Mr. SMITH. YOU assumed i t  was both, authorized and under $25,000? 
General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.It would not have to be authorized under $25,000, 

would it? 
General DENNISTON. Now, again, I may not have this Oh, yes. 

exactly correct. I f  it is over $25,000, it must be specifically authorized 
by Congress, I believe. I f  it is $25,000 or under, I believe in this case, 
or as it was then, the Chief of Engineers can approve it. Now, I am 
not sure. This has varied through the years. 

Mr. SMITH.I n  other words, you thought it might be authorized for 
less than $25,000 ? 

General DENNISTON. $25,000 or less. 
Mr. SMITH.What was the amount you thought it was authorized 

for? 
General DENNISTON.I do noit recall that I saw the figure of 

$24,75&some figure. It is something just under $25,000. 
Mr. SMITH.Was this preceding-you saw all this money being spent 

and some question camB into your mind as to whether or not thls 1s 
within the authorized figure? 

General DENNISTON. The question did not. Now,-again, assuming, 
which I assumed rightly or wrongly, that anythlng in support of the 
company-up until the rock was procured and put down and the pav- 
mg,the bulk of this was labor, the vast bulk, use of T.O. & E., equip-
ment assigned, bulldozers, and all, equipment that this company nor- 
mally used in its military mission, which, I believe, was one o f  the 
things to build airfields 'as one of the jobs that they would be trained 
to do. 

Mr. SMITH.I n  your position as commanding officer of the post, did 
you delegate all this type of responsibility down to somebody else, or 
lust go around and look a t  the projects, or did you try to follow 
them closely yourself ? 

General DENNISTON. I thought I followed this project very closely. 
Mr. SMITH.But you did not have any figure in mind as to what was 

authorized ? 
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General DENNISTON. I did not check the financing of it. I de-
pended on my staff, and, specifically, this was G4's project. 

Mr. SMITH.And, in fact, General, I believe you said before here 
that you had known most of these people for many years? 

General DENNISTON. Some of them I have. Of the ones that have 
appeared, I had never seen Major Swartz until I took command of 
Port Lee. But I did see a great deal of him. 

Mr. SMITH.This is really not unknown, is it? This is a part of 
the system, the commanding general delegates to somebody else and 
he delegates to somebody else. You have known each other for 30 
or 40 yeass ;so you assume they are going to carry i t  out ? 

General DENNISTON. Well, that 1s not-I would not say that is 
correct. 

Mr. SMITH.It is not ? 
General DENNISTON. I do not think I am an overzealous detailist. 

But I do not delegate the training of troops. I have a G-3 who is 
responsible for traming. Rut the bulk of my experience in all my 
years in the Army has been in training. I have done procurement, as 
Mr. Lanigan knows. We have met in those circles, and I have done 
others. I have spent a lot of time in the educational system. 

Mr. SMITH.But in the financial part- 
General DENNISTON. I de l ega t e1  did, I don't as much now-I dele-

gate more of the operation of Fort Lee as a physical plal~t than I 
delegate of my basic mission, which is to train individuals and units. 

For instance, I received about 4,000 Reserve and National Guard 
units in this recall starting in October. I know every company com- 
mander. I know every first sergeant, battalion con~inander. I am con- 
stantly down there making sure myself that these men are kept busy; 
that they are doing useful training. 

Mr. SMITH.SO,due to your personal experiences and so forth, then, 
you tended to delegate financial matters more than troop training? 

Genera1 DENNISTON. That is correct. Pel-haps-you cannot nnt too 
much emphasis on training troops because that is what this is all abont, 
but you have to find time for the other things, too, and perhaps I 
didn't. 

Mr. SMITH. And you had known these persons for many years to 
whom you were delegating these financial matters ? 

General DENNISTON. Most of them I had. Some of them I had not 
known, but I felt that I.got to. know, and I felt that I could place 
confidence in them in their specific special fields. 

Mr. SMITH.And, although you did not inention it before, ainong 
these persons then was Colonel Shirley ? 

General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Mr. SMITIT.And you, I believe it is correct, were his superior officer? 
General DENNISTON. He was my deputy, and I had known him 

longer and better than any of the rest. 
Mr. SMITH.I n  fact, you were his superior officer at another time 

when procurement scandals were investigated by a committee of the 
Congress, we* you not? 

General DENNISTON. NO;not in the time frame as to the occurrence. 
I was in the cloistered halls of the Army War college as an instructor. 

Mr. SMITII.But you were acquainted with all of this! 
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General DENNISTON. I knew it after the fact. I followed the hear- 
ings because by then I was Deputy Quartermaster General. I had had 
nothing to do with the chain of command or anything else. I was 
completely out of the Quartermaster procurement system at that time. 

Mr. SMITH.I n  view of these previous procurement problems in- 
volving Colonel Shirley, should you not have been alert that you 
should be a little bit hesitant about delegating all of these or some of 
these financial matters here ? 

General DENNIBTON. Colonel Shirley, in turn, delegated almost as 
much of this as I did. I n  this particular case, and the reason, not the 
excuse, the reason was that the system placed this in the hands of bhe 
program director, and he was, as I understand it, supposed to have 
wide authority, I guess you would say, to accomplish projects within 
his program. 

Mr. SMITH.And, as I understand your testimony, then, in the main, 
you are saying that Colonel Ridlehuber was the principal one upon 
whom the blame must fall, is that correct, General? 

General DENNISTON. Yes. 
Mr. SMITH.Then why did he only get a reprimand the same as 

the others, such as, for example, Major Swartz gets a reprimand, too ? 
General DBNNISTON. Of course, that was my decision, because I 

signed the reprimands. I prepared the reprimands with advice of 
counsel. There is not much variation below a charge and a court- 
martial. To me, the difference-we could have started with so many 
reprimands and so many administrative admonishments. 

Frankly, I have never been able to tell the difference. Both of them 
say, "You did wrong." 

Mr. SMITH.I n  your experience, do you find cases where you give 
reprimands later go to court-martial? 

General DENNISTON. I do not recall one. 
Now, actually, I have preferred, myself, very few court-martial 

charges in my career. I am very proud at Fort  Lee, where I have had 
more occasion, we have had very few court-martials. 

Mr. SMITH.YOU said earlier, as I understood it, that preferring a 
court-martial here might have bungled other penalties against him. 

So, in fact, when you issued a reprimand, you were, in fact, bungling 
the opportunity to court-martial? 

General DENNISTON. NO, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.YOU think there would be a court-martial? 
General DENNISTON. NO; a reprimand is not-he has not been tried 

in court under the Code of Military Justice or in a civil court. 
Mr. SMITH.But i t  closes the file and you just said that you do not 

know of any cases where there has ever been a court-martial- 
General DENNISTON. I do not know, but I am not sure but that 

these are the only reprimands that I have issued in my whole career. 
1have not been in command positions a great deal. 

Mr. SMITH.But you do know of obher reprimands being issued? 
General DENNISTON. I do, but I do not remember whether they 

were followed-I do know that it is n o t a  reprimand, that would be 
the easiest way to obstruct justice. I could not imagine a legal system 
that would permit that, because that would be just too easy. I had 
no thought of whitewashing or wiping the slate clean with one letter 
of reprimand. 
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Chairman DAWSON. He  has not admitted yet in his thinking that 
any wrong was done here. He studiously avoids that, seeks to absolve 
them from any wrong, regardless of the evidence that is before us. 

General DENNISTON. I don't think so. I f  I haven't, I will state that 
each individual, by his own testimony, and that is, I think, the best 
information I have, although I have quite a volume of data that has 
been provided me by various of the unit people that have investigated 
and looked into this, that any one of these who miscoded or directed 
a miscoding, a charging of materials, labor or anything else to one 
project, when he knew that it was going to another project, was wrong. 

Chairman DAWSON. Somebody did that? 
General DENNISTON. They did it, and-
Chairman DAWSON. Well, Colonel Ridlehuber did tha!, sand yet you 

tried your best to whitewash every man that is under Investigation 
here, ignoring facts. 

You sought by your engaging personality to influence this com- 
mittee against the facts. I believe you regard that as part of your 
duty to them, to cover up for them, to be a father for them and cover 
up their wrongs and seek to make excuses for them. 

General DENNISTON. I haven't meant to. Mr. Chairman, I do--
Chairman DAWSON. Have you read this record? 
General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. DO you not realize that officers here knowingly 

diverted funds that they should not have diverted ? 
General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Then how can you excuse them? They did it. 

It is a fact that they did do that. 
General DENNISTON. I have tried to say that I do not excuse any 

single or series of wrong acts, especially those in which the record 
shows by their own admission they did something. Now, that is the 
best evidence I know of. It is not circumstantial. 

Chairman Dswso~ .  The record shows by the testimony of 
others-

General DENNISTON. That is correct. But the final thing is, when a 
man says, "Yes, I did this." 

Chairman DAWSON. That is not the final thing. That is why they 
have courts and juries to pass upon the evidence before them. 

General DENNISTON. I spoke in a field in which I am not compe- 
tent. I mean that that removes any doubt from my mind, when a 
man, himself, states that he did something. Then any doubt I might 
have had previously is erased, any doubt that he did it. I am afraid 
1am not making myself clear. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU are making yourself very dear, General, 
and it is very clear to us what happened here. We know what hap- 
pened. It has been testjfied to by others, by those in the A m y ,  that 
you have come up and tried to whitewash. 

General DENNISTON. I have not intended to, sir. I feel that each 
of these individuals-I think there are matters of degree, but only 
degree. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU see nothing in this entire incident where 
anybody ought to have faced a court-martial for having violated, 
knowingly violated, the rules of the Army, the Military Establish- 
ment ? 
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General DENNISTON. The fact that I did not prefer these charges 
did not mean that I was saying they should not. -

Chairman DAWSON. Would it not be your duty to prefer them if 
the circumstances warranted i t?  

General DENNISTON. Not as best I know, not when higher authority 
has the matter under investigation and has indicated to me that it 
will be submitted to the Department of Justice and to the Judge 
Advocate of the Army. 

I am sure- 
Chairman DAWSON. ISit the custom of the Army to submit their 

cases as they arise to the Department of Justice before bringing it 
before the proper military tribunals? 

General DENNISTON. That was a decision made by the Judge Advo- 
cate General of the Army, and my decision- 

Chairman DAWSON. Did the Judge Advocate General of the Army 
tell you not to prefer charges against them? 

General DENNIBTON. NO, sir, n o L  
Chairman DAWSON. Did he relieve you of the responsibility of 

preferring charges against them? 
General DENNISTON. Iwould have to say no. 
Chairman DAWSON. That is all. 
Mr. SMITH. Who decided a reprimand would be given? Did YOU 

make that determination ? 
General DENNISTON. That had to be my decision. 
Mr. SMITH. Were you ordered to do so by General McNamara ? 
General DENNISTON. The General Counsel of the Office of NO. 

Quartermaster General advised me that that was the proper legal 
action to take to meet my responsibilities. 

Mr. SMITH. Then going to General McNamara was merely a tech- 
nicality to approve your decision, is that right or not ? 

General DENNISTON.His staff, his judge advocate, his general 
counsel advised me. 

I do not recall that anybody, that General McNamara or anybody 
else, either told me to do it or suggested that I do it. I n  effect, his 
general counsel was acting as my proper legal adviser. 

Mr. SMITH. Was this submitted in m t i n g ?  
General DENNISTON. And I know that it was his opinion, his legal 

opinion, acting as a counsel in the Government service, his legal 
opinion that if I preferred charges and did not get convictions and 
whatever maximum penalties, that from then on the case would be 
closed and nothing either in military justice or civil justice would 
have been- 

Mr. SMITH.Where is the Judge Advocate General's office, over here 
in the Pentagon ? 

General DENNISTON. In the Pentagon, I believe. I am not sure. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. And you are located at Fort Lee? 
General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Smm. Did you com~nunicate by memorandum explaining 

what had happened and asking him for legal advice? 
General DENNISTON. NO, sir. 
Mr. S ~ T H .  Well, then, you were together for a conference, is that 

right ? 
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General DDNNISTON. Not with the Judge Advocate General himself. 
: My staff judge advocate went to both the 2d Army Judge Adr 
' vocate Office and the Office of the Judge Advocate General. Whether 

he talked with the Judge Advocate General, I know that he had 
knowledge of all this from others. 

Mr. SMITH.Was there any communication in writing telling you 
this was the proper procedure? 

General DENNISTON. NO, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.Then you just received word of mouth from your judge 

advocate ? 
General DENNISTON. From my judge advocate and from the general 

counsel in the Office of the Quartermaster General. 
Mr. SMITH.YOU proceeded on that basis, then, to make a determi- 

nation that a reprimand only would be given in this case? 
General DENNISTON. That is correct, at  my level. 
Mr. SMITH.We find that this determination was made by you, that 

you have known all these men for 30 or 40 years-
General DENNISTON. Oh, no; that is not correct. Some of them I 

knew only from the time-and none of them had I ever served directly 
with. 

Mr. SMITH.But the ones involved that might have been subject to 
court-martial, you have known some of them at least for some time? 

General DENNISTON. I had known all of them for several years 
at  Fort Lee. 

Mr. SMITH.I just wonder if the procedure is adequate of having 
persons at this level make the determination that court-martial will 
not be the procedure used under these circumstances ? 

General DENNISTON. If that blocked, I would say yes. 

Mr. SMITH.What ? 

General DENNISTON. I f  that blocked any higher. 

But since all this, as I understand it-and this is hearsay, I am 


sure it is factual-all of this has been sent to the commanding general 
of the 2d U.S. Army for his decision as to any courts-martial, which, 
for all I know, could have included whether or not to prefer charges 
against me, I don't know, or not. 

Mr. SMITH.Who wrote up the memorandum to go up there? 
General DENNISTON. It went from the Department of Army. I 

would resume-
Mr. bMITH. Did they send someone down there to investigate and 

get these facts? 
General DENNISTON. The Inspector General of the Army-I be-

lieve that has been referred to in the testimony, I believe i t  is in the 
record-the Inspector General of the Army was directed in coordi- 
nation with the ,Judge Advocate General of the Army by Mr. Brucker, 
the Secretary, personally, to make a complete investigation and, I 
presume, advise him as to action. 

I f  my memory serves correctly, to be chronological, this was then 
sent by the Department of the Army,. perhaps on the personal deci- 
sion of the Secretary to the commanding general, 2d Army, for him 
to determine whether or not charges would be preferred. 

It is my understanding that he sent it back stating that they should 
not be. Now, that does not mean that they could not be. 
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However, that a t  this point was his decision, not mine. I felt that 
I was leaving it open for highez authority, more objective authority, 
as I think you have brought out, than mine. 

Mr. SMITH.We get examples here, as Members of Congress, almost 
every week. I am thinking of one right now where a bog cashed a 
check at  a PX that was in excess of the amount of money that he had 
in the bank. 

He got 6 months in the brig. This is a court-martial. There is no 
question about it, you just court-martial him. I f  he had been under 
civilian authority, he probably would have gotten something less than 
that, at least. 

But here we come to a decision that is made by someone that has 
been well acquainted with the other person as to whether or not the 
other person should be court-martialed. 

Now, a judge in civil courts would disqualify himself if he had 
known the person for 30 years and was well acquainted and graduated 
from the same school and so on and so forth. I s  this really a proper 
system ? 

Do you have something better to offer ? 
General DENNISTON. I think it would be wrong, and I would dis- 

qualify myself just as quickly as a judge. 
Mr. SMITH.But you made the decision-
General DENNISTON. I made the decision, really-my decision was 

to pass it to higher authority for decision, so, in effect, I gave the 
reprimand, and at  a much later date a decision above my authority 
was made not to prefer charges, and with that decision I had nothing 
whatsoever to do. 

I did not even know until sometime later that it had been made. 
Mr. SMITH.You see, one of our main concerns here is not just the 

$500,000. It is also the fact that this system operates, and the revela- 
tion that the system operates to the extent that junior officers will 
violate the law if told to do so by their superiors. 

One of the main differences between us and some of the Spanish- 
speaking countries is that we want a military that is militarily strong 
and politically weak, and it is going to be just vice versa if junior 
officers follow their superiors regardless of what their superio,rs tell 
them. 

I am, myself, very distressed with your testimony, because, in effect, 
you do not acknowledge that you even are aware that such a system 
exists. I f  a man with 39 years in the service and two stars on his 
shoulders does not even know that this kind of system exists, how 
can you ever comect it 2 

General DENNISTON. I don't think I have said that I don't know 
of instances of it. 

I think I have tried to say that I have done everything, I thought I 
did everything I could to prevent any man under my command being 
directed to do something that he held was illegal, improper, or for 
any good reason in his own mind and heart he thought he should 
nnt. iin---- --. 

Mr. SMITH.Then, regardless of what you personally have tried to 
do, you do acknowledge the system does exlst ? 

General DENNISTON. YOU will have in an organization where each 
individual down the line is dependent ,for his future success on an 
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individual on up, you will have some-I don't know how much- 
blind obedience, regardless of what they think. 

Mr. SMITH.What can be done to break this down in the area just 
mentioned ? 

General DENNISTON. Commanders can make it, try to get it down 
and make them believe it. Now, you can tell them, but making them 
believe that they do have a chain of appeal and they can appeal, that 
they can bring their case to a man of judgment and fairness without 
the fact that, they do it- 

Mr. SMITH.General, under battle conditions there is no appeal; 
there is no question about it. We all agree with that. 

General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Mr. SMITH.But has there been enough attention directed at  having 

a powerful military in peacetime, and in peacetime nonbattle condi- 
tions it ought to be different than under battle conditions ? 

General DENNISTON. Idon't know. 
Mr. SMITH.We have only been in this position for 15 years where 

me have a terrifically strong military in peacetime. 
General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Mr. SMITH.Have we really equipped our men to deal with this 

kind of situation ? 
General DENNISTON. It is my opinion-and that is all I can have- 

that your top military leaders of today are far more responsive to-
if we want to call it  civil authority, or to the basic principles of a 
democratic military organization, than they were 30 years ago by a 
great deal. I think there is far less arbitrary action at various levels. 
I think there is a thorough understanding that we have to lead these 
men. 

Mr. SMITH. That is all P have. 
Chairman DAWSON. General, the thing that is worrying me about 

this military system that we have set up is that those higher up feel 
that it is their duty, instead of accepting the responsibility to carry 
out what is the law, both military and civil, they seem to think that: 

"We are in the Army ;we have got to stand together and we have got 
to  cloak each other," because, certainly, here we know that there was 
a set purpose to bypass what is the law, and to get away from the 
responsibilities placed upon them by the Congress. And there is no 
question about that. 

And, yet, you sit there and tried to make excuses for the very men 
that did it knowingly. It does not matter how long you have known 
them. It does not matter what impressions you have had of them. 
Here there is no question but what they set out to get around the 
Army regulations, and the minute you permit that in the Military Es-
tablishment, you are working toward disorder. 

And when military men come here before us and seek to justify 
acts such as we have seen here, then they are not doing anything to 
make the military the type of institution that i t  ought to be, because 
they were given the right to meet an emergency up to $25,000. Was 
there an emergency for this field ? 

That is why they would have had the $25,000, or set it up under 
that. There was no urgency there. 

Then they went outside of that, still lying about the $25,000, in 
that they knew they were going to evade it, use other funds appro- 
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priated by the Congress for certain definite purposes, shifted them to 
this airfield, trying to avoid that $25,000. 

And, yet, you sit there and try to justify their actions by saying: 
Oh, I knew him; I served with him so many years ago; and he  was a good 

man. 
I t  is just permitting this kind of thing that will justify, will build up 
in the Military Establishment that spirit that has cost the lives of 
thousands and thousands of our sons who are entrusted to them. 

To be an officer, to my mind, in the U.S. Army places upon him a 
responsibility of honor, and, yet, you try to justify conduct on the 
part of knowing officers, officers who Imew better, what they have 
done. 

"An officer and a gentleman" should mean something and did mean 
something and must mean something in the Army. 

I t  is not only the legal responsibility, but it is the conduct, it is 
conduct becoming an officer and a gentleman. And for that alone 
you should prefer charges against a man whom you place in a posi- 
tion of responsibility over others? and where he has acted worse than 
a criminal, entered into a conspiracy to avoid the military law and 
the rules of the Congress and the laws of the Congress, in order to 
carry out something that he wanted to do. 

I think you should be just as interested as we are, because we are 
interested in a Military Establishment to protect these citizens of 
the United States, and we are appropriating money here, three- 
fourths of the money that we appropriate is for the Military Estab- 
lishment. 

Yet, after we appropriate it, you will not follow the rules under 
which it is appropriated. 

Mr. Anderson ? 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the chairman :Are we 

going to have somebody available to question from the higher head- 
quarters, in this case Second Army, so we can go into this matter a 
little bit more about how decisions were made? 

Chairman DAWSON. We will have that. The general did not h i s h  
his opening statement. 

General DENNISTON. Yes, sir, I believe I did. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU have finished that? 
General DENNISTON. I would like to say just a couple of more 

things. 
Chairman DAWSON. There is nothing you can say in answer to wlhat 

I have said. I am not accusing you, General. 
I think you are a goodhearted man, and, if left with me, I mould put 

you over a Sunday school, and I think you would teach the children 
there the right thin.g to do, because I think you want to do that. 

And I do not t h k  it is your duty to wver up what we know is 
vrong and what you know is wrong. 

Mr. Lanigan? 
Mr. LANIGAN. I first wanted to ask this :Is it not a fact that initially 

pou gave the individuals involved an oral reprimand? 
General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Mr. LANIGAN.And later you were informed that this was not satis- 

factory to the Comptroller of the Army? 
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General DENNISTON. I was advised, not directly-I don't think I 
was told i t  was unsatisfactory-I was advised to give the ultimate- 
that I was advised that I should give what is considered the ultimate 
in reprimands. 

Mr. LANIGAN.And who advised you to this effect Z 
General DENNIBTON. The General Counsel of the Office of the Quar- 

termaster General. 
Mr. LANIGAN. And then, subsequently, you sent the written repri- 

mand Z 
General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I notice in the response to the Auditor, to the Army 

Auditor's report, and in the initial report on the incident, you state, 
regarding Colonel Ridlehuber : 

In their zeal they allegedly exceeded certain prescribed limitations, but I do not 
believe that they deliberately or willfully violated the law. 

(The Army Audit Agency report is set forth in appendix 3.) 
(Appendix %Special audit report by the U.S. Army Audit Agency 

on the construction of an airfield at the U.S. Army Quarterinaster 
Training Command, Port Lee, Val., December 30,1960, appears in the 
appendix on p. 419.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. Since then you have This was on January 3, 1961. 
seen the record of this hearing, the sworn testimony. Would you still 
stick by that statement ? 

General DENNISTON. I used the word "allegedly," I believe, on legal 
counsel, tthat I could not state that someone who had not been charged 
and convicted-now that may not be correct. I have said since, read- 
ing this record, readin these individuals' testimony, had brought out 
things that I perhaps 3id not know even from all the discussions and 
all the reports. 

There is no question but that individuals violated the law. Some, 
by their own testimony, under direct orders to do it by others. This 
I get from the testimony. 

I f  I was writing t~he same comments today, I would write them dif- 
ferently, because I have more knowledge. And I do not excuse any 
of these people one bit fur any of the violations. I,perhaps, in trying 
to be loyal to my subordinates, who generally did a good job to me, 
1 may have appeared to be excusing their specific acts. I have not 
intended to. 

Mr. LANIGAN. On the basis of the record as it has been developed 
and with the knowledge you have now, would your opinion as to 
the proper action to take in this case be the same as it was at  the time 
you gave them the oral reprimand ? 

General DENNISTON. I don't believe so. I don't believe today that 
I would be the person to prefer the charges. 

Based on my knowledge today, if any charges were preferred, I be-
lieve they should be preferred by a higher headquarters, because I 
have the feeling that if I preferred charges, that it would be a party 
to the offense preferring charges, rather than., as Mr. Smith brought 
out, a higher court where objectivity would exist. 

I don't believe that I could disassociate myself to the extent of 
preferring charges; that the decision should be made by a superior 
authority to me which would include whether or not charges were 
to be preferred ?or at  least neglect, shall we say, of duty, in that I did 



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 199 

not carefully enough, I did not check this as I should have. Now, 
that would be my best quick judgment, as I see it today. 

And whether or not, inasmuch as a reprimand would be in no way a 
bar, if I was the higher authority, I would not consider a reprimand 
by a <subordinate of a subordinate of his a bar in any way that would 
affect in any way nly decision as to whether I preferred a more seri- 
ous charge suggesting a greater punishment. 

Mr. SMITH.I did not mean, if I may interrupt, Mr. Chair~nan, just 
that i t  might be considered that a higher military authority do it. 

Perhaps we should get someone outside the military, because the 
higher authority may also have a closer relationship of 30 years' stand- 
ing and the same pressure to compromise judgment would be in 
existence. 

Chairman DAWSON. That would destroy the system in the Army, 
but we have a military school in which our officers are trained to- 
gether. They go into the service together, and they know each other. 
But that requires the highest sense of honor to each other to see that 
every man lives up to the highest ideal of the Arm? instead of tryin 
to cover up  for them. You ought to  take pri e in doing it an% 
establish that attitude in the Army. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW, you made one statement regarding the letter 
in which you asked for the $18,000 additional to pay for the troops, 
and indicated that that should have alerted you to the fact that they 
may have overspent. I do not think you meant to imply that the 
$25,000 was not actually overspent on materials and contract services 
themselves. The record indicates there was a t  least $38,000 overspent 
in that category. 

General DENNISTON. What I meant was the sentence in there that 
this should be kept confidential. It certainly should have alerted me ; 
not the $18,000, because my understanding, the best knowledge I had, 
was that that was entirely aside from the limitation. 

Mr. LANIGAN. But even assuming that was aside, you don't want to 
leave the impression that there wasn't money overspent on materials 
and contracts ? 

General DENNISTON. Oh, no ;not by any means. No ;by no means. 
But a t  that time I was not cognizant of that fact. I didn't know that. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW, in the record you read, Colonel Shirley and 
Colonel Ridlehuber both testified that the had informed you of in- 
stances where other projects were going to ie charged for the material 
that was to be used in the airstrip. I think you read that testimony? 

General DENNIBTON. Yes- I read that and made notes, and I am 
certain that I had no knowleJge whatsoever that anything was charged 
to a project other than the airfield project until the General Ac- 
counting Office called it in fair detail to my attention on their exit 
interview. 

Chairman DAWSON. General, we have to go to the floor, and me 
will ask you to come back tomorrow morning. The Congress is going 
Into session now. 

General DENNISTON. Yes, sir; a t  10 o'clock tomorrow morning, sir ? 

Chairman DAWSON. At  10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, a t  12 :15 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene 


at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March 28,1962.) 
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ILLEGAL ACTIONS IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE 
AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 28, 1962 

HOUSEOF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ANDON EXECUTIVE 

LEGISLATIVEREORGANIZATION 
OF THE ON OPERATIONS,COMMITTEE GOVERNMENT 

Washington,D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:lO a.m., in room 

1501-B, New House Office Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present :Representatives William L. Dawson (chairman), Kathryn 
E. Granahan, Clarence J. Brown, and John B. Anderson. 

Also present :Elmer W. Henderson, counsel; Arthur Perlman, pro- 
fessional staff member; James A. Lanigan, general counsel, Govern- 
ment Operations Committee; Miles Q. Rotmey, associate general 
counsel, Government Operations Committee; and John P. Caslson, 
minority counsel, Government Operations Committee. 

Chairman DAWSON. The hearing will come to order. 
We called this meeting today because on yesterday we did not h i s h  

the questioning of General Denniston. 
I n  order not to withhold you, General, from finishing, we thought 

we would come back this morning and not hold you in town until the 
next meeting. 

FURTHER TESTIMONY OF MAJ. GEN. ALFRXD B. DENNISTON, U.S. 
ARMY, COMMANDING GENERAL, THE QUARTERMASTER TBAIN- 
ING COMMAND, FORT LEE, VA. 

Mr. LANIGAN. YOU mentioned that there is night flying going on 
now at the airstrip. 

General DENNISTON. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. DO they have lights along the airstrip ? 
General DENNISTON. There are what I understand, are temporary 

lights; the lights that you string on an improvised field that you may 
have produced in a combat area. They are not permanently emplaced. 

Mr. LANIGAN. HOWlong have they been there ? 
General DENNISTON. TO the best of my recollection, they were there 

in September of 1959, either late September or early October. I came 
back in about that time frame, at night, and landed with these lights 
which, as I say, are, I believe, what we call tables of organization 
equipment. I t  would be technical equipment with a squadron or com- 
pany, whatever they have. 
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Mr. LANIGAN. What facilities are there at  the airstrip now, can you 
tell us ? 

General DENNISTON. There is the strip with a small turning area 
at  each end, a taxiway of several hundred feet, some paved apron, I 
think you would call it, and some of the pierced steel planking that 
they use to lay down emergency strips, and a hangar, which I believe 
they can put the four planes that are assigned to my command in. 

Mr. LANIGAN. ISthere a fire station there? 
General DENNISTON. NO, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Or is there a control tower? 
General DENNISTON. There is an improvised control tower that 

the members of the flying section built themselves, out of-it is a very, 
oh, about a sentry box size. It is not elevated. It is placed, I under-
stand, on the highest point. It is there. I have never seen it used. 

The only communication equipment they have is mounted on a jeep, 
which is regular mobile type that would be used in the field. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Where is the fire equipment kept that is used ? 
General DENNISTON. It is kept in the open. 
Mr. LANIGAN.ISthis jeep kept in the open? 
General DENNISTON. It is perhaps, if there is room in the hangar, 

I would say the fuel trucks, the tank trucks, all the equipment exce t 
the planes, and the planes are not always kept in. I n  very bad weat 1-
er-

Mr. LANIGAN. HOWis electricity brought to the field ? 
General DENNISTON. I do not know, sir. There are powerlines 

there. I do not know whether those powerlines existed when I first 
saw that area or not. I know that the construction crews used flood- 
lights during construction. 

I don't know whether the source of power was .generators that they 
had as part of their equipment or whether it was public power as we 
use throughout Port Lee. 

Mr. LANIGAN. What about the wind indicator? 
General DENNISTON. The only wind indicator is what we used to 

call a sock, I guess, a sort of sleeve that is filled with wind and gives 
a wind direction. 

I am not certain ; there may be a T. I don't recall that there is any 
wind direction indicator. I don't recall whether they have any of 
these whirligigs that give you the velocity of the wind. There may be. 

Mr. LANIGAN. YOU mentioned that there is a hangar there. Have 
you always regarded that building as the hangar for that airstrip? 

General DENNISTON. TO the best of my knowledge and belief, I al-
ways have. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Had anyone ever told you that it might have been 
desi nated otherwise prior to the time that this came out after the 
G A ~report? That is, that that was being designated as a building 
for the air detachment without reference to the word "hangar"? 

General DENNISTON. I do not have any recollection of that for cer- 
tain before this came up, and that, I believe, was part of Mr. Pratt's 
verbal exit interview report. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Prior to the construction of the hangar, were there 
discussions with you regarding the fact that a hangar was going to 
be constructed ? 
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General DENNISTON. I am not absolutely certain of my memory. I 
knew that they were going to build a hangar. To  the best of my rec- 
ollection, I tl?ought it was a separate project. I was again wrong and 
lily information was wrong, as has been again established. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Your information may have been right, that it was 
a hangar. There is no doubt in your mind that it is a hangar, is there ? 

General DENNISTON. Oh, that is right. You couldn't take an air- 
strip and lay the airstrip and say, that is project X, build a hangar; 
that.- project Y, and build some other things as project Z and not is. -
really m fact-

Mr. LANIGAN. Then there is no doubt in your mind that this build- 
ing that has been used as a hangar, was intended to be a hangar, and 
is a hangar ? 

General DENNISTON. There is no question at  all in m mind, sir. I 
might say only that it is incidentally used by the Air gorne Depart- 
ment and the Aerial Sup 1 Com any, because they do load their- 
load personnel. They can t ring ?arge enough planes in to load large 
equipment, any of the lar e Air Force planes. 

Mr. LANIGAN. When tf ey have the drops that they talk about, is 
that where you practice dropping equipment to troops who are out 
in the field, or is it parachute jumps? 

General DENNISTON. We load only very small. The equipment that 
can be loaded on army-type aircraft is loaded there. The personnel- 
we use the three small planes that are assigned fairly constantly for 
personnel drops and for small cargo drops. 

On the smallest plane they can only rig very light weights on the 
wings, on atbachments to the wings. I n  the two larger planes they 
can load small, relatively small items of equipment in the cabin and 
manually push it out. They bring a number-we bring helicopters 
in and load, again, light equipment to the capability of a helicopter 
there and drop that, and also personnel. 

They bring the Army's Caribou, I believe, is the designation of the 
largest plane used by Army aviation. I believe you can load 24 fully 
equipped paratroopers on that or a comparable amount of relatively 
small and lightweight equipment. 

The drops are made on a drop zone which is approximately a mile 
off post in the other direction and is on leased ground-leased at the 
moment, and the timber has been cleared- and smoothed out to make 
it as safe as possible. 

Mr. LANIGAN. NOW, there is one item that has not come up in the 
hearing. I am sure you are familiar with it. I will cask you how it 
happened. That is the problem that occurred in connection with this 
ditch that was built and is emptying into the river. Can you tell us 
what happened and what was done about it? 

General DENNISTON. That was very embarrassing. When the en- 
gineers laid this out, they needed to drain a very swampy area so that 
they could get in and do a great deal of excavating of-I don't know, 
that sort of swampy, very low load bearing. 

At the same time, after they took that out, they required sta-
bilized fill, preferably a mixture of clay, gravel, sand, and they 
thought they were killing two birds with one stone by digging this 
tremendous ditch which, from the air, looks like the Grand Canyon 
and was getting deeper and deeper. 
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The engineering mistake was that that is not the natural drainage. 
The natural drainage goes on the opposite side of the Federal Re- 
formatory and down into the Appomattox River at  another point. 

However, they got their fill and they put the culvert twice under 
the road, as I mentioned yesterday. 

That seemed to be fine; it was draining that way. But also a 
great deal of sand and gravel and clay was going down and it formed 
a tremendous sand and gravel bar out into the channel of the Appo- 
mattox River. 

We had to borrow landing craft from Fort Eustis. They came 
up. I presume that that was good training for them, so that we 
could load the clamshell and get up, because we couldn't get at  this 
initially except from the water. We have dredged that channel, and 
since it was wash and apparently the clay went down the Appomattox 
and into the James, what remained was very pure sand and gravel, 
and that, for nearly 2 years, I would say-in that rough time 
frame-that has been our entire supply source for sand and gravel. 

A year and a half or so ago we canceled our open-end contract 
for sand and gravel for incidental roadbuilding and construction and 
have been using that. 

I negotiated with several companies unsuccessfully to have them 
put a plant down there and take it out on 'a lease or so much per 
cubic yard gravel, but it apparently isn't sufficient to make it economic. 

Mr. LANIGAN.What was done to remedy the drainage? 
General DENNISTON. We then-excuse me; I should have finished. 

I did not finish. 
We then had to go down with clamshells. It was a very simple 

thing; as a matter of fact, it took very little ditch to send the drain- 
age back the other way, the way it had always gone and the way it 
should have gone. 

This was a pure engineering mistake. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Did this bar in the river build up during one big 

storm, or was it something that could have been foreseen and avoided? 
General DENNISTON. I am not sure, because it seems I don't dis- 

cover anything myself at  Fort Lee. This was brought to my attention 
by some of my friends in Petersburg, who were having trouble getting 
around the bar. 

There is nothing but small boats, pleasure craft, that use it. I am 
not sure how long it was before it at least came to my attention. So 
we, in effect, dammed it. We dammed it and we now use it as our 
dump. I f  Fort Lee exists long enough, I presume it will fill the whole 
thing up with tremendous stumps and all the contractors that operate 
there haul from demolition and everything but sanitary. We don't 
use it as a sanitary, but figure that we can throw in there to stop ero- 
sion, then we manage to stop it. I don't think any water goes down. 
It is painful to see that culvert under there that is now not needed 
and shouldn't have been in there in the first place and cost both money 
and inconvenience to the reformatory. 

Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Anderson? 
Mr. ANDERSON. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mrs. Granahan ? 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. NO questions, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. LANIGAN. YOU mentioned yesterday that you had discussed 
the action to be taken in this case with the judge advocate-I think 
it was the post judge advocate. 

General DENNISTON. My staff judge advocate, yes, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Did he make any report or communication to you 

regarding this matter? 
General DENNISTON. Not that I recall, and I have not seen in going 

through all the records I have been able to find. I don't recall seeing 
anything in writing other than-no, I don't believe there has been 
even a memorandum. But I wouldn't necessarily swear to that, be- 
cause I wasn't looking for it and if there was, it could have been in 
my own office files and ought certain1 to be in his. 

Mr. LANIGAN. One other point. %ou said that this matter got t o  
the Commanding General of the 2d Army at Fort Meade for con- 
sideration. Well, how did that occur? Was that sent to them by you 
or by the Washington- 

General DENNISTON. NO, sir; that was sent to them-again I have 
not seen these papers, that is hearsay-that the inspector general of 
the Army sent it to the commanding general or it was to his office. 
I have been told that the Vice Chief of Staff, General Edelman, ap- 
proved the forwarding to 2d Army for jurisdiction. At this time, 
I believe that included only Colonel Ridelhuber and Colonel Jarrett. 
The others were retired, and I am informed but I don't know, that in 
that case, the Department of Justice would take jurisdiction rather 
than the Department of the Army. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I did have one question, Mr. Chairman, that I was 
thinking of asking yesterday and forgot. 

I noticed in the report of the GAO listing those who had received 
these administrative reprimands that Colonel Shirley was not listed 
there. Why was that? Had he already retired at the time? 

General DENNISTON. He had retired at the time of the reprimands. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I see. 
General DENNISTON. as I recall, IAt that time, again, as near 

didn't feel that he had any active part. Now, I believe I read his 
testimony tha+ 

Mr. ANDERSON. you aware of his testimony concerning Weren't 
his instructions to clean up the files or remove the embarrassing ma- 
terial ? 

General DENNISTON. I don't believe so. I don't believe I had seen 
that specifically or heard it until I read the testimony here last Fri- 
day; it is a little difficult. I immersed myself so much in this since 
December 9,1959, that I have to be very careful to be sure of what I 
knew before that and what I have come to know so well afterwards. 

Let me say there were things I read last Friday that it was the first 
time I had seen that specific thing in the wa it was in the testimony. 

But I had no jurisdiction to reprimand 8olonel Shirley after his 
retirement, which was on December 31,1959. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is d l  Ihave, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Henderson? 
Mr. ~ E R S O N .Just one question. 
Your decision to make the reprimand was based on advice you re- 

ceived from the post judge advocate? 
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General DENNISTON. YOU might say he was my own official legal ad- 
viser. The decision was mine. I discussed this, as I mentioned yester- 
day, in order to get the best legal counsel available with general coun- 
sel of the Office of the Quartermaster Generd, who, legalwise, was 
not concerned with this, because this was a matter of military justice, 
and therefore went up through the Fort Lee 2d U.S. Army channel 
rather than to the Office of the Quartermaster General. 

But he is an able lawyer and I think I was wise in asking for his 
advice and counsel, which wasn't in any way binding. 

Mr. HENDERSON.That was given orally? 

General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Mr. Chairman, if I may, just one little question. 
I do not want to go over the same ground we have already traveled, 

General, but in thinking last night, or yesterday after we had re- 
cessed, about your testimony, as I understand it you felt, or you said 
that you felt that by issuing these administrative reprimands, that 
did not in any way preclude further disciplinary action that might 
be taken by higher headquarters, in this case, 2d Army? 

General DENNISTON. Correct. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am wondering if there is any validity to this 

proposition, that dthough you may have felt that, and I am sure you 
did, that on the other hand, when this matter reached higher head- 
quarters, there was not a tendency on their part to feel that the matter 
had already been disposed of, that it had already been handled and 
action had been taken through the issuance of reprimands and that 
in turn somehow influenced their decision to go no further with it. 

General DENNISTON. It well could. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Then it seems to me that there is something wrong 

with the system that we employ in meting out punishment, if you 
wi'll, or responsibility in these matters. I t  is sort of a circuitous 
process there. 

General DENNISTON. Well, I don't think, if I was the commanding 
general, 2d Army, I would weigh, I think, the facts, but I think I 
would have to look at  the offense and the gravity of it. It would seem 
to me it would be fairly easy to determine. 

He should be completely-he has no responsibility whatsover for 
that part of the activities at  Fort Lee. I n  hls position, I would wei h ki t  and determine whether a reprimand was adequate, and I wou d 
presume that his staff judge advocate would weigh the offense and the 
evidence to determine the probability of being able to make the charges 
stand up and obtain a conviction. 

Now, as I say, I know very little of law, but I think that-we will 
say prosecutors weigh that so that they avoid going to court if they 
perhaps don't feel they have a strong case. Thls has nothing specific 
in this. But I had no feeling at  all that I was in any way obstructing 
full justice being done. I n  fact, I felt that by not, with the means 
available to me, going into a court-martial that I was aiding the ulti- 
mate accomplishment of justice in the courts if necessary. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman DAWSON. You know conduct that would be unbecoming 

an officer and a gentleman, don't you ? 
General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
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Chairman DAWBON. And you don't fee1 that on the basis of the 
record here, the officers acted properly ? 

General DENNIGTON.NO,sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Why did you not do something about it if you 

knew it was something unbecoming an officer and a gentleman 8 
General DENNISTON. I felt-my best judgment in this was to take 

that action and, above other things, be sure that I didn't take action 
:which would reclude justice. 

Chairman ~ A W S O N .  You did nothing to bring it about. You were 
,the commanding officer. You cannot relieve yourself of that respon- 
sibility.

General DENNISTON. NO; that is quite correct. But if I had pre- 
ferred the charges, I am sure that the 2d Army commander would have 
reviewed them undoubtedly- 

Chairman DAWSON. Would that not be true under all circum-
stances? 
. General DENNISTON. That would depend on the gravity of the 
charges.

Chairman DAWSON. DO you consider these charges very grave ? 
General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. The point I meant to make, Mr. 

Chairman, is in many cases this rests entirely within my jurisdiction. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU were the commander at  Port Lee, were 

you not ? 
General DENNISTON. That is correct; and I had to--
Chairman DAWSON. It was within your jurisdiction. It was under 

you, was it not 1 
General DENNISTON. That is correct. 
Chairman DAWSON. And you did nothing about it, did you? And 

you have sought since then to cover and make excuses for every act 
committed in this enterprise carried on here. 

General DENNISTON. I have not intended to, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Not intended? It was-
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I have not been here all the 

time, but I do want to say, out of fairness to the General, he has been 
rather frank in admitting that he failed to exercise the general caution 
that he should. I do not believe he has tried to cover up his respon- 
sibility, has he? 

Chairman DAWSON. But it was his responsibility to have known 
what was going on in the camp. 

Mr. BROWN. And I think he has admitted that. 
Chairman DAWSON. Yes; he has admitted i t  and made excuses for 

those who did it. 
Mr. BROWN. Well, I did not hear the excuses. 
Chairman DAWSON. I know you did not. 
Section 907, article 107, is entitled "False Official Statements." 
"Any person subject to this chapter who, with intent to deceivev- 

and there is no question here that there was an intent to deceive- 
"signs any false recordn-and there were various officers under your 
command who signed documents that were false-"return, regulation, 
order, or other official document, knowing it to be false"-and they 
knew it to be false and there were even some who refused to sign it and 
marked out the phrase "I certify7'--"knowing it to be false, or makes 
any other false official statement knowing it to be false, shall be pun- 
lshed as a court-martial may direct." 
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Section 908, article 108 : 

Any person subject to this chapter who, without proper authority- 

"(1) sells or otherwise disposes of ;  

" (2) willfully or through neglect damages, destroys, or loses ; or 

"(3) willfully or through neglect suffers to be lost, damaged, destroyed, 

sold, or wrongfully disposed of;  any military property of the United States, 
shall be punished as a court-martial may direct. 

And this was all done under your command and you do not believe 
that court-martials should have been held? 

General DENNISTON. NO, sir; I did not believe thst  I should. 
Chairman DAWSON. You know that the statute of limitations has 

run now. You know that various retired officers are no longer with 
the service. They are all in  the clear now, so it is a time when these 
pretty speeches that can be made such as you are making now to  try 
to excuse what went on under your command and under your respon- 
sibility. 

Section 934, article 134, general article : 
Though not specifically mentioned in this chapter, all disorders and neglects 

to the prejudice of good order and discipline in the Armed Forces, all conduct 
of a nature to bring discredit upon the Armed Forces, and crimes and offenses 
not capital, of which persons subject to this chapter may be guilty, shall be 
taken cognizance of by a general, special, or summary court-martial, according 
to the nature and degree of the offense, and shall be punished a t  the discretion 
of that court. 

This certainly brought discredit upon the Armed Forces, particu- 
larly the commissioned personnel involved here. 

You were only the commanding general at  Fort Lee when all this 
transpired. 

Any other questions? 
Mr. LANIGAN. I had this one. 
On the judge advocate's advice, did he advise you both as to the pro- 

cedure to be used and the individuals who were to get the reprimands, 
o r  just the procedure? 

General DENNISTON. I discussed with a number of people-I be-
lieve, but I am not certain, specifically with General McNamara-as 
to what individuals had a direct part in this. And the ones that were 
reprimanded were the ones that, as of that time, I considered had a 
direct overt part. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did you consider that your action was concurred in 
bv General McNamara as a result of your informal discussions with 
him ? 

General DENNISTON. I would not say so because, again, that wasn't 
something that he could direct me to do. It was my responsibility. 
He could have, after I had accomplished it, he could have criticized 
and could have, in turn, punished me if, in his opinion, or any of my 
superiors' opinion-I have been derelict in my duty in that respect. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU have testified that you considered yourself 
derelict in your duty in that you did not catch up with these, did not 
take notice of them. 

General DENNISTON. I think I was. 
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Chairman DAWSON. DO you not think you ought to go up to who- 
ever is ahead and ask them to court-martial you, since you are cover- 
ing up for everybody else, and it seems to me the next step would be 
to say, "I am responsible for it all," take the full responsibility and 
ask them to take the necessary steps to punish you for it, since you are 
trying to cover up everybody else? 

General DENNISTON. Well, I think it is rather unusual. There was 
no question in my mind that I was going to receive whatever punish- 
ment the higher authorities--- 

Chairman DAWSON. The statute of limitations has run now, has it 
not ? 

General DENNISTON. I don't know, sir. I think on some articles the 
statute of limitations is 2 years ;on others, it is longer. But I do know 
that there was adequate time after I reprimanded these officers and 
forwarded the information through my command channels and it ulti- 
mately went to the Secretary of the Army, there was adequate time 
for charges to be preferred and trials to be held, within even the 2-year 
statute of limitations. 

Chairman DAWSON. I will not ask you an questions about tha 
charges. We will ask some other witnesses if tEey had sdc ien t  time. 

No other questions? 
Mr. BROWN. May I ask one other question? 
Chairman DAWBON. Surely. 
Mr. BROWN. Because I missed a great deal of this testimony, I am 

sorry, but like yourself, we have a lot of things to do around here. I 
just have this question in my mind: Did you, inasmuch as this was 
more or less a legal matter as to the question of court-martial, seek 
advice from the Judge Advocate? 

General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Who, I presume, is at least assumed to have some skill 

in legal matters and some knowledge of military justice and military 
laws and so on. 

General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. What did he recommend ? 
General I~NNISTON.His initial recommendation, as best I can re- 

member-this was more than 2 years ago-was for oral reprimands or 
admonishments. On further discussion of it with other legal counsel, 
I concluded that the written reprimands should be given. His recom- 
mendation was not to prefer charges. Again, as best I can remember, 
his legal advice was that my level was not the level; that since, if I 
appointed the court-martial and I reviewed the case, that my review 
would not be objective, because I-and he knew that I personally con- 
sidered byself involved in that and responsible for not having taken 
the action before the fact to prevent this happening. 

Mr. BROWN. Did you get his opinion in writing '? 
General DENNISTON. There was a number-he I do not believe so. 

was in my office. We went over this, I would say, by the hour. I do 
not recall him submitting me a written legal opinion. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, is ~tcustomary to have these legal opinions sub- 
mitted in conversations or in writing? 

General DENNIBTON. It is, I would say, both. I recall the case we 
just closed, in which I believe all between my present staff judge 
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advocate and me was verbal, although this was a case that was referred 
to a court-martial and then we withdrew the charges, and I signed-

Mr. BROWN. YOU mean this particular case? 
General DENNISTON. NO;I am speaking of a case generally speak- 

ing. Now, if it goes to a court-martial, then there are not only the 
opinions in writing, but there are many other papers, several of which 
I signed. 

Mr. BROWN. NOW, General, at the time you talked this over with the 
judge advocate,. you knew there were considerable difficulties involved 
In connection with these matters, did you not? 

General DENNISTON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BROWN. Would not sound judgment and discretion have told 

you then, inasmuch as there were difficulties involved, some of which 
you say resulted from the fact that you took too much for granted or 
that you did not become alarmed a t  some tlzings you should become 
'alarmed over, perhaps, would not that have suggested to you that it 
would have been wise to  have had the judge advocate's legal ruling 
in writing for your own protection? 

General DENNISTON. Yes, sir ;I have learned a great deal from this. 
" Mr. BROWN. Well, I know, but- 

General DENNISTON. And I am sure that in anything remotely like 
it in the future I would-

Mr. BROWN. Well, of course, I hope there will never be another 
thing like this in the future for anybody. 

General DENNISTON. Well, I mean anything of this nature. Of 
course, I would have a great many things in writing and perhaps in 
certain cases in my own ersonal file. 

Mr. BROWN. It is di 1cult to understand. Of course, I am not a 
military person, but in a corporation, Mr. Chairman, if you had a legal 
question, Mr. Chairman, in which there has been involved some mal- 
feasance or misfeasance or nonfeasance, whatever you want to call it, 
by officials of the corporation or by its employees, the norrnd pro- 
cedure m-onld be to seek the advice of counsel as to what action sllould 
be tahen and to have that advice furnished in writing for the protec- 
tion of the officers of that corporation. 

If I can say this without any misunderstanding, I draw from all 
your testimony, General, that you have been a llttle too much of a 
trusting soul. 

General DENNISTON. I think that is a fair inference. 
Mr. BROWN. There is an old saying in politics that might apply to 

the military. "You can defend yourself against your enemies, but God 
save you from your friends." 

Now, was this Judge Advocate General a close friend and associate 
of these officers who are involved ? 

General DENNISTON. Generally speaking, I presume. I don't know 
that they were intlmate friends. He had been there; he was there 
when I arrived ;he had been there some time. 

Mr. BROWN. And there is a social life and club life? 
General DENNISTON. There is a social life. I know he and his 

family were very happy in our community. 
So I think it is completely fair to assume that he was friendly 

and fond, if we might say, of probably all of them. 



CONSTRUCTION O F  AIRFIELD A T  FORT LEE, VA. 211 

Mr. BROWN. YOU know, as I said the other day to you, and as I 
have said to the Chair here, and to the committee numerous times, 
I am seriously concerned. I have had a son, and soon some grand- 
sons, in the armed services. I am seriously concerned over this so- 
called "system" idea we have heard so much about. 

I just heard yesterday about some enlisted man, a reservist, who> 
criticized a general and was court-martialed. They gave him 6 
months at hard labor. Same newsman interviewed him and lie criti- 
cized some general. I have not seen this article, but it is the same 
story. He got 6 months. These officers that violate the law, and take 
out records from the files so that the General Accounting Office, an arm 
of the Con ress, cannot find them, and opsnly admit they warned their 
superior o k'cers that they did not want to sign certain papers because 
they did not wish to go to the penitentiary, get only a written repri- 
mand, which is much more than the Judge Advocate recommended, as 
you told us. That is pretty much of a slap on the wrist; is it not? 
They are told "You ought not to do this, now, you ought to go back 
and be a good boy." 

General DENNISTON. It depends on the individ- I do not think so. 
ual receiving that, sir. I said yes, that I consider that reprimand on 
my record, that is going to hurt me the rest of my life. It is going 
to hurt me. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, all right; but we are trying to get at  the bottom 
of this thing. This committee and the Congress have some respon- 
sibility to the American people. Do you not think that this investiga- 
tion, this revelation of that which went on, is probably of a much 
greater injury to the officers involved, in the end, and will be greater 
punishment as long as they live, than any reprimand that could have 
been, written or spoken ? 

General DENNISTON.There is no question in my mind, sir, now, in 
their case. I n  my case, this coming almost at  the very end of my career 
and the fact that for the first time in my career I have placed my 
command, my immediate superior, in a position of-I don't like to 
say embarrassment; it is more than that. My job is to do things so 
well that the man next up the line does not have to worry for one 
minute. He can put his time on somebody else and their job. 

Mr. BROWN.NOW, you can understand, having read this testimony 
and heard how those of us who sit on this committee and perhaps other 
Members of Congress also who will know about this investigation as 
well as the general public, will wonder how much of this sort of thing 
is going on in other commands. 

And just what is this system that gives a private 6 months for dis- 
agreeing with the general, perhaps makin a critical statement about 
hlm, but gives a man who orders records ta %en out of the files, or who 
falsely signs statements to transfer money illegally, knowingly, be- 
cause they had to know about it and they admit they knew about it, 
gets only a reprimand. Then the officer gets retired and I presume 
we will give him retirement pay as long as he lives, presumably for 
his good services in the Armed Forces. 

Do you not think it is really a sad situation? 
General DENNISTON. I think any time that every indidividual is not 

treated with exactly, under the law, with complete justice, it is 
absolutely wrong. I know that-not knowing the circumstances in 



212 CONSTRUCTION O F  AIRFIELD AT F O R T  L E E ,  VA. 

the particular case, but from what little you have said, that man would 
not have been court-martialed under my judisdiction. 

Now, his commander knew a great deal more about it than I do. 
Mr. BROWN. I do not know except what I read in the newspapers. 
Chairman DAWSON. He talked to a reporter about the commanding 

officer. 
Mr. BROWN. Yes; the reporter asked him what he thought about 

the commanding officer. 
Chairman DAWSON. He got 6 months in the brig for that, for giving 

his opinion. 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. Was that not the news article where the reservists 

wanted out ? Was that not it ? 
Mr. BROWN. Some reporter got hold of the boy and asked him 

something and he said he thought that order was unfair and wrong, 
Mrs. GRANAHAN. I think the boys were all getting together, as I 

interpret it, trying to put the camp in a furor. 
General DENNISTON. I have had, I might say, a similar case and I 

didn't do anything about it. A group of newspaper men from Florida. 
We made all the men from Florida available to them and I went away 
and their immediate officers went away and they had some very critical 
things to say, and we looked into it to determine whether there was 
any basis, anything we should correct. But it never occurred to me 
to preclude those men from telling the newspaper man anything they 
wanted to. 

Mr. BROWN. Well, of course, we have just as many different kinds 
of officers in the Army as we have different kinds of enlisted men in 
the Army, and just as many different kinds of people in Congress. 

But it is pretty hard for the public, and even for members of this 
committee, who have become more or less hardened to a lot of situations 
over the years, to figure out why a boy gets 6 months for a thing like 
that and these officers, who openly admit that they violated the law, 
and did it knowingly and purposely, to have their own way, to get 
what they wanted, get only a reprimand, a written reprimand, al- 
though the Judge Advocate had suggested that they be given only an 
oral reprimand, which did not even go on the record, I guess-
would it ? 

General DENNISTON. That would be correct. 
Chairman DAWSON. Some of them who have gone from the camp, 

then have been given commendations-Shirley and Conner. They 
were given commendations. 

Mr. BROWN.Well, we have a tax bill coming up on the floor today 
and I presume it will take care of any retirement pay that these partic- 
ular officers may get. 

But this is just saddening. And I get a little heartsick about it 
because we send our sons and our neighbors' sons into the Armed 
Forces with deep respect for the uniform, and then here is n case 
where-I am not talking about you personally, General-but here is a 
case where officers have testified they had no respect for the law, or for 
the Congress of the United States; and that they were going to do 
what they wanted to do. As I have said before, it is a good thing we. 
have civilian control over the Armed Forces of the United States. 
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That has to be maintained. What would happen if that "system" 
you talk about could be put in control without any authority over 
lt? Ido not like that "system" idea. 

Yet, the officers claim they were victims of the system.^' It is 
something that maybe the Congress will have to do something about, 
something far more important than this $500,000 or whatever money 
is involved in this case. 

Mr. Chairman, if this is what exists throughout the military serv- 
ices, if we have any number of military officers who think that they 
can disregard the law and flout the law, then we are in a bad way. 

Chairman DAWSON. I agree with you. 
Mr. BROWN. I think, General, that you have frankly stated that you 

failed to exercise the judgment and discretion that the passage of 
time tells you now you should have exercised. I admire you for that, 
but I respect these other men who came in here and openly admitted 
they had done things that they should not have done. The only excuse 
they had goes back again to this, whatever it is, this "system," some 
mysterious force that compels good men, many of them with ribbons 
on their breast to show they have rendered distinguished service fo r  
their country, to do something against the law of the land. 

I believe one officer testified that he had not slept well a night since 
that time, because he knew he had done something wrong, but he was 
faced with the "system" because he was close to retirement. 

I do not know what it is; maybe you do; maybe you do not. 
But somebody will have to find out, sir. 
Chairman D~wsoa .  Thank you very much, General. 
The hearing will be resumed tomorrow morning as scheduled. 
(Whereupon, at 11a.m., the hearing adjourned, to resume Thurs- 

day, March 29,1962, at  10a.m.) 
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Washington,D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at  10: 07 a.m., in room 

1501-B, New House Office Building, Hon. William L. Dawson (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Present : Representatives William L. Dawson (chairman), Neal 
Smith, and John B. Anderson. 

Also present: Elmer W. Henderson, counsel; Arthur Perlman, 
rofesisonal staff member; James A. Lanigan, general counsel, 

government Operations Committee; Miles Q,. Romney, associate gen- 
eral counsel, Government Operations Committee ;and John P. Carlson, 
minority counsel, Government Operations Committee. 

Chairman DAWSON. We will resume the hearings. 
Our first witness will be Lt. Gen. David W. Traub, Comptroller of 

the Army. 
Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to give this 

subcommittee will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help you God? 

General TRAw. I do so swear. 
Chairman DAWSON. Will you identify yourself, giving your rank 

and the present post that you have. 

TESTIMONY OF LT. GEN.DAVIDW. TRAUB, COMPTROLLER OF THE 
ARMY 

General TRAW. Mr. Chairman, I am Lt. Gen. David W. Traub. I 
am the Comptroller of the Army. I have been in this position since 
June 1,1960. 

I have identified myself. Now, I can go on and tell you what I 
know about this case, Mr. Chairman, or would you rather have me 
proceed in another manner ? 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU may proceed. 
General TRAw. Thank you. I thought perhaps I would tell you 

how I personally and my office were involved in this case. 
Chairman DAWBON. YOU have read the reports? 
General TRAW.I have not read them all. You mean the transcript 

of testimony? 
Chairman DAWSON. Yes. 
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General TRAUB. NO. Ihave not read them all. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU read the one made by Mr. Baras, the 

statement ? 
General TRAW. I have the report in front of me. The draft re-' 

port of the General Accounting Office. Yes. 
My first knowledge of this case came in early July. I can't fix the 

exact day but on the 5th of July I wrote a memorandum- 
Chairman Dawso~ .  Of what year ? 
General TRAUB. 1960. 
I wrote a memorandum to the-ceputy Chief of Staff, Logistics, 

General R. W. Colglazier, which I would like ta read. I t  is very short. 
I am informed that  the Quartermaster General is processing to your office a 

report of violation of revised statutes 3679 relating to the construction of an 
airfield a t  Fort  Lee, Va., arising out of a General Accounting Office audit. 1 
understand that the $25,000 limitation on the use of operation and maintenance 
Army funds for construction purposes was exceeded and that  quartermaster 
inspector general report indicates the General Accounting Office auditors found 
written instructions i n  the files of Fort  Lee indicating that  the violation may 
have been willful. 

In  view of previous criticism by the Congress and the press of the Army's 
construction activities a t  Granite City, Ill., and in view of the possibility of 
the early disclosure of the General Accounting Office, I feel that  the Chief of 
Staff and the Secretary of the Army should be informed without delay. If you 
agree, I assume you will want to take the necessary action since i t  is  primarily 
a logistics matter. In this connection, the facilities of my office a re  available 
to assist your people if desired. 

I might say at this point, Mr. Chairman, that my office is the focal 
point within the Army staff for the administrative handling of 
General Accounting Office reports and Army Audit Agency reports. 

Further in this connection, the Army Audit Agency is directly 
under my supervision as Comptroller of the Army. 

I t  might be helpful at this point if I would recite the law which 
establishes my duties, and I will only quote the pertinent portions 
of it, Public Law 216 of the 81st Congress. 

There is  hereby established in each of the three military departments a comp- 
troller of the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, a s  appropriate in  the department 
concerned. There shall in  each military department also be a Deputy Comp- 
troller subject to  the authority of the respective departmental Secretaries. The 
Comptrollers of the military departments shall be responsible for  all  budgeting, 
accounting, progress and statistical reporting, and internal audit in their r e  
spective departments and for the administrative organizational structure and 
managerial procedures relating thereto. 

I won't read any more of the law. I think this in a very smaIl 
capsule describes my duties by law. 

So this is the reason that upon notice that this matter had occurred 
at Fort Lee, I felt it incumbent upon me even prior to the receipt of 
the draft GAO report to take the action which I have described in 
this memorandum. 

Two days Iater, on the 7th of July, 1960, there was distributed a 
fact sheet dealing with the report of cost limitations at Port Lee, Va. 
This fact sheet was signed by Maj. Gen. I ra  K. Evans, Jr., of the 
Quartermaster General, and without going into the details of it, it 
covered the description of the case as was later evident in the GAO 
report. 

Chairman DAWSON. May we have a copy of that ? 
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General T&uk., I will undertake to furnish the reporter a copy 
of this fact sheet. It is tlie only one I have. I will furnish it for the 
record. 

(Exhibit 47-Documents referred to in the testimony of Lt. Gen. 
David W. Traub, Comptroller of the Army appears in the appendix 
011 .353.)

Jeneral T u r n .  On or about the 19th of July, then, there did come 
to my attention the General Accounting Office report and under the 
procedures pertinent to these cases, it was necessary for the Depart- 
ment to furnish to the General Accounting Office their comments 
upon the draft report prior to the publishing of the final report. This 
is a rocedure which l ~ a s  been agreed between the departments and 
the 8eneral Accounting Office to iron out things that might be termed 
in the vernacular bugs in the report before its finalization. 

Chairman DAWSON. Did YOU iron them out? 
General TRAUB. I n  response-yes. I n  response to the draft report, 

then, and because the matters in it primarily concerned construction, 
the draft report was referred through the Deputy Chief of Staff, 
Logistics, to the Chief of Engineers for pertinent comments. 

As you know, there are many other matters in this General Account- 
ing Office report other than the Fort Lee strip. 

Chairman DAWSON. DO you have that in your file there, their an- 
swers ? 

General TRAUB. I do. 
Chairman DAWSON. Have we copies of them? 
General TRAW. I will 'be glad to furnish this also for the record. 
I n  general the Chief of Engineers commented as follows, and I will 

make a very short insertion in the record at this point because I think 
it would be helpful : 

That the alleged violation of the cost limitation in connection with the con- 
struction of an airfield a t  Fort Lee, Va., is being handled in a separate report. 
That report is now being processed through the Comptroller of the Army. 
Further, with respect to the use of the operation and maintenance authoriza- 
tions, the Department of the Army has, with the possible exception of the Fort 
Lee airstrip project, complied with what was determined to be the intent of 
Congress on the statutory limitations. 

Chairman DAWSON. With the possible exception of this airstrip. 
General TRAUB. That is correct. I n  other words, the Chief of 

Engineers was making no comment upon this action inasmuch as it 
was being handled separately as a possible violation of the revised 
statutes 3619. 

On the 26th of August the comments of the Chief of Engineers in 
respect of the draft report were briefed to the Secretary of the Army. 
I have a memorandum for record which I only think it will be neces- 
sary to recite brief extracts from as follows : 

When briefed on 26 August, Secretary Brucker expressed the grave concern 
over the apparent violation of the 0.& M. Army cost limitations a t  Fort Lee and 
directed that he be briefed fully when all of the facts had been obtained. 

Further : 
The Quartermaster General is to give Secretary Brucker a complete explana- 

tion regarding the alleged violation of cost limitations on the Fort Lee airstrip 
Project. 



218 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

I was not present .at that particular briefing but representatives 
from my office were present. That is why I am including this as it 
does involve my office. 

On the- 
Chairman DAWSON. Did you give to General Brucker-was it-
General TRAW.Brucker, Secretary of the Army. 
Chairman DAWSON. Did you give him- 
General TRAW.A t  that time. 
Chairman DAWSON. Did you give him the information in writ- 

ing there that he had requested? 
General TRAW. Later, sir, and I will cover this in my testimony. 
Chairman DAWSON. Thank you. 
General TRAW.On the 4th of November there was processed in 

my office according to established procedures the report of violation 
of revised statutes 3679 which had been initiated by the commanding 
general a t  Fort Lee. 

(Exhibit 47-Documents referred to in the testimony of Lt. Gen. 
David W. Traub, Comptroller of tlie Army, appear in the appendix 

OnE' halrman DAWSON. 353.) We have it. 
General TRAW.YOU do have it. 
Then on the 15th of November and in connection with a decision 

to be made by the Secretary of the Army as to whether or not a viola- 
tion had actually occurred, the Secretary of the Army was again 
briefed on the matter and upon completion of the briefing, the Secre- 
tary of the Army directed that the report of violation be forwarded 
to the Office of t.he Secretary of Defense. 

Further, he directed that the Army Audit Agency immediately per- 
form an examination of the accounts and records at Fort Lee which 
relate to  or may have been affected by the airfield construction proj- 
ect and submit a special report. 

The Army Audit Agency then made and produced its own report 
to the Secretary of the Army, a special report, a copy of which I be-
lieve has been furnished to the committee. 

On 10January-
Chairman DAWSON. Do you know when they gave this report to the 

committee? 
General TRAW. Just a few days ago, wasn't i t ?  I'm not sure. 
Chairman DAWSON. ISthat the report that was asked of you by our 

investigators ? 
General TRAW.Yes, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. And you wouldn't give i t  to them. 
General TRAW.This I will cover later as an item of why i t  was not 

delivered to your committee. It was asked by the GAO, I believe, I 
will cover this item. 

On January 10 the Army Audit Agency briefed the Secretary of 
the Army on their findings in respect, as contained in the report. And 
a t  the termination of the briefbg the Secretary of the Army directed 
that  the Office of the Judge Advocate General review the results and 
the working papers of the Army Audit Agency and the quartermaster 
ins ector general report on the construction of the airfield a t  Fort Lee 
to $etermine what if any additional disciplinary action mould be ap- 
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propriate. And to brief him on the pertinent portions of the evidence 
by January 12,1961. 

On January 18,1961- 
Chairman DAWSON. Was that answer sent to him by the 12th that 

was requested? 
General TRAW.I will explain later that this, except for some fringe 

aspects, really terminates my participation and knowledge in this case 
and that of my office. I am now referring particularly to the discip- 
linary action which Secretary Brucker directed a further look at. 

Chairman DAWSON. When did he direct it ? 
General TRAUB.On January 10,1961. 
Chairman DAWSON. Do you have a copy of that ? 
General TRAUB.What I am talking about now is only a memoran- 

dum for record which was produced after the oral briefing of Sec- 
retary Brucker. 

Chairman DAWSON. How about the answers that you gave him in 
response to the questions that he asked you? I would just like to 
know what tha- 

General TRAW.I can read into the record-there are three or four 
pages of that briefing, if they would be of interest. 

Chairman DAWSON. Can't you give us a copy ? 
General TRAW.Yes. I can furnish a copy of this for the record. 
On January 18,1961, a request was made to the Army Audit Agency 

by a Mrs. Frances T. Serio, assistant to Mr. Johnson, General Account- 
ing Office, for two copies of this report. 

(Exhibit 47-Documents referred to in the testimony of Lt. Gen. 
David W. Traub, Comptroller of the Army, appear in the appendix 
on p. 353.) 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU say a request was made? 
General TRAUB.A request was made for two copies of the Army 

Audit Agency report. 
Chairman DAWSON. And you sent them? 
General TRAUB.No; I did not. Rather, they were not sent and 

I will explain why they were not sent. 
Mr. Robbins of the Army Audit Agency advised in a subsequent 

tolephone conversation with Mr. Johnson of the General Accounting 
Office that the Army Audit Agency had received a telephone call from 
Mrs. Serio asking for a copy of the audit report on Fort Lee. Mr. 
Johnson said that he did not recall offhand why it was asked for. 
Mr. Robbins then stated that the U.S. Army Audit Agency does not 
have an audit report on this, that the Secretary of Army did-did 
ask the Arm Audit Agency to look into various aspects of the con- 
struction an% give him a personal report, and agreed or rather Mr. 
Johnson then said there seemed to be a special report. I t  was agreed 
that it was a s ecial report and one that was prepared at the personal 
request of the gecretary of the Army. 

Mr. Johnson then volunteered the information that the U.S. Army 
Audit Agency cannot release a report of this kind. 

Now, finally- 
Chairman DAWSON. Would you tell me why they could not release 

it ? 
General TRAUB.Well, because it was felt to be a personal report of 

a nature that without the Secretary's approval should not be released. 
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Chairinan DAUTSON. T4Tlien a report is nskecl for on a state of affairs 
tliat is under question, is that a personal report ? 

General TRAW. Well, I can only give you the facts as they were 
arrived at at that time, Mr. Cha,irman. 

Chairman DAWSON. By whom? 
General TRAUB. Just a minute. Mr. Johnson-if I may, I think 

I can add a bit to this. Mr. Johnson of the General Accounting Office 
terminated the conversation by saying he agreed with Mr. Robbins 
in this matter. General Dewey, then ohief of the Army Audit Agency, 
called Mr. Willey, who was the administrative assistant to the Secre- 
tary of the Army, and told him that the General Accounting Office had 
withdrawn its request and were in agreement with the position that 
this report should not be released. General Dewey said on the basis 
of this he would not now provide a fact sheet. So I cannot offer- 

Chairman DAWSON. Why did you refuse it to the investigators for 
this con~inittee? 

General TRAUB.We didn't, did we? 
Chairman DAWSON. Only until a few days ago. You refused it at 

the time they asked for it. 
General TRAUB. This was a request of January 19,1961. The only 

answer that I can give you, Mr. Chairman, is that i t  was refused on 
the basis that it was a personal report to the Secretary of the Army. 
This was bhe determination made at that time. 

Chairinan DAWSON. The Secretary of the Army asked you for a 
report on something that happened that should be under your juris- 
diction. 

General TRAUB. Mr. Chairman, I can only comment at this time 
that this was the decision made a t  that time and for the reason given. 

Mr. SMITH. Who made the decision? 
General TRAUB. Tshere is no record here in this memorandum for 

record tliat indicates who personally made the decision. I would con- 
clude from the reference to Mr. Willey, who is the administrative as- 
sistant to the Secretary, that there were discussions between the Army 
Audit Agency and the Secretaryus Office. I do not have any knowl- 
edge of i t ;  no, sir. I have no knowledge of it whatsoever. 

Chairman DAWSON. Who would have knowledge of them ? 
General TRAUB. I don't know. Does anybody here have any knowl- 

edge of these ? 
I f  not, I would suggest Mr. Willey, who is no longer with the De- 

partinelit of the Army. Mr. Robbins of the Army Audit Agency. I 
think he would undoubtedly remember. 

Mr. HENDERSON. Would you identify him? 
General TRAW. Mr. Robbins is the Deputy Chief of the U.S. Army 

Audit Agency. 
Chairman DAWSON. IShe under you? 
General TRAUB. Not directly. The Chief of the Army Audit Agen- 

cy, al i iol~ is a field agency of the Department of the Army, falls under 
nly general staff. 

Chairman DAWSON. And he is a deputy to that person? 
General TRAUB. That is correct. 
,Chairman D A ~ S O N .  And you couldn't get that froill the Chief if 

you wanted i t ?  
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General TRAUB. This isn't the question, sir. I have stated that 
these were matters that were handled with the Office of the Army. 
This is the implication that I would read into the memorandum for 
record. 

Chairman DAWSON. Then why did you give them to a s  later, a 
couple of days ago, when you wouldn't give then1 to us when we first 
requested them ? 

General TRAUB. I t  mas felt-after all, we have had a change in 
administration since that time. 

Chairman DAWSON. That had nothing to do with your dealin s 
with the Army ; a change of administration would have nothing to fo 
with it. 

General TRAUB. May I say, sir, that there are many matters that 
fall directly within the purview of the Secretary of the Army. I 
cannot tell you at this time whether this came to the personal atten- 
tion of the Secretary of the Army or not. 

Chairman DAWSON. When representatives of this committee made 
the request, it was during this administration. It wasn't during the 
other administration, and you wouldn't give it to them. 

General TRAUB. As a matter of fact, it was made under the NO, sir. 
old administration. The new administration didn't go out until Jan- 
uary 20,1961. 

Rfr. HENDERSON. That was the request by the GAO but I don't be- 
lieve we were involved in i t  at that time. 

General TRAUB. This request was made on January 18, 1961. The 
new administration was not in a t  that time. 

Chairman DAWSON. 1961. 
General TRAW.That is correct. 
Chairman DAWSON. I thought the election was in 1960. 
General TRAUB.It was. 
Mr. LANIGAN. May I make a remark ? 
Chairman DAWSON. Certainly. For clarification. 
Mr. LANIGAN. The staff had asked for three reports in the hopes we 

would avoid having to do a lot of expensive investigating of our own. 
We asked for the quartermaster inspector general's report, the Army 
inspector general's report, and the audit report, and when we couldn't 
get those, we did do our own investigating under Mr. Perlman and 
Mr. Baras and Mr. Kelly, and we did as a result have to duplicate, 
we found out, a lot of the work that was- 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, may I ask when these requests were 
made by the staff of the Army for these reports? 

Mr. LANIGAN. Mr. Perlman made the request. He  said that was 
possibly in August 1961. 

Mr. ANDERSON. August of 1961. 

Chairman DAWSON. And they were refused. 

Mr. PERLMAN.
Yes, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
TOwhom was the request made? 

Mr. PERLMAN.
The request was made through the Army or the 

Departnieilt of Defense congressional liaison office, and then I re-
ceived a call from an attorney from the Department of Defense and 
he infoi-med me that the report-none of the reports would be forth- 
r.oming but that we would be furnished with excerpts of the three re- 
Ports mentioned by Mr. Lanigan. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. This information was received from an attorney? 
Mr. PERLM~N.Yes, sir. Of the Department of Defense. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Could you identify him for the record here? 

Mr. PERLMAN.
At  the moment I cannot recall his name but it was 

an attorney from the Department of Defense and not of the Army. 
Mr. ANDERSON. That would be in the General Counsel's office? 
Mr. PERLMAN.That is correct, sir. 

Mr. S ~ T H . 
Did you get those excerpts? 

Mr. PERLMAN.
We got the excerpts, sir. 
Mr. SMITH.But they were not inclusive enough for your investi- 

gation ? 
Mr. PERLMAN. We had to conduct our own inves- That is correct. 

tigation due to the failure to get full reports. 
General TRAW.May I continue, Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman DAWSON. Certainly. 
General TRAW. This really completes the involvement of me or 

my office in this Port Lee case with the exception that subsequently 
there has been an involvement in connection with the notice of ex- 
ception to the Port Lee disbursing officer's account and for a descrip- 
tion of this involvement, I would like to call upon my legal counsel, 
Mr. Tracy, to explain that involvement. 

Mr. LANIGAN. I thinkCould I ask a question? I have one question. 
you left out one item. At least there is a memorandum for the rec- 
ord in the office of Mr. Lemke, Office of the General Counsel of the 
Army, I presume. It is dated 7 June 1960: 

REessrs. Brod and Lemke discussed this case informally with Colonel Metcalf' 
and Mr. Tracy, Office of the Comptroller of the Army, who indicated that the 
disciplinary action taken by Fort  Lee was inadequate and that  the report would 
be returned for that  reason or sent to  the Comptroller of the Army. 

This was at  the time that the disciplinary action consisted of a 
verbal reprimand ? 

Are you aware of this phase? 
General ' J ~ A w .  I am not aware of it at  all. Mr. Tracy is here and 

I am sure he could be helpful on it. 
Mr. LANIQAN. You were going to call on another person. 
General TRAUB. I suggested that for a description of what IYes. 

would term the final involvement of my office in respect to the notice 
of exception to Fort Lee's disbursing office account, i t  could be han- 
dled by Mr. Tracy. 

Mr. S ~ T H .  Regardless of what Mr. Tracy says, though, you were 
the person responsible for making the determination, weren't you ? 

General TRAW.Determination of what? 
Mr. SMITH. Of whether i t  would be a reprimand. 
General TRAW. NO, sir. I have nothing to do with the disciplinary 

action involved. 
Mr. SMITH. Nothing at  all? 
General TRAW.Nothing to do with it. This is entirely outside of 

my sphere of authority and responsibility. 
Mr. SMITH. I see. 
(Subsequent to General Traub's appearance before the subconi- 

mittee, the Comptroller General of the United States submitted to the 
subcommittee the following letter regarding General Traub's testi- 
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lnony pertainin to the General Accounting Office's request for a 
report from the i r m y  Audit Agency :) 

COMPTROLLER OF THE UNITED STATES, GENERAL 
Washington, April 10,1962. 

Ho11. WILLIAM L. DAWSON, 
Chairntan, Subcommittee on E.cecutive and Legislative Reorganixation, Com-

mittee on Government Operations, House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I n  hearings before your subcommittee on March 29, 

1962, Lt. Gen. David W. Traub, Comptroller of the Army, testified that  a rep- 
resentative of the General Accounting Office had agreed in a telephone con-
versation with a n  Army Audit Agency representative that  the General Account- 
ing Office need not be furnished a n  Army Audit Agency report regarding the un- 
authorized construction of a n  airfield a t  Fort Lee, Va. Since the testimony given 
by General Traub is inconsistent with the position taken by us regarding the 
report in  question, we believe i t  desirable that  the record be corrected. 

The telephone conversation in question dealt with a n  informal request that  
had previously been made by the General Accounting Office for a n  Army Audit 
Agency report on its review made a t  the special request of the Secretary 
of the Army. Since our request was made a t  a time when it was not certain 
that we mould require the report i n  question, we withdrew our informal re- 
quest. Shortly thereafter, however, by letter dated January 27, 1961, we 
formally asked the Secretary of the Army for two copies of the Army Audit 
Agency report in  question. We would like to  make i t  clear that, while we 
recognized that  the Army Audit Agency would not be able, on its own authority, 
to release a report covering a review made a t  the special request of the Secre- 
tary of the Army without approval of the official for  whom the review was 
made, a t  no time did we indicate that  it would be proper for the Department of 
the Army to refuse us  such a report. 

The record further shows that  following our formal request of January 27, 
1961, we took the following actions i n  a n  attempt to secure copies of the Army 
Audit Agency report and of a report on a further investigation of the same 
subject matter which we found was being made by the Army Inspector General : 

1. On March 3, 1961, in  response to our telephone inquiry concerning the 
status of our request for the Army reports, Mr. Russell Roane, Chief, Fiscal 
and Accounting Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial 
afanagement), informed us that  the Department of the Army probably would 
take the position that  the reports i n  question were privileged and therefore 
would not be made available to the General Accounting Office. 

2. On March 6, 1961, a s  a result of the March 3, 1961, telephone conversa-
tion, our representatives met with Messrs. Roane and William P. Weston, As- 
sistant General Counsel (Financial Management), Department of the Army, to  
discuss the problem. Mr. Weston stated that  the investigation of this matter, 
originally assigned to the Army Audit Agency, was being further pursued by 
the Army Inspector General, and that  until completion of that  investigation 
the Department felt that  i t  would be premature to  raise the issue of whether 
we should be provided a copy of the complete factual findings and report. Mr. 
Weston expressed the opinion that  this was particularly pertinent since the 
then new Secretary of the Army had a n  opportunity to determine the policy i n  
matters of this nature. 

We then specifically asked Mr. Weston to ( a )  make known to the Secretary 
of the Army our position that  we a r e  entitled to the full factual report of in- 
vestigation when completed and the reasons why we feel this is proper, and 
( b )  advise the Secretary that  we consider i t  essential that  nre have a n  oppor- 
tunity to explain to him our position in  the matter. Mr. Weston indicated tha t  
he would bring these matters to the Secretary's attention, including our desire 
to explain our position directly to the Secretary before he made a n  adverse 
decision. 

3. On IIarch 10, 1961, and again on March 22, 1961, we discussed with Mr. 
Orville S. Poland, the former general counsel of your committee, a l l  aspects 
of the General Accounting Office report concerning unauthorized construction 
of the airfield, a s  well a s  our efforts to secure copies of the Army's audit and 
investigative findings. Mr. Poland informed us that  it was quite possible 
that the committee would desire to hold hearings on our report. He indicated 
that he therefore thought i t  desirable that  me follow up strongly on behalf 
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of the committee the investigation being made by the Army and the disciplinary 
or  other action taken. Mr. Poland also made reference to the possible applicabil. 
ity of certain criminal statutes pertaining to officials of the Government gen- 
erally a s  distinguished from the penalties provided under the Code of Military 
Justice. 

4. On April 17, 1961, we met with Mr. Weston again concerning our request 
for  the audit and investigative reports and were informed that  the investiga- 
tion had been completed and the report was i n  the Office of the Secretary of the 
Army for  review and decision a s  to the adequacy of the action taken. Mr. 
Weston stated informally that  in his opinion the reports would be considered 
privileged and, therefore, would not be released. Mr. Weston was unable to 
state whether our interest in  receiving the report had been brought to the Secre- 
tary's attention. Therefore, we asked Mr. Robert Willey, Administrative 
Assistant to  the Secretary of the Army, to  make arrangements for us to discuss 
this matter with the Secretary. Mr. Willey suggested that  we make a formal 
written request to the Secretary for the reports in question and for  the desired 
discussion in the event that there was any question about them being released. 
I n  view of the cognizance of these matters by the staff of your compittee and the 
possibility that  hearings would be held, we did not consider it appropriate to 
mlake t h e  suggested formal request a t  that  time. 

5. On April 21, 1961, in a telephone conversation with Mr. James Lanigan of 
the staff of your committee, we apprised him of the foregoing developments. 

6. On July 11, 1961, we furnished Mr. Perlman of the staff of your committee 
copies of our record memorandums covering items Nos. 2, 3, and 5 above. 

We believe that  it is clear, from the foregoing, that  we have consistently 
maintained our right to  access to  the reports in  question from the point in  time 
when we first determined that  they were needed to fully discharge our respon- 
sibilities i n  connection with the consideration being given our basic report by 
the Congress. We would appreciate if this letter could be made a part  of the 
record of the hearings held by your subcommittee on the construction of an air- 
field a t  Fort  Lee, Va. 

Sincerely yours, 
J O S ~ HCAMPBELL, 

Conzptroller General of the United States. 

(The documents on which General Traub based his testimony, and 
from mhicl~ he quoted, appear in exhibit 47, p. 353.) 

Chairman DAWSON. YOUare calling upon Mr. Tracy ? 
General TRAUB.Yes. This is Mr. Tracy, legal adviser to  the Comp- 

troller of the Army. 
Chairman DAWSON. Do you solemnly swear to tell the truth, and 

nothing but the truth in the testimony you are about to give to this 
committee, so help you God? 

Mr. TRACY.I do. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT L. TRACY, LEGAL ADVISER TO THE 

COMPTROLLER OF THE ARMY 


Mr. TRACY.My name is Robert L. Tracy, legal adviser to the 
Comptroller of the Army. 

Mr. Chairman, on the 15th of January 1962, the Comptroller of 
the Army Office forwarded to the Office of the Chief of Finance 
copies of the two notices of exception raised by tlze General Account- 
ing Office with respect to payments at Fort  Lee, Va. We requested 
that the Office, Chief of Finance, prepare a letter to the General Ac- 
counting Office requesting that these exceptions be removed under 
the statutory authority which the General Accounting Office has to 
relieve the disbursing officer in instances where there 1s no evidence 
of fraud on his part. 

I am advised that this was forwarded on the 13th of February to 
the General Accounting Office branch at Indianapolis, at Fort Ben- 
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jamin Harrison, and that that office of the GAO has in turn forwarded 
that reauest for consideration to the Norfolk branch of the General 
Acconthg Office. 

I don't know what the current status of that request is. But this is 
the latest information we have. This is the last action which the 
Army Comptroller's Office has taken in connection with the Fort Lee 
matter. 

General TRAW. Really to sum up, then, as far as the important 
aspects of this case, once the Secretary of the Army, having been 
briefed on the Army Audit Agency report turned the matter over to 
the Judge Advocate of the Army for a consideration of disciplinary 
action, that terminated the involvement of me or my office in the 
entire matter. 

Chairman DAWSON. But up to that point you did have jurisdiction. 
General TRAw. AS I described in the administrative handling of 

the case insofar as the responsibilities of my office as a focal point 
within the Army staff for handling General Accounting and Army 
Audit Agency reports is concerned. 

Mr. LANIGAN. First of all, Mr. Tracy, I shall read this memorandum 
for the record which says that you discussed this case with Mr. Brod, 
Mr. Lemke, and Colonel Metcalf, and then the memorandum says that 
you and Colonel Metcalf indicated that the disciplinary action taken 
by Fort Lee was inadequate and the report would be returned for that 
reason if it were sent to the Comptroller of the Army. 

Can you tell us what you know of this discussion and this incident? 
Mr. %CY. Yes. I believe I can throw some light on this. This 

was in connection with the report of the violation of section 3679 of 
the Revised Statutes, and as General Traub has indicated, he is respon- 
sible for processing these reports. The discussion with the Quarter- 
master General representatives as I recall it pointed out that our past 
experience with reports of this nature indicated that the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense did not look with favor upon reports which indi- 
cated that a mere verbal admonition had been given for violations of 
this nature and that invariably they returned the reports to the 
Department of the Army for further disciplinary action. 

Based on this experience with previous reports of violations of sec- 
tion 3679, I advised the Quartermaster General representatives that 
me felt that the same thing would happen here if the report were for- 
warded with this type of action. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Were you treating this at that time solely as a matter 
of going over the limitations without taking into account the fact that 
false entries had been made on documents and that certain documents 
had been removed from the files ? 

Mr. TRACY. We were addressing ourselves only to the aspects of 
violation of section 3679 of the Revised Statutes. That is, the exceed- 
in of the monetary limitation. 

b r .  LANIGAN. You were speaking at  the time as though it were an 
inilocent or negligent violation rather than a willful violation? 

Mr. TRACY. We had no definite indication at  that time as to whether 
the violation had been willful or not. There were no facts to indicate 
one way or the other. 

Mr. LANIGAN. Did you have the Army audit agency report at that 
time, do you recall ? 
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Mr. TRACY. AS I recall, this discussion was prior to the Army audit 
agency report. 

Mr. LANIGAN. That was December 30.I think you are right. 
Mr. TRACY. Yes. I think the agency came later. 
General TRAW.Much later. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Did you have the General Accounting Office report ? 
Mr. TRACY.Yes, sir, we had that a t  the time. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU paid no attention to it,did you ? 
Mr. TRACY. We paid considerable attention to it,Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman DAWSON, I f  you paid attention to that report, it  did 

show willful acts. The regulations had been willfully violated, funds 
had been transferred without authority or justification, and you knew 
that, all that at the time, didn't you ? 

Mr. TRACY. We did not know We knew that action had taken place. 
that the actions were willful in the sense that the officers who had taken 
those actions knew what the law required. 

Chairman DAWSON. DO you know that now ? 
Mr. TRACY. We know that now, yes, sir. We did not know it at 

that time. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU made no effort to find out if-there was 

enough there to make yon look into it, wasn't there, if you were going 
to protect- 

Mr. kc^. There was considerable investigation made of it sub- 
se uent to the disclosures, Mr. Chairman. 

(tihairman DAWSON. I am interested in just one question and then I 
will let you ask all the questions. 

I am interested in why you sought to just reprimand them and let 
it go at that at that time. 

General TRAW.Mr. Chairman, when you say LLyou" I think you are 
really addressing the wrong erson because- 

Chairman DAWSON. I ad?ressed him as "you" since you turned it 
over to him to answer for you, I am asking him questions still an- 
swering for you, that you should have known, it seems to me. 

General TRAUB. I see. Well, if I may clarify this, the incident 
which Mr. Tracy is talking about, giving advice as to an oral repri- 
mand or something else, was the matter, as I recall it, of a telephone 
conversation in a preliminary stage of this matter. 

Chairman DAWSON. I am interested. The thing that interests me, 
when a matter of this kind is brought to your attention, you pay no 
attention to the violations at  all. 

General TRAUB. Mr. Chairman, you are mistaken about this thing. 
we do pay attention to them. I don't think there is any evidence 
that can be put forth on the table here that the Department ignored 
this matter. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU are the Comptroller. 
General TRAUB.I am, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. And vou knew of these, violations, then, at that 

time, didn't you? 
General TRAW. At the time that they reported in the GAO report? 
Chairman DAWSON. Yes. 
General TRAUR.That is correct. And we within the Department 

took the action which I described by bringing- 
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Chairman DAWSON. But you have gone over several things that you 
were going to take up later. Every time I would ask you about one 
of those documents, you referred to me, well, you will take that up 
later. You finished our testimony and you haven't taken it up later. 

General T u w .  $ell, if I can be more responsive, Mr. Chairman, 
I will be glad to do so. If there is some specific thing you want me 
to answer, I will be glad to do it. But I have given you everything 
that I know about this matter. 

Chairman DAWSON. I see. Thank you, General. 
Pardon me for interrupting you. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Tracy, you are the General Counsel, are you, to the Office of 

the Comptroller ? 
Mr. W C Y .I am the legal adviser to the Comptroller. 
Mr. ANDERSON. As such pour Legal adviser to the Comptroller. 

jurisdiction extends over any and all legal questions that obtain with 
respect to the Office of the Comptroller of the Army? 

Mr. TRACY. That is correct. 
Mr. ANDERSON. NOW, with respect to this testimony that was made 

by a member of the committee staff a minute ago that a request had 
been made in August of 1961 for certain reports of the inspector gen- 
eral and the Army audit agency and the quartermaster inspector gen- 
eral, I believe, was that mattw ever brought to your attention? Were 
you ever asked for any legal advice or comment on the request for 
those documents ? 

Mr. TRACY.AS far as I can recall, I never had any knowledge that 
the request had even been made. As I understand it, the request was 
not made to the Department of the Army. It was ma.de to the De- 
partment of Defense. I am not familiar with the facts, so I can't 
say, but I-

Mr. ANDERSON. Anyway, you never were called upon to comment 
or give any legal advice with respect to that matter? 

Mr. TFCACY.I was not. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
That was the question I had in mind, Mr. Chair- 

man. 
Chairman DAWSON. Mr. Lanigan? 
Mr. LANIGAN. What action has the Comptroller of the Army taken 

to examine into the accounting practices and methods under which 
this became possible and remalned undetected by the Army people 
until the General Accounting Office came in and to find out what had 
happened? There must have been some weakness in both the internaJ 
review system and perhaps in the accounting system in itself that was 
m use at the post. 

General T m .  Mr. Chairman, we feel there is no weakness in the 
accounting system whatsoever. I would state, however, that we do 
have, and within my own area, a specific device for determining irreg- 
~larlties in this field. This device is the Army Audit Agency. Un-
fortunately the number of auditors at my disposal is so small that I 
can only cover an installation such as Fort Lee about once every 3 
years. 

Now, I am talking about the devices which are available to me as 
Comptroller of the Army. By coincidence the last time that the h  y 
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Audit Agency was at Fort Lee was about 4 months prior to the air- 
field incident. 

Now, in due course the Army Audit Agency, and providentially, 
might and has discovered apparent violations or violations of a simi- 
lar nature at other posts. But in fact I would venture to state that 
the reputation of the Army Audit Agency is so great in this field that 
where the Army Audit Agency has conducted an audit, frequently 
the GAO will not go in at all and will rely completely upon the 
findings and recommendations in the Army Audit Agency report. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But in this instance they went in after the GAO, 
correct ? 

GeneraJ TRAUB. The report which you mentioned here which has 
been discussed was a personal and special report but the Army Audit 
Agency went, finished its audit at Fort Lee prior to the airfield inci- 
dent at  all. So it was never within the scope of the activity. 

Mr. ANDERSON. NO, but what I am getting at, General, is this re- 
port, this special audit report, then, was that a full dress audit, just 
as any other audit? 

General TRAUB. It was not a comprehensive audit. No, it was not. 
A comprehensive audit would have taken in the entire financial man- 
agement area at Fort Lee. This report was only directed at  the insist- 
ence of the Secretary of the Army at  the Fort Lee airstrip case and 
the facts surrounding it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. And this, of course, was initiated after the results 
of GAO? 

General TRAW. Oh, yes. This report was only finished on Decem- 
ber 4,1960. 

Mr. ANDERSON. December 4,1960 ? 

GeneralTRAUB.
Yes. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Ihave one further question. I didn't mean to inter- 

rupt you, Mr. Lanigan. 
I n  the report that was compiled by Mr. Baras of the GAO, refer- 

ence is made to the statement on page 6, a statement that was contained 
in the letter from General Viney, the Deputy Chief of the Engineers 
for Military Operations to-I believe the letter was to the com- 
manding general of Fort Lee who had a t  that time-who a t  that 
time was Major General Evans, in which he said : 

MCA funds are even more of a problem this year than usual. Possibly you 
may have some 0.& M. funds which could be so applied. 

From the vantage point which you enjoy as Comptroller of the 
Army, do you feel that there is inherently in the very existence of 
these 0. & M. funds the possibility that efforts will be made from 
time to time to divert these funds from ordinary normal maintenance 
projects to the kind of construction that we see went on here at  Fort 
Lee? I s  there something wrong with the very fact that these funds 
exist in apparently the amounts they do a t  various posts around the 
country ? 

General TRAW. Inherently there is nothing wrong because- 
Mr. ANDERSON. It is necessary in your op~nion that they have that 

flexibility ? 
General TRAW. Absolutely. Completely necessary. You see, the 

0.& M. appropriation is a large one. It is about in size one-third of 
the total appropriations which accrue to the Army. And the appro- 
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priation is desi ked to support the day-to-day operations of the Army, 
to buy the gas0 ine, for example, to pay all the civilians, over 300,000, 
to do the necessary maintenance work on structures, to provide t h e -  

Mr. ANDERSON. I certainly appreciate that. 
General ~ U B .Utilities. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Those things are true, but the only thing that 

bothers me is the implication in the s t a t e m e n t 1  mean, that well, 
these funds are here, and apparently in such abundance, that if we 
can't get it one way, we will get it another. 

Mr. TRACY.Could I just add one thing in amplification of that? 
I think it should be borne in mind that under the minor construction 
statute, either MCA funds or operation and maintenance funds may 
legally be used for construction up to $25,000, so the fact--- 

Mr. ANDERSON. I realize that. 
Mr. TRACY(continuing). The fact that they seem to have an alter- 

native t h e ~ e  or option there between the two IS not necessarily in any 
way violative of the law. 

Mr. ANDERSON. NO,I realize that, but my question is whether the 
law ought to be tightened up, whether this is a loophole for leaving it 
legal for construction projects to be spent out of these 0.& M. funds? 

Mr. TRACY.That flexibility is necessary in small amounts. 
General TRAUB. You would Con~pletely necessary in my opinion. 

handcuff the Army, so i t  wouldn't cover- 
Mr. ANDERSON. Obviously we have no desire to do that, but obviously 

we don't want to see any repetition. 
General TRAW.We are just as anxious as you are to minimize the 

recurrence of these occurrences. We think the educational program 
n~hich has been most intensive during the past few years will have a 
very beneficial effect. 

Chairman DAWSON. This subcommittee got nothing but conceal- 
ment from the Army as far  as possible to cover up the actions when 
they were brought to light and now you admit these things occurred, 
but only after we found them indisputably and you couldn't do other- 
wise. But we could get no help and the GAO could get no help from 
you in uncovering them. 

General k w .  Mr. Chairman, I will say this much: that, a t  any 
time that I have been called upon for anything a t  all from the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office or any committee of Congress, I have produced 
it and made no effort to hide anything. I have been before the com- 
lnittees of Congress many times as the budget officer. 

Chairman DAWSON. I believe you are an expert witness when you 
appear before the committees of Congress on a matter that is laid 
out here before you and you prepare yourself for ~ t .But, in the wn- 
duct of your office and the conduct of the Army, this situation did 
develop. You knew you couldn't bring it within a project justified 
under the $25,000 limitation. And that it is only when you can show 
any urgency, that you set it up. 

General TRAW.Mr. Chairman, may I say that I really cannot ac- 
cept this charge against the Army as a whole. 

Chairman DAWSON. You may not accept it but the facts are here. 
General TRAW.I cannot accept it. 
Chairman DAWSON. And you have done nothing but try to cover 

them up and not bring the people who wmmitted them to justice. 
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General TRAW. I am sure you don't mean that I am trying to cover 
anything. 

Chairman DAWSON. I don't mean you personally. I mean the sys- 
tem, and you are part of the system, and you represent a certain 
branch of the Army that should be aware of these things. 

General TRAUB.Well, I would only comment in this case, sir, that 
there are certain individuals that have been accused of covering up, 
yes, but this does not apply to the whole Army, and I-

Chairman DAWSON. Oh, I am not chargin 
around here and listening to this testimony %that, and nobody sitting 

elieves that we are. We 
are talking about in this instance, instead of getting help from the 
Army in this investigation, we got obstructions from the Army, not 
giving information until the last few days when we have been inter- 
ested in this matter since 1959, wasn't i t ?  

Mr. LANIGAN.Since 1960. 
Chairman DAWSON. Since 1960. 
General TRAW. May I ask what other than this special personal 

report to the Secretary of the Army was denied yon by my office? 
Mr. LANICAN. I had indicated the quartermaster inspector general 

and the Army inspector general. 
General TRAW. These requests do not come to me. I can't answer 

for them. 
Mr. LANIGAN. NOW, it has been brought out that the accounting for 

the approved projects is kept in the post engineer's office in Port Lee 
and it was really kept on an informal basis; that in order to determine 
what moneys had been spent on any particular project, in the absence 
of someone making that special effort, they would have had to look 
at  seven different accounts and pull these facts together from seven 
accounts to determine how much money had been spent on this par- 
ticular project. 

There are two questions. One, would it be a proper method of 
accounting to have the post engineer keep the project accounts where 
he could manipulate or falsify them if he wished to do that ? 

General TRAUB. Mr. Chairman, in answering that question, I will 
say that no matter what system you set up, if you have got dishonest 
people, they are going to ' h a t  it and I don't know how you are going 
to avoid this type of thing. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Isn't it one of the basic principles of accounting, of 
your own accounting guide, that diversification in the accounting is de- 
sirable so that the people who are charged with the operation and re- 
sponsibility aren't necessarily the ones who keep track of the money? 

General TRAUB. Well, now, the engineer doesn't keep track of the 
money. He doesn't have any money. All he does is furnish to the 
disbursing officer what amounts to vouchers as to what the obligation 
was. Then the balancing of the money and the determination of 
whether or not there is sufficient money is the responsibility of the 
disbursing officer of the comptroller, if there is one. 

Chairman DAWSON. But did you tell them there was sufficient money 
to carry out this project? 

General TRAUB. I didn't tell them anything. 
Chairman DAWSON. I know you personally didn't. Did your office 

tell them? 
General TRAW. My office didn't tell them. 
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Chairman DAWSON. Who was responsible? The comptroller- 
.General TRAUB. The comptroller to determine whether or not funds 

were available? The comptroller at Fort Lee. And there were suffi- 
cient funds availdble according to the way the vouchers were pre- 
sented to him. 

Mr. LANIGAN.Doesn't that indicate there was something wrong 
in the system ? 

General TRAW. NO. 
Mr. LANIGAN. The comptroller had no project account. Only the 

post engineer had a project account. 
General TRAuB. Mr. Lanigan, I can only tell you that this system of 

accounting has been reviewed continuously and it is the best system 
that we can devise. And it is in use throughout the Army, and for 
reasons such as have been disclosed during this hearing, apparently 
some of the moneys that should have been charged to the Fort Lee 
airstrip were charged to other accounts, and the vouchers to support 
this transaction were furnished to the comptroller. He has no method 
of knowing whether this is so. I f  there is a sandpile out here and 
someone hakes sand from that pile, the common pile, and say, I am 
going to use it on this project, and so reports it, and this is wrong, 
there is no way I know of that you can correct that from a comp- 
troller's office. 

Chairman DAWSON. I n  the echelon in which he moves, he would 
know nothing about what went on in the comptroller's office. 

General TRAW.I am not in the chain of command at  all. 
Mr. LANIGAN. But he doesn't know how the accounting is set up 

because that is a possibility, to setup- 
Chairman DAWSON., It would not have been his responsibility, 

though, to have caught this. But it would be the responsibility of the 
comptroller down at  Fort Lee, wouldn't it? 

General TRAm. Insofar as-yes. Insofar as he could discern this 
matter. 

Chairman DAWSON. SOwhat we want is the comptroller at Fort 
Lee and not th- 

General TRAw. YOU can't blame the comptroller at  Fort Lee for this 
from the testimony Ihave seen. 

Chairman DAWSON. Who would you blame ? 
General TRAW.I would say the inherent responsib?lity for all mat- 

ters at any installation falls to the commander concerned. 
Chairman DAWSON. Then the man responsible was the man in com- 

mand at  Fort Lee ? 
General TRAW.This is inherent in the entire Army system. 
Chairman DAWSON. That is why I took the stand that I did regard- 

ing the commander at  Fort Lee who came to us in such nice language 
and attempted to whitewash the whole thing. Thank you very much. 
I agree with you in what you say. We probably should not have asked 
You to know anything about a matter this low down in the scale. 

General TRAW.Oh, no. It is my business to get down there. 
Chairman DAWSON. But you didn't get down there. I t  is your busi- 

ness to get down there and you didn't get down there, and I am trying 
to let you out because I don't think you know anything about it and 
You are carrying out the old system of confusion. Not meaning to, 
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of course, but you are carrying out the whole system of confusion 
since we can't tie it into you. But what we need is the comptroller 
from down in Fort Lee who ought to have known and whose respon- 
sibility i t  was to know and you are perfectly correct when you say it 
is not your responsibility to know. 

Now, do you know what went on down there as you sithere? 
General TRAUB. Only from what I have read in the record. 
Chairman DAWSON. Thank you, General. I want to say that you are 

a very good witness. You are a perfect Army man and you are never 
going to--if you can protect the system that has been so apparent here, 
you are goin F to rotect it. But let me say this to you-no, I won't do 
that. I won t say it to you because you have denied all responsibility. 

Mr. LANIGAN.This is a- 
Chairman DAWSON. This shows US the whole Army system. 
Mr. LANIGAN. I have a memorandum from Mr.-it looks like Kins- 

man of the Office of General Counsel addressed to the Comptroller of 
the Army, attention Mr. Tracy, and it was from the Quartermaster 
General. I suppose it was from the counsel of the Quartermaster Gen- 
eral, and what he says is that in order to relieve these officers whose 
accounts have been charged, it would be proper to now get an appropri- 
ation approving of the project funded with MCA funds and then 
charge the approved project with MCA funds with all these moneys 
that have already been spent, and having done that, the reason for the 
exception will disappear. (Exhibit 48.) 

(Exhibit 48-Memorandum from Karl Kabeiseman, Office of the 
General Counsel, Department of the Army, to the Comptroller of the 
Army, September 7, 1961, re the Fort Lee airstrip appears in the 
appendix on p. 403.) 

Mr. LANIGAN. ByISthat the way you get rid of exceptions? 
charging this back to another account? 

Mr. TRACY. That proposition was considered, Mr. Lanigan, and was 
dismissed or discarded. I n  lieu of doing that we took this action which 
I described on the 15611 of January this year of asking the General Ac- 
counting Office to consider this matter under their statutory authority 
to relieve the disbursing officer. We felt that it was not proper to 
attempt to obtain a retroactive approval of this project as an MCA 

roject under the circumstances, that it would be better to go to the KAO as we have done. 
Mr. LANIGAN.Have retroactive approvals been granted in other 

cases ? 
Mr. TRAOY.I know of none. This was one reason we decided not to 

pursue t l ~ a ~ t  course of action. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I have nokhing further, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman DAWSON. Thank you very much, General. 
General TRAUB.You are melconie, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU made a very good witness. 
We called a man who could be called a wrong witness, who gave us 

no light on the matter. 
General rlkAm. YOU don't mean that, no, sir. I think within my 

area of responsibility I have given you everything. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU said it was not your responsibility. I t  was 

the responsibility of the comptroller at Fort Lee. Now, that lets you 
out of having any knowledge of it, making any recommendation at  all 
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about how to meet it, and so forth, and I want to  say that you know 
your job well and you performed it wdl. 

General TRADB.Thank you. 
Chairman DAWSON. The system is protected with you as a witness. 
General TRAUB.Mr. Trac makes the observation if we had 500 or 

600 more auditors, we could go--
Chairman DAWSON. Did you ask for them? 
General b w .  We have asked for them continuously. This is a 

hard proposition. 
Chairman DAWSON. But the auditors would not have done any good 

at your level. It would have to b4- -
General Tmw. Oh, no, sir. These auditor- 
Chairman DAWSON. Then you do have some responsibility ? 
General TRAUB.Oh, I do, indeed I do have responsibility in  this 

matter. 
Chairman DAWSON. And you used that responsibility for trying to 

cover up defalcations. 
General TRAUB.Oh, no, Mr. Chairman, you don't mean that. 
Chairman DAWSON. But certainly Imean this. 
General TRAUB.Well, sir, I will be glad to appear again any time 

you want me. 
Chairman DAWSON. They will have a perfect witness to the system. 
I am thinking that i t  won't do any good to call the staff of the judge 

advocate from headquarters. We want the judge advocate who was 
the attorney down there a t  Port  Lee. 

Mr. LANI~AN.On this particular one, you remember, General 
Denniston testified that the matter had been referred to the Second 
Army. 

Colonel GODWIN. I am Col. James E. Godwin, 2d U.S. Army. 
Chairman DAWSON. DOYOU solemnly swear that the testimony you 

are about to give this subcommittee will be the truth, and nothing 
but the truth, so help you God? 

Colonel GODWIN. I do, sir. 

TESTIMONY OF COL. JAMES E.GODWIN, STAFF, JUDGE ADVOCATE, 
HEADQUARTERS, 2D ARMY 

Chairman DAWSON. I just observed to Mr. Lanigan maybe it would 
be, since you have come from the staff of the judge advocate head- 
quarters, and you have no responsibility where the camp is concerned, 
as the previous officers had, you are going to just tell us-you are 
going to protect the system and you are not going to respond to or 
take the responsibility about what the man down there at Camp Lee 
ought to have known and ought to testify to. You are going to  cover 
UP. 

Colonel GODWIN. NO, sir, Mr. Chairman, I don't intend to cover 
up in my approach to this matter. I do not have the experience, sir, 
before congressional committees as some other witnesses do. 

Chairman DAWSON. But a congressional committee is only search- 
ing for- 

Colonel GODWIN. But I am happy to be here. 
Chairman DAWSON. And we are happy to have you. And a con- 

gressional committee is only seeking the facts in a given set of cir- 



cunlstances, and if you are from the level that you are going to cover 
up for what your counterpart on a camp level falled to do-- 

Colonel GODWIN. NO, sir. I do not intend to cover up for anybody. 
I intend to give my information that came to me as the result of an 
official referral of this case to the Commanding General, 2d U.S. 
Army, of whom I am the staff judge advocate. 

Chairman DAWSON. And do you have no knowledge of your own 
about what occurred down there? 

Colonel GODWIN. I have no knowledge of my own of what occurred 
there. I know none of the individuals involved. 

Chairman DAWSON. And you had no responsibility at  all to act 
in the matter ? 

Colonel GODWIN. Not until it was referred, at  the time it was re- 
f erred. 

Chairman DAWSON. Well, there is one question I'think we will ask 
of ou. You know all the facts in this case? 

Folonel GODWIN. I won't say I know all the facts in t h ~  case, sir. 
I have read certain reports of investigation and certain testimony. 

Chairman DAWSON. Have you read the investigator's report made 
by the GAO ? 

Colonel GODWIN. NO, sir, Ihave not. 
Chairman DAWSON. Have you read the testimony made by Mr. 

Baras in  this case ? 
Colonel GODWIN. Ihave not, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. You may ask him any questions you wish. 
Mr. LANIGAN. YOU are the staff judge advocate for the command- 

ing general of the 2d Army to whom this matter was referred for 
consideration of court-martial proceedings? 

Colonel GODWIN. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. LANIGAN. Could you tell us what mas referred to you and 

how it came to the commanding general of the 2d Army? 
Colonel GODWIN. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman as the staff judge advo- 

cate of the Army, I am in the position 02 what we call the legal 
advisor to the commander. Those duties devolve upon me pursuant 
to the Uniform Code of-the articles of the Code of Military Justice. 
I am sure you are all familiar with those. And in carrying those 
out, I deal personally, I communicate directly with the commanding 
general as 6he statutes and as you expect me to do. 

Chairman DAWSON. That is right. 
Colonel GODWIN. And I advise him upon the disposition of charges 

as a part of my many duties. 
About April 23, 1961 a report of an investigation conducted by 

the Department of the Army Inspector General concerning the con- 
struction of an airfield or airstrip, whatever it was, at Fort Lee was 
received at  my headquarters. That report included certain informa- 
tion from other reports. It included all the testimony. I don't re-
member now how many hundreds of pages there were in it. And 
certain documents and exhibits and matters of that kind. 

It was referred by the De artment of the Army. It had come down 
by letter, by order of the 3ecretary signed by the Adjutant General, 
referred to the commanding general of the 2d Army for such further 
action as was deemed appropriate in his opinion with consideration 



- - 

CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 235 

to the provisions of an Army regulation which I will cite which is 
22-160.-

This is a regulation which merely implements the understanding 
between the Department of Defense and the Department of Justice 
in the investigation and prosecution of cases where there is concurrent 
jurisdiction. This is all that this regulation does. 

Chairman DAWSON. I have a statement here-I am warning you- 
from the Department of Justice regarding the understanding between 
your department and them and that it was never meant to be used 
as a cloak to cover incidents such as happened in this case here. 

Colonel GODWIN. Mr. Chairman- 
Chairman DAWSON. I think it is nothing but fair that I should tell 

you that we have such a statement in order that you might not hide' 
behind action taken by the Department of Justice in this matter as 
a reason for your not doing something about it. 

Colonel GODWIN. Mr. Chairman, sir, that is-we do not hide behind 
any decision made by the Department of Justice. 

Chairman DAWSON. And we are not going to let that understanding 
be used by you since they didn't take jurisdiction in this matter. So 
I am warning you beforehand. 

Colonel GODWIN. Ma I continue, sir? 
Chairman DAWMN. f!!!urely. 
Colonel GODWIN. On May 3, 1961, the file was referred to me for 

my evaluation and study and recommendation. Under the terms of 
reference of the case to the 2d Army and under the provisions of this 
regulation which concerns the memorandum of understanding which 
I mentioned, it was clear and it is clear, I believe, that some coordina- 
tion was required with the Department of Justice in this matter. And 
that Department, as I understand it,did, and I do not criticize the De- 
partment in any way nor hide behind them in any respect, conclude 
that initially they should consider the matter and request i t a n d  this 
is their procedure, which is all rightrequested the Army to refrain 
from taking prosecuting action until they are hished with their 
consideration. 

Chairman DAWSON. When was that matter submitted to them? 
Colonel GODWIN. I do not know when they got it. I can't speak- 
Chairman DAWSON. I t  was in April, wasn't it? 
Colonel GODWIN. I t  could have been but I am not knowledgeable. 
Chairman DAWSON.And the statute of limitations would run 

against the offenses involved in March, wouldn't it? 
Colonel GODWIN. No, sir. A little later than that. 
Chairman DAWSON. I mean in the following month. 
Colonel GODWIN. Somewhere in that period of time, on certain 

aspects of it. 
Chairman DAWSON. And when you got the answer promptly, they 

put men to work on i t  and you got your answer 1week before the 
statute of limitations ran against the offenses that had been com- 
mitted in this matter, didn't you? 

Colonel GODWIN. I am not sure of that; how the statute of limita- 
tions will tie in with that date, sir. 

Chairman DAWSON. I am just apprising you of that because I 
thought maybe you didn't know. But I am sure some of those who 
handled this matter and wanted to use the Department of Justice as 
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a cloak for not proceeding in i t  knew exactly what they were doing 
when they submitted it to them. 

Colonel GODWIN. Mr. Chairman, I can't make that supposition be. 
taus* 

Chairman DAWSON. I am only telling you in advance. I want you to 
make your statement but I don't want to take any advantage of you. 
But you may not hide behind the fact that they didn't take jurisdic- 
tion in this matter as a reason not to proceed under the military law. 

Colonel GODWIN. NO sir. I do not accept that either as a reason. 
Chairman DAWSON. Air? 
Colonel GODWIN. I do not accept that either as a reason for not pro- 

ceeding. This is not the- 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU understood it is the Army's responsibility 

for what was done in this case, the failure to prosecute. 
Colonel GODWIN. That is correct, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. All right, sir. Then proceed. 
Colonel GODWIN. That is correct. 
Chairman DAWSON. Proceed. 
Mr. HENDERSON. What was that request- Excuse me, Colonel. 

was that re uest to you made in writing? 
Colonel 8ODWIN. No. It was not made to me. It was, as I under-

stand the procedure on these things, they do i t  through-and I should 
not speak for the Department of Justice in this matter a t  all. It is 
my understanding that these come about through correspondence from 
the Department of Justice to the Department of the Army. 

Mr. HENDERSON.I thought you said you had received- 
Mr. LANIGAN. There was a letter from the Department of Justice 

to the Army. 
Colonel GODWIN. Yes; a copy of this letter did come to my atten- 

tion but the letter was not addressed to  me. 
Mr. HENDERSON.The letter was not addressed to you. 
Colonel GODWIN. AS I studied the case, there was a problem in- 

volved in it, involving what I conceive to be a 2-year statute of limita- 
tions for certain possible offenses applicable under the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice. And it might bar prosecution as to certain mat- 
ters. I f  we didn't take some action prior to-if we didn't take some 
action to toll the statute, prior to receipt of any notice that the 
Department of Justice would render it. I s  there any question on 
that phase of it ? 

Mr. ANDERSON. How would you toll the statute in a case of this 
kind ? What affirmative action would be required ? 

Colonel GODWIN. This we attempted to do, and i t  has never been 
tested so far  as I know in this context, this type case. The article 
43 of the code, I believe i t  is, provides that if charges are preferred 
and then filed with the officer exercising summary court-martial juris- 
diction, this will stop the statute of limitations. 

This I believe was designed to cover those cases where a mail is 
absent and in desertion and can't be reached so as to serve charges 
upon him, give him notice of the charges. But the preferring of the 
charges and the filing of the charges generally is held to stop the 
statute of limitations. There you begin your prosecuting process. 

Mr. ANDERSON. By whom would that have been done in this in- 
stance, by the commanding general in Port Lee, did you say? 
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Colonel GODWIN. I didn't say that, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. That is what I am trying to clear up. 
Colonel GODWIN. We prefer no charges with the file. I will say 

that. 
Mr. ANDERSON. No, but you said that the statute was about to run 

and you had to do something to toll the statute. Who would clo i t ?  
That is what I am trying to find out. Who. would take the action 
of fighting the charges ? 

Colonel GODWIN. Whoever decides to prefer charges against the in- 
dividual is the one that- 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, could it be you, for instance? 

Colonel GODWIN. NO. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
I n  your capacity? 
Colonel GODWIN. If I may explain, sir, in my capacity as staff judge 

advocate, I shoulcl not be directly involved in the preferring of 
charges, and the reason is under our code we have a complete, you 
know, an adversary system of the trial of cases. I t  is far different 
than what it was in earlier years. 

Chairman D a ~ v s o ~ .  When I was in the Army in World War I. 
Colonel GODWIN. And we have very strong trial counsels and very 

strong defense counsel and the staff judge advocate must walk a fairly 
clear, inlpartial line so far as he can so as to act on the legal aspects 
of the cases and not be pitched as a prosecutor nor as a defender. 

Chairman DAWSON. Who represents the Government? 
Colonel GODWIN. The appointed trial counsel, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Represents the Government. 
Colonel GODWIN. That is right. I n  the trial of cases. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am still trying to find out, though, who would file 

the charges. You wouldn't, apparently, after that explanation. Who 
would ? Would it be commanding general of the 2d Army ? 

Colonel GODWIN. Well-
Mr. ANDERSON. I n  this case. 

Colonel GODWIN. I n  this case. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
That is what we are interested in. 
Colonel GODWIN. I f  someone had decided that charges should be 

preferred, it would be preferred at a lower level normally than the 
officer that is going to appoint a court and try the case because officers 
do not appoint courts and then become the accused and then try the 
case themselves. This violates the principles of justice. The mere 
fact that charges may be preferred at  a lower level does not prohibit 
or prevent those charges from being transmitted to some other com- 
mand for trial or for consideration whether or not there will be trial. 

Mr. ANDERSON. SOwho would file the charges here? 
Colonel GODWIN. I don't know, sir. I know what perhaps I might 

have done in this case. 
Chairman D A ~ O N .  The old system. 
Colonel GODWIN. I can't pin-I am in no position to say that some- 

body should have or should not have done it. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am not asking you that. I am asking you- 
Colonel GODWIN. Normally you would expect- 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am asking who would do it to toll the statute. 

You said the statute is about to run. Something had to be done. The 
may to do that is file charges. Who is going to do this if it isn't you? 
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Colonel GODWIN. We did it, at least an officer in my headquarters 
did prefer charges for this purpose. This is after we got into i t  on 
A ri123. 

%r. ANDERSON.And so you, then, effectively tolled the statute? 
Colonel GODWIN. I think so, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. By the action which you took, which constituted or 

consisted of filing charges. Against whom? 
Colonel GODWTN. Against two officers. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
Who were they ? 
Colonel GODWIN. Colonel Ridlehuber and Lieutenant Colonel Jar- 

rett. 
Mr. ANDERSON. And what were the specifications with which they 

were charged ? 
Colonel GODWIN. They involved, I believe, three specifications al- 

leged under the general article of 134, that is the article we would have 
to  go on, alleging certain documents, these projects, these vouchers that 
appear by omitting certain project numbers, and I don't have the 
verbiage of the specifications, in terms of section 1001, title 18, United 
States Code. 

Mr. ANDERSON. NO charges of any kind were filed against General 
Denniston. the post commander a t  Fort  Lee. 

Colonel GODGIN.They were not, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. NOW, these charges, then, could have been the sub- 

ject of what, a general court-martial? 
Colonel GODWIN. I f  they were to be tried, they should have been 

tried by a general court-martial, certainly. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Now, who, if you know General court-martial. 

the answer to this question, made the decision, then, who was respon- 
sible for the decision that there would be no general court-martial? 

Colonel GODWIN. The convening authority or persons that exercises 
general court-martial jurisdiction is the commanding general, 2d 
Army. His action on the case, the decision was made. It was made 
by him upon my advice and recommendation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. SO you were in fact, then, the person who advised 
the commanding general of the 2d Army that even though the charges 
had been filed, the prosecution was therefore possible because the 
statute had been tolled, that no court-martial should be held, is that 
correct 8 

Colonel GODWIN. That is correct, sir. It was done on my recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. \Vllat was the basis of your advice in that regard? 
Why did you decide to advise him not to proceed against Colonel 
Rjdlehuber and Colonel Jarrett ? 

Colonel GODWIN. I would like to give you, sir, my-I am recalling 
on events that transpired, my study of a case of 9 months ago. I 
have not seen it since the 9th of June, or the testimony. And I am 
trying to establish my evaluation of the case at that time. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Just as an aside, here, I just can't i m a ~ i n e  any- 
body appearing as a witness before this committee and realizing the 
gravity of the charges involved. Has this material been accessible to 
these people? Have they had an opportunity to examine any of this 
stuff? 
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Mr. LANIGAN. The Army itself has bought copies of the Yes. 
transcript. We have made copies available to others, to any officer 
lvho has come in to look at  them in addition to the ones they bought. 
And in the case of Colonel Godwin, he was designated some time last 
meek, I believe it was, to appear here. We didn't ask for him par- 
ticularly. We asked to have someone designated and we were in-
formed that he was designated about a week ago. 

Colonel GODWIN. I believe it was less than that, sir. I believe it 
was early this week. I am not sure of the date. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I don3 know why I should be concerned about 
whether or not the witnesses prepare themselves for this or not, but it 
appears to me rather strange that this is all for the first time in 9 
months that you are reviewing this material. 

Colonel GODWIN. No. This is based upon my review of the case 
at the time. I am testifying from my notes in that respect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But you have gone over those things. 
Colonel GODWIN. I must say m all fairness that I have not exam- 

ined the evidence in this case because I don't have the evidence in 
this case since June 1961. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, for example, what I am getting at, I think 
the single most comprehensive document with which the committee 
has been provided is the statement of Mr. Baras of the General Ac- 
counting Office. Have you read that ? 

Colonel GODWIN. I will state that I have not read it. I f  it was not 
included with the file that was sent to me in April, that I got in April,
Ihave not read it, sir. 

Mr. ANDERSON.' I n  April of 1961 2 
Colonel GODWIN. 1961. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Well,Well, I am sure it wasn't ready at  that time. 

proceed. 
Colonel GODWIN. NOW, the problem that I personally had to face 

was whether-and this-I had approached i t  as best I could from 
the legal aspects of it-further action was warranted on certain alle- 
gations in these various reports of the investigation that were referred 
to my headquarters, and those involved Colonel Ridlehuber, Lieutenant 
Colonel Jarrett then stationed at  Fort  Lee and awaiting retirement 
as a Reserve odeer, and I understand subsequent1 he is in a retired 
status; third, Col. James Connor, then 64,after dolonel Ridlehuber, 
now retired, Regular Army officer and residing in  Columbia, S.C.; 
Col. Lewis H. Shirley, then deputy commander at  Fort Lee, a retired 
Regular Army officer, residing at  Oakwood, Okla. ;Lt. Col. Julian E. 
Pylant, post engineer, following Lieutenant Colonel Jarrett stationed 
at Fort Lee, Va. 

There were others named in the investigation over whom the Army 
had no jurisdiction. This was Maj. Thomas S. Swartz, then assistant 
Post engineer, now a retired reservist, and Hiram W. Fussell-a 
civilian and a retired reservist. There is no jurisdiction of the Army 
In any aspect to try by court-martial. 

After considering all of the testimony, and it was quite voluminous, 
statements after statements after statements of witnesses, it became 
reasonably clear to me that Colonel Ridlehuber as the G 4  was the 
prime mover in pushing through the construction, that he signed 
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some of the purchase requests, and that in several instances had caused 
the material or the work to be charged to what I have here as "other 
projects." 

I t  was also clear that funds were used over and above the adminis- 
trative and statutory limitation and that actions were taken by some 
officers who have-and I use quotes here, LLembarrassing77-because 
that word stuck in my mind from the prior investigations that I read, 
from the investigations that I read on this-eliminated from the 
official files on learning that the GAO would audit the construction. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Incidentally, that would be an offense under the 
military code of justice, would it not? I n  and of itself? 

Colonel GODWIN. That is an awfully hard question to answer be- 
cause we have to-if we could pinpoint the papers, specify exactly 
what they were, if they were official files and destroyed, certainly it 
would be an offense i yes, sir. 

011this latter point of so-called destruction of papers, or whatever, 
to me as the examining attorney on this matter, or lawyer or ad- 
viser, it was not entirely satisfactory to me from the standpoint of 
the proof of this matter because there were I don't know how many 
versions of what these instructions were and what they consisted of. 
There were a number of different versions. And whether the pa- 
pers that were removed, if there were documents removed, were docu- 
ments required to be preserved or some scratch notes or pencil notes 
or whatever they were, I don't know what they were. Some miscel- 
laneous papers, perhaps. 

Chairman DAWSON. Could you not have found out what they were? 
They were there in the Army records. You could have had them. 
They were available to you. Don't make a project out of it. 

Colonel GODWIN. I am not sure- 
Chairman DAWSON. Our investigators found it out easily enough. 
Colonel GODWIN. I can only state that there was one paper that I 

could identify, as I recall this investigation, that mas given to us con- 
cerning some penciled note that said, charge this to something, don't 
charge i t  to that. That is about all that I can remember now. But 
I don't know what the papers were that were removed, that were al- 
legedly removed. 

Chairman DAWSON. He  didn't answer your question yet. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I lost track of the question, Mr. Chairman. 
Colonel GODWIN. NOW,I tried, then, to analyze the evidence that we 

had fro111 the standpoint of relevancy and admissibility under the 
rules of evidence of the offenses considered applicable and at that time 
1 was of the opinion that i t  failed to  establish, at least to my satis- 
faction, with sufficient clarity and certainty the commission of offenses 
involving a l~noming and millful-type act. 

Now, this was my judgment. This was my opinion. Of a willful 
falsification concerning concealing by trick or scheme or device of a 
material fact or the making of a false, fictitious and fraudulent rep- 
resentation such as is plmishable by section 1001, title 18, United 
States Code. 

This, gentlemen, mas my imnrecsion of the evidence as I had it. 
Now-
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Mr. ANDERSON. Well, let me interrupt at  that point to read you just 
one statement, Colonel, from Mr. Barad report, page 49. Just  one 
sentence. 

Major Swarta maintained that  throughout the construction of the airfield 
he was obliged to participate in  the falsification of the purchase requests because 
he had been ordered to do so. He knew it was improper, questioned Colonel 
Ridlehuber about it, but never got to the point of outright refusal to  carry out 
the instructions of his superiors. 

Major Swartz said that  he discussed the progress of the airfield with Colonel 
Shirley a t  least six times and that  their discussions include the difficulty of 
obtaining materials and that  Colonel Shirley said that  this would be taken 
care of. 

Did you have that kind of information available to you at the time 
you made your decision as to whether or not these were prosecutable 
offenses? 

Colonel GODWIN. There was testimony in the file taken by the in- 
spector general by Major Swartz-it rings a fairly familiar note-as 
to Major Swartz' view on this matter. This is one witness. This is 
one piece of evidence. However, whether he testified exactly like that, 
I can't say. I assume that he did. 

Mr. ANDERSON. YOU had at your disposal the reports in making your 
decision. You had at your disposal the reports of the inspector gen- 
eral, the Quartermaster Corps, the Inspector General of the United 
States, and also the Army Audit Agency. Those three documents 
with all of the facts that they contained were available to you in 
making your decision. 

Colonel GODWIN. That is correct, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. What is the test that you use in deciding whether or 

not to proceed to trial with these things? I mean, is it a test wherein 
you address yourself to the question of whether or not you have a res- 
sonable expectation of proving these things beyond all reasonable 
doubt and to a moral certainty or what is the legal test that you apply 
in evaluating the evidence? 

Colonel GODWIN. The test that I usually-that I apply is to consider 
all the evidence, the elements of the offense, apply the evidence that you 
have to that, and what reasonable chance have you got of getting a con- 
viction in that case. Now there are some cases I admit that have 
been-they are often tried on fairly flimsy evidence because it may be 
necessary to try them for some reason or another, but this is the general 
consideration and there must be a finding made before a case is 
referred for trial that the evidence in the file warrants trial, that there 
1s evidence in the record of the investigation. 

Now, t,his, by the way, was not- 
Mr. ANDERSON. What is the quantum of proof that is then required 

when you get to trial ? 
Colonel GODWIN. Oh, it is not necessary-at trial the proof is you 

must convince the court beyond a reasonable doubt and this they are 
so instructed. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But you yourself in making the preliminary deter- 
mination-

Colonel GODWIN. I did not have to apply a reasonable doubt. 
Mr. ANDERSON. YOU don't have to have the reasonable doubt test. 

Colonel GODWIN. I do not have to apply that. 

Now, Colonel Ridlehuber- 
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Mr. HENDERSON. Had you finished ?Excuse me. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Go ahead. 
That is all right. 

Mr. HENDERSON. 
If evidence is in the record where a statement, a 

categorical statement, is made by an officer of the Army that is not 
controverted in any other part of the record, wouldn't that seem 
sufficient to go ahead 8 

Colonel GODWIN. May I ask what officer, what are we talking about? 
Mr. HENDERSON.I don't know. I haven't seen your records. But 

just from what Mr. Anderson read that was contained on page 49 of 
Mr. Baras' statement. 

Colonel GODWIN. I think perhaps, sir, this was disputed by some of 
the other witnesses. 

Mr. HENDERSON.Most of the other witnesses have appeared here and 
they did not---

Colonel GODWIN. I don't know what the witnesses testified to here, 
sir. This i-

Mr. ANDERSON. Colonel Jarrett Well, let's help him out a little bit. 
said that it was the consensus of opinion that it would be difficult to 
accomplish bhe project for under $25,000. He said that as it first be- 
came apparent that the project would exceed the $25,000 funded cost 
in March of 1959 when it was learned that the base course material 
available at  Fort Lee would not meet specifications and that crushed 
rock and block topping would therefore have to be procured from out- 
side sources, he discussed this with Colonel Ridlehuber who instructed 
him to use whatever material was available from the post and to pur- 
chase whatever was needed with 0.& M. funds. He admitted he knew 
this was wrong but could not dispute a superior officer. 

I have been sittin through these hearings and I don't recall, even 
though both these o %icers appeared as witnesses here, that they (have 
denied the substantial accuracy of that statement that Colonel Jarrett 
made, that he was given this instruction, that he knew it was wrong, 
but that because i t  was given to him by a superior officer, namely 
Colonel Ridlehuber, he felt he had to carry it out. 

I don't recall-anyone else on the committee can correct me if I am 
wrong-that either one of those gentlemen when they appeared denied 
that. 

Chairman DAWSON. They affirmed it when they did appear. 
Colonel GODWIN. Well, I don't know what they testified to here nor 

can I say they testified precisely now as to what they stated in their 
statements made in an investigation by the inspector general a year 
ago. But this was my analysis, my study. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would really be interested in your going into 
some considerably more detail, just what the reasons mere that 
impelled you to believe that a prosecution was not warranted in these 
cases. 

Colonel GODWIN. I have a note of my concern about Colonel Ridle- 
huber's osition as indicated in this prior file, not here, sir, that while 
it may !e untenable and illogical, when bhe Engineer troops were 
withdrawn from this project, that project 10-57 was finished because 
i t  was designed as a troop training project, and therefore that other 
moneys would have to be used to find funds and material under new 
projects to be approved. I believe he testified to this, if I recall cor- 
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rectl from my analysis of the prior investigation. This is the way he htesti ed. 
To me at least it was indicative in his position or belief that he 

mas not willfully violating some type of limitation. Now, I can be 
wrong in bhat, of course. And he can be wrong, that by using other 
operational and maintenance funds that he was not violating by using 
other 0.& M. funds. This, at  least, was his position to which I believe 
he adhered. 

Those officers and other individuals as I saw them in the file that I 
had in searching for methods to find funds to complete what appeared 
to be at least a desired airfield or an airstrip. certainly they used im-
proper and wrongful and suspect methods and their conduct was in- 
excusable and reprehensible and there is no way to condone it regard- 
less of any mitigating factors that you might find in it, that I might 
h d  in it. 

From my study of the evident?, in this investigative report, i t  did 
not appear to me that it was decided or planned in advance of this 
construction to use illegal moneys to circumvent the statutes or regula- 
tions. This is the way ~tappeared to me. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But would that make any difference, if I may inter- 
rupt? I mean, whether or not a grand design was formed in advance 
or-

Colonel GODWIN. NO, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON (continuing). Or whether or not during the time 

of execution as some of these witnesses said they suddenly discovered 
they had a bear by the tail and they didn't know how to let go. 

Colonel GODWIN. I t  wouldn't make any difference. 
Mr. ANDERSON. SOthey used any moneys at their disposal to cover 

up the cost and funding of this thing to drive it to a conclusion. It 
wouldn't make any difference? 

Oolond GODWIN. I t  did appear that means to circumvent the 
statutes or regulations-I'm sorry. That was not the statement. It 
did appear that after considerable funds had been expended within 
the limitation, that it was considered necessary by those involved- 
this is what I get from the testimony-to spend more- 

Chairman DAWSON. Judgment as to what is necessary isn't called 
into play because Army regulations lay down the rules on what they 
can do and they acted in spite of them. 

Colonel GODWIN. Yes ;and Idon't agree with- 
Chairman DAWSON. Your officers are not given authority to exercise 

your 'udgment. Rules are made for you to follow. 
Co1one1 GODWIN. Ma I continue, sir? 
Chairman DAWSON. 8urely. 
Colonel GODWIN. TO keep from having dissipated by erosion and 

weather the efforts that already were expended, it also appeared that 
serious mistakes in judgment and interpretation of the regulations
led-this is my reaction, now, to it. I don't know how valid it is, but 
this was mine-led to splitting the construction of the strip into sepa- 
rate projects. They were doing it in this fashion. These errors and 
mistakes, reprehensible as they were, appeared to me at the time of my 
evaluation not the misconduct of the type ordinarily warranting 
criminal prosecution. Administrative disciplinary action was already 
taken. This was permissible under section 6635 of title 31, United 
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States Code, which covered essentially the same allegations of over. 
expenditure against regulatory and statutory liinit,ztioils; the costing 
of funds to other projects and the alleged withdrawal of some nil- 
specified papers from the files; and other derelictions of duty. 

Chairman DAWSON. I made my stand. Go ahead. 
Colonel GODWIN. I felt also or it appeared to me that extensive in-

vestigations had brought to the attention of numerous officers and 
civilians the necessity for close supervision ?nd circumspect careful 
adherence to regulations and a review or revision of regulations, op- 
erating instructions, and accounting procedures growing right out of 
this matter. 

I am sure that that has happened. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Well, in other words, to you this was a question of 

inadequate procedures and not moral dereliction on the part of these 
people who broke these rules ? 

Colonel GODWIN. Oh, I think-I don't-there is something more 
than mere moral derelictions involved in it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. What? 
Colonel GODWIN. The use of methods to try to circumvent-this 

appears to be what has happened now-to circumvent their regula- 
tions and statutory limitations is just wrong and it is illegal. It is a 
punishable offense. 

Chairman DAWSON. These had been committed before the GAO 
went in there. 

Colonel GODWIN. Well, if I may complete, sir, my final analysis of 
the case; we had jurisdiction over three of these individuals that we 
could have done something tabout. We could have gotten jurisdiction 
over-I must-we had it directly over two in the Regular Army or 
the Reserve on active duty and the retired officers we could have se- 
cured jurisdiction over them by having the Department of the Army 
order them to active duty for the purpose of trial; so we could have 
had jurisdiction over them also. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That would have been Colonel Shirley? 
Colonel GODWIN. That would have been Colonel Shirley, Colonel 

Connor-Colonel Connor; Colonel Ridlehuber was, although not 
under our command, in the 2d Army area, and he would have been 
attached to it and for all intents and purposes was because of the re- 
ferral of the case to it. So there is no problem on the jurisdiction 
part of it. 

There was no discernible personal gain or financial benefit on the 
part of these individuals. So to that extent they hadn't faathered 
their pockets with money in a stealing sort of situation for their own 
benefit. None is required, however, for there to be a violation of the 
statute that we are talking about. None is required. 

Chairman DAWSON. Then why bring it up, except in extenuating 
circumstances ? 

Colonel GODWIN. These are a number of factors that I considered. 
Administrative disciplinary action had been taken and this, I felt-
and this is my own opinion also-served perhaps to finish the careers 
of these people. Such action- 

Mr. ANDERSON. You mean that as a practical matter- 

Colonel GODWIN. AS ,a practical operation- 
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Mr. ANDERSON continuing). None of these people would ever be 
promoted beyond t beir present grade because of these letters of repri- 
mand. 

Colonel GODWIN. This is only a personal feeling that this would 
certainly come to light before any personnel action board that might 
be considering. I can't state that definitely, however. That has 
been-that would be my impression, however. 

The fact that administrative disciplinary action had been taken, 
however, is not a bar, was not a bar to trial. That does not in my 
opinion bar the actions to bring a case to trial if that had been the 
decision. 

Finally, I was convinced that in the event of prosecution, convic- 
tion was improbable, not only because of the state of the evidence as 
I saw it then concerning the proof of the willfulness of this, and I 
am speaking mostly in the Ridlehuber area, but also because court 
members could well find reasonable doubt as to the guilt of any in- 
dividual when he defends on the ground that he was carrying out 
what were or were mistakenly believed by him to be the instructions 
or desires of a number of people or superiors that we have this air- 
strip. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Under the Uniform Military Code of Justice, mould 
willfulness be the gist of any of the offenses that would have been 
prosecuted under these charges? 

Colonel GODWIN. I think it goes right to the heart of it as that term 
is used in the statutes. Penal statutes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. HOWabout under the Uniform Military Code of 
Justice? Would you have to prove willfulness? 

Colonel GODWIN. Oh, yes, sir. We would have to prove the h o w -  
ing and willful falsification of it and this would come, of course, un- 
der the general article. We do not allege as such the violation of sec- 
tion 1001, title 18. We allege violation of article - 134,. a primary of- 

-

fense, not capital. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Let's take the case of Colonel Jarrett who admits 

on numerous occasions, and did before this committe, that he know- 
ingly and willfully committed certain things which he knew were 
wrong, were in violation of the statutory limitation, but he did them 
because-he took frequent refuge in the fact that he had been so or- 
dered by a superior officer. 

That in itself would not surely excuse him in a general court-mar- 
tial under the Uniform Military Code of Justice, would it, where he 
willfully and knowingly violates a statute of the United States even 
though he is ordered to do so? He could still be the subject of a con- 
viction, could he not ? 

Colonel GODWIN. Oh, yes. He could be the subject of it. I doubt 
personally whether any court or jury would convict where there is 
an element of, how shall I say it, a feelina of coercion or duress or 
something. I don't know. That is sometKing up in the air. But, 
well, that is- 

Mr. ANDERSON. What I am trying to get at  is the fact that a man 
is ordered to do sometl~ing and it is wrong and i t  is illegal and he 
h o w s  that it is illegal. That doesn't excuse him under our Military 
Code of Justice, does it 1 He has still committed an offense, a punish- 
able offense, has he not? 
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Colonel GODWIN. I f  the order is illegal, the offense is not punish- 
able. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I n  other words, then, there was nothmg- 

Colonel GODWIN.Because their- 

Mr. ANDERSON 
(continuing). That could have been done to Colonel 

Jarrett. None of these things that he did which he says, and I be-
lieve he is correct, he was ordered to do by Colonel Ridlehuber he 
could be punished for. 

Colonel GODWIN. Well, when I said that if the order is illegal there 
is no offense, I mean that if he is charged with a violation of an 
order-

Mr. AXDERSON. An order- 

Colonel GODWIN (continuing). And that order is illegal. 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
That I understand. 
Colonel GODWIN. YOU would have no-- 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am talking about his violation of the statute. That 

still remains an offense even though he was ordered to violate the 
statute. 

Colonel GODWIN. Yes, sir, and the other is extenuating, mitigating, 
which may convince people not to--

Mr. ANDERSON. But would it be in your position, within the scope 
of your jurisdiction as staff judge advocate, to consider the mitigating 
and extenuating circumstances in deciding whether or not there were 
offenses here that ought to be prosecuted, punishable offenses? Aren't 
you supposed to look at this thing from the legal standpoint and leave 
the extenuation up to the general court-martial ? 

Colonel GODWIN. This is often done. It is my responsibility to 
make a recommendation in the case, to make advice on it. I tried to 
explain it in my limited way how I was not satisfied with the turn of 
the evidence in this case, the testimony of one against another, that 
which we would have to rely upon subsequently, that we had a case 
that ought to be sent to a general court-martial. That was my opinion 
at  the time. I was the only one that could make it. It was made 
without duress or any coercion on the part of anybody. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am sure that that is correct. Would you be of the 
same opinion today--of course, hindsight is frequently more valuable. 

Colonel GODWIN. Hindsight is frequently-I would have to see, I 
would have to see the testimony of people, what they are stating today 
as compared to what I remember as their stating at  earlier investiga- 
tions. 

Mr. ANDERSON. YOU were present in the room, I think, when the 
previous witness testified. That was Lieutenant General Traub. 

Colonel GODWIN. I was, sir. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Where he made the very frank, I think, and forth- 

right statement that in view of this situation and in view of the way 
the Army is organized with its chain of command, that the ultimate 
responsibility in this case would certainly have to be borne and rest 
on the shoulders of the commanding officer, who in this case was the 
commanding officer at  Fort Lee, Va. 

I will not ask you whether or not you agree with that because I am 
sure you do. But in view of the facts, would it not be true, Colonel, 
that if you had made a decision to char e some of these subordinate 
officers with offenses under the Military 6ode of Justice, that it would 
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have almost followed as a matter of course that you would have been 
obliged to recommend the preference of similar charges or a t  least 
command responsibility charges against the commanding officer at 
Fort Lee 8 

Colonel GODWIN. I would agree, sir, in ultimate justice in the whole 
framework of this case as we have it that it is very difficult to take out 
one or two people and say, let's unish them, and not make it across 
the board. \This is always a pro lem but it happens in reality as we 
well know. Not always-when you have a number of joint offenders, 
let us say, we know this in the practice of military law, in the number 
of joint offenders, not always can we bring everyone to trial. Some-
body may have to be granted immunity in order to get testimony in  
order to get the evidence before the court, which means that he is not 
going to be tried. 

Chairman DAWSON. YOU wouldn't have had that this time. would 
you ? 

Colonel GODWIN. I think it would have: been required in this case. 
Chairman Dawso~ .  No. They had admitted-I mean, the officers 

themselves had come in and admitted that they were-they acted un- 
der orders. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well, your point is you think in order to build s 
case against one of these individuals that you would have had to have 
had self-incriminating testimony from some of the other participants 
and to get that you would have had to offer them immunity. I s  that 
what you are suggesting 7, 

Colonel GODWIN. I am quite sure that that would have been the 
net results of it. We can't, you understand,,sir, we can't offer these 
statements into evidence that people--we have to have witnesses 
come into court and testify. 

Chairman DAWSON. I f  they gladly would come and tell investiga- 
tors who are nonmilitary the truth because they were acting under 
orders and they knew it was wrong, don't you know they would have 
told. you or a representative of your department 8 

Colonel GODWIN. Well, I don't think I would-as the staff judge 
advocate-I know you don't mean me personally because I as the staff 
judge advocate, it would be improper for me to interrogate any of 
these witnesses. 

Chairman Dawso~ .  You are not called upon to do that. You are 
called upon to advise whether there ought to be charges $0 be pre- 
ferred. You wouldn't try them. And you gave your superior officers 
advice that they shouldn't be. And when they themselves, the officers 
themselves, admitted these things, they were glad to have somebody 
come and ask them because they knew they were wrong, and they were 
glad to tell it. 

Colonel GODWIN. I might state, sir, and I am not disagreeing with 
You, this is your information. I did not have this information in the 
investigation that was referred to me for action, whether or not- 
what shall we do. How much farther shall we go with this thing. 
I don't have the subsequent- 

Mr. HENDEHSON. areColonel, in making your recommendation, 
You limited to the record that is before you that was the inspector gen- 
eral's report? Are you completely circumscribed by that, the infor- 
mation contained therein? 

819510-62-17 
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Colonel GODWIN. This is the-unless an additional and some fur- 
ther investigat,ion is called for, this is directed-my office is not an in- 
vestigative office. 

Mr. HENDERSON. But if the questions were raised I understand. 
in the record in your mind, you said, well, this, that, and the other, 
if the answer to bhis, that, and the other question might be given, then 
we would have a case, would you be able to ask the inspector gen- 
eral or some other office of the Army t~ seek the answers to them 
questions ? 

Colonel GODWIN. Oh, yes, sir. There is- 
Mr. HENDERSON. Did you do that in this case ? 

Colonel GODWIN. I did not, sir. 

Mr. HENDERSON. 
YOU didn't feel it was required? 
Colonel GODWIN. I f  this had gone further-you must understand 

that at  this stage of the proceedings, the article-what I want to say 
is the article 32 investigation, an additional investigation that must 
take place before a case is referred to a general court-martial, this 
is after charges have been preferred, char 
individual, then another investigating o Pcer is appointed at  which 

es have been served on the 

the accused person is entitled to be confronted by these witnesses, and 
this is reduced to statements of these witnesses, and that is the nor- 
mal type of investigation that comes to the staff judge advocate with a 
recommendation of that investigating officer that these charges be 
dismissed or they be tried by court-martial or they be referred to a 
general court-martial or some other action. 

You see, we didn't have that step in this case. We would have got- 
ten to it had we decided to go ahead-had there been some decision 
to go ahead with prosecution. 

Mr. HENDERSON. was on your judgment that But it was your-it 
the further step was not taken. 

Colonel GODWIN. That is correct, sir. I make the-I made the 
advice. I made the-took the position. 

Mr. HENDERSON. one more WouldNOW, Colonel, just question. 
you just give us the organization of the judge advocate's office of 
which you are a part. Now, are you the principal officer? 

Colonel GODWIN. I am the- 
Mr. HENDERSON. Or are there other officers? 
Colonel GODWIN. There are other officers, but I am the only one 

that holds the title and bhe position and the responsibility. All other 
officers in that office may be performing le a1 duties of some type or 
another under my general supervision. 8ome of them eventually 
may be a trial counsel, at  which case he is on his own. He  is trying 
a case. Another judge advocate officer may be a defense counsel. 
I have no control whatsoever over that defense counsel. It would 
be improper and wrong for me to attempt to tell him how to defend 
his case. 

Ghairman DAWSON. But you made the recommendation whether 
these men be prosecuted or not. 

Colonel GODWIN. Imade the recommendation, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. DO you know what went wrong in your testi- 

mony this morning? You intended to come in and try to hide behind 
the Attorney General's office and you learned you couldn't do that, 
2nd you have been staggering around here ever since. It is the sys- 
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tern and you are carrying out the system, but that system is on its 
way out. I tell you that now. And it is a sorry spectacle when men 
charged with the responsibility such as you are charged with to main- 
tain the code of conduct of officers, wnduct becomlng an officer and 
a, gentleman, wherever it is violated, for the good of the Army you 
ought to maintain it, but that hasn't been your attitude here today. 
And I have been very interested to listen to your testimony because I 
knew that you intended to hide behind the Attorney General and I 
stated beforehand that we had the position of the Attorney General's 
office and it would be made known and not once have you mentioned it. 

Colonel GODWIN. I have mentioned that they declined the prosecu- 
tion. This is always a factor that you must know. I don't know why 
the declined it. 

Jhairman DAWSON. You know that that is not their position. The 
position that they take in their relations with you and under that 
agreement does not foreclose you from taking any steps. 

Colonel GODWIN. I agree. 
Chairman DAWSON. In  the Military Establishment, and 

judge advocate of it, you knew that and you-have 
around here all the morning trying to talk about "my 
or "what I believe," when the way is drawn out under Army regula- 
tions for you to proceed and you know that. 

Colonel GODWIN. Well, I am sorry, sir, if I created that impression. 
I t  was not my intention. It was not my intention in my approach to 
this entire case. .-

Chairman DAWSON. And in this manner you sat up and testified 
that you have acted as judge and jury and everybody else. I f  the 
facts sustained it, you ought to have insisted that a trial be held be- 
cause the men themselves admitted that they did these things. And 
how can we ever have an Army, how can we ever pass laws when 
officers use "in my opinion I shouldn't have" and "Iacted on the best 
of my knowledge," when their knowledge is not called into question. 
Officers are dutybound to proceed under the rules of the Army. 

Colonel GODWIN. I appreciate your position, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. Sir 2 
Colonel GODWIN. I appreciate your position, sir. I have served as 

a staff judge advocate for over 20 years. I have tried and sent many, 
many cases to trial. I have tried to do an honest evaluation and- 

Chairman DAWSON. But you are--- 
Colonel GODWIN. Recommendation in every case. 
Chairman DAWSON. But you are part of the system. I, too, am a 

lawyer. I have tried the case of many a person charged with crime 
in my day and time. I have refused to take many a case in my day 
and time. And to show you that I know your thinking, when I told 
you beforehand the stand that the Attorney General had taken, I 
thereby destroyed what you intended to hide behind. Then I watched 
you flounder around in trying to justify what you did since you 
couldn't put it on anybody else. That is my impression of it. 

That is all, gentlemen. 
Colonel GODWIN. All right, sir. 
Chairman DAWSON. I want to thank the different witnesses for 

testifying and for the interest shown from time to time. And this 
will conclude the hearing. 
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And by the way, I will read you the letter from the Attorney 
General which I referred to. It is dated March 29,1962 : 

I want to congratulate your committee for bringing to light the facts regard: 
ing the construction of the airstrip a t  Fort Lee, Va. As you know, this matter 
was referred to the Department of Justice by the Department of the Army in 
a letter dated April 21,1961-

mark that date on i t  
and the Department of Justice declined criminal prosecution on May 29, 1ML 

The reasons for declining were as set forth in a letter from Deputy Attorney 
General Byron R. White, which letter was sent to you on October 13, 1961. 

Unquestionably your committee has developed facts which represent a very 
serious problem, but in no sense should the declination of criminal prosecution 
be viewed as a bar to administrative action by the Army or the normal court- 
martial procedures. Based on the facts a s  we know them, action by the Army 
was and is warranted and nothing that the Department of Justice has done 
can in any sense be viewed a s  a bar to such action. 

I have requested Assistant Attorney General Herbert J. Miller, Jr., to review 
the transcript of your committee hearing to determine if any new information 
has been revealed and have further requested him personally to review your 
file in this matter. 

I wish to emphasize again that the action of the Department of Justice in 
this case has not and could not impede any action which the Department of 
Army could have taken. 

Colonel GODWIN. I agree with that letter 100 percent. 
Chairman DAWSON. YOU agree. Certainly. The hearing will now 

conclude, but the record will be left open for inclusion of documents 
referred to in the testimony and other relevant material. 

(Whereupon a t  12:07 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, to recon- 
vene a t  the call of the Chair.) 
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2. PROJECT JUSTIFICATION 

DA Circular  720-2, dated 22 October 1956, author izes  t h r e e  ,
( 3 )  a i r c r a f t  ' for  t h i s  i n s t a l l a t i o n ,  and AR 415-31, a s  amended, 
authorizes an a i r s t r i p .  These a i r c r a f t  p resen t ly  operate  from 
Camp ~ i c k e t t / ~ l a c k s t o n eA i r  .Field and Petersburg Airpor t ,  
necess i ta t ing d a i l y  t r anspor t  of a l l  personnel involved i n  
operation and maintenance of these  a i r c r a f t ,  a s  wel l  a s  passenger 
personnel. I n  addi t ion,  d a i l y  t r anspor t  of POL i s  required. 

The many o f f i c i a l  v i s i t o r s  t o  Fort  Lee from higher head- 
quarters,  and other  commands, usua l ly  a r r i v e  a t  Petersburg A i r -
port, which requ i res  t h e  Post F i r e  Department t o  dispatch f i r e  
f ight ing equipment and personnel t o  cover these  landings.  

Petersburg and Blackstone a r e  loca ted  a t  d i s t ances  of 12  and 
40 miles, respect ively ,  and conside-able time i s  l o s t  i n  t r a v e l  
t o  and from f o r  both personnel and equipment. The nearness of 
the proposed a i r s t r i p ,  wi thin  t h e  For t  Lee reservat ion,  would 
resu l t  i n  considerable monetary savings i n  f u e l  c o s t s  and main- 
tenance cos t s ,  and r e l e a s e  veh ic les  f o r  o the r  uses. 

Numerous l i a i s o n  v i s i t s  by A i r  Force Commanders t o  t h e  
Slashington A i r  Defense Sector  Headquarters a t  Fort  Lee, Virginia,  
are a l s o  considered i n  t h i s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  Additional monetary 
savings could be a f fec ted  by t h e  U. S. A i r  Force i n  connection 
with t h e i r  Fort Lee Operations. 

I n  addi t ion t o  t h e  above, considerat ion has been given t o  
the possible  continuance of ,Operation Ale r t ,  once year ly ,  t h e  
annual Logex Exercise and t h e  increased use  of a i r c r a f t  within 
the Army t o  improve i t s  mobili ty.  
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Dm- OC T W  AIllY 
CWYICI CP THE CHIEF OF ENCWERPS 

VMMPOZa# 25, D. C. 

XaJor Gewra l  I r a  K. Wms 
Cam~anding Gsmral  
Q u e r t e - t a r  T r a i a  Cammd 
Port  Us, Virs in ia  

The in for ra t ion  7- incloaed with your l a t t e r ,  ooncsrning t h e  
a i r e t r i p  a t  Fort b e ,  hu bean taunnd ores t o  our N i l i t a r y  Comtruction 
people. Work projeata  of t h i a  type provide excel lent  t ra in ing  f o r  our 
engineor troop# and it a p p e u a  l i k e l y  tha t  h o o p a  can be erde ava i l -  
able  around the  f i r a t  of t h e  y e u .  Thin, of course, u m l d  be a tb jec t  
t o  the  project  hi- approved. Our unl ta  u e  ourrent19 i n  t h e  f i e l d  
for relreahar  t ra in ing  d c h  w i l l  b. aoncluded abut the middle of 
l o v r b e r  uhm they u e  Kbe&led t o  taka the  umwl Training Test. 

Ue hma boon i n  contact wfth tho  U t i l i t i a e  peclple of OQeW; who 
i n d i e a t d  that thay u e  r r o m a n d i a g  that t h e  pro jec t  be forwarded t o  
ua f o r  approval; t h i a  act ion i a  current ly being s ta f fed  within 04K;. 
Ile.nuhlle, our H i l i t u y  Comtruct ioa people u s  contsct ing your b e t  
w n a c r  tancerning the rpee i f ica t ionr  fo r  the  project  and are endeavor-
ing t o  f i n d  a uuu of r a k i n g  it# out-of-pocket coat t o  a point d a r e  
t h e  Chief of Jhsineera haa approval w t h o r i v .  

I d l1  do &at I cam t o  r s s i a t  you arr t h i s  but r e v e r ~ l  ueeka m y  
be required t o  change t h e  opaaif icat iona and work out the  details. 
1IC* f ~ ba r e  even m e  of l prob1.m t h i r  y u r  then u n u l .  ?oaaibly you 
lupr have acme U frmds vhich could be aa applied, though you no d o ~ ~ b t  
u c  yincbcd on those tw. 

I def in i te ly  m enjoying t h e  nev job but f i n d  i t  r~allyaoverr l 
treman&ua breadth of a e t i v i t i o s .  

PIura give oar rag-& t o  Elinor. 

A. C. V INF I  
Brigadier Cenua l ,  USA 
Deputy Chief of m l r u r r a  

fo r  W l i t u 7  qmra t ioaa  
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EXHIBIT4.-MEMORANDUMFROM COL. OLIVER C. HARVEY, QUARTERMASTER CORPS, 
CHIEF, INSTALLATIONS DIVISION,TO THE COMMAND,TRAINING USA, FORTLEE, 
VA., RE INDIVIDUAL AND POST REQUEST PROJECT ESTIMATE-REPAIRS UTILITIES, 

No. 10-57 (REV.), NOVEMBER 
27, 1957. 

;m-~'600.1 2 (6 Nov 57) 1st I d  
L~;*JLCT: Tndivjdual Project. Sztimate - .iepairs and U t i l i t i e s ,  

Fost <eqnest h.'o. 10-57 (rievised) 

Seyrtment of the  A n r a ~ ,  OJ.iG, 'liashingt,on 25, D. C., 27 Kovelrber 1957 

'YO: CC, .I\. Training Conorand, US.\, Sor t  Lee, Va. 

1. Post .lequzst :lo. 1Cl-57 (a7ev) cover in^ the construction of an 
a i r s t r i p  is  approved f o r  accomplishnent a s  a troop t raining project ,  a t  
a tot31 e l t h a t e d  cost  of $141,537 and a t o t a l  v n d i t u r e  of 0 & M funds 
not t o  exceed $24,948, f o r  -sul,ijlies and ind i rec t  costs.  Katters pertain- 
ilig t o  the assigmlent of troops w i l l  be the subject  of separate correspond- 
ence. 

2. This a?proval i s  subject t o  the  following: 

a. The provisions of S3 420-69-2 apply. 

b. No work should. be acccmplished t h a t  will conf l ic t  with u l t i -  
n.ate completion of the  a i r s t r i p  i n  f u l l  achordance with the  c r i t e r i a  
contained i n  M 13.10-3-311, dated 15 June 1957. This should include the 
saintenance of a l l  prescribed clearances f o r  s t ructures  o r  other obstruc- 
tions during present o r  future stages of construction. 

c. B draving showing t h e  l iri ts of the  exis t ing cleared area,  
and tl:e additional clearing t h a t  uould be necessal?r f o r  compliance with 
'3:1110-3-311, should be sutm~itted f o r  a decision a s  t o  the  necessity f o r  
further clearing a t  this time. .4n approxinlate estimate of the  merchantable 
timber inside the  prescribed clearance l i n e s  should a l s o  be submitted. 

d. I<o work should be accomplished on th5.s project  u n t i l  not i f ied 
that  approval of the M r  Space Subcona.ittee has been obtained. 

e. Qesigns f o r  drainage should be developd t o  assure ready 
run-off and pe~ranent  s tab i l i za t ion  of the  subgrade. If an ou t fa l l  qi tch 
to  the Appon~att.ox a v e r  i s  needed, consideration should be given t o  
obtilininp required bor~.owfrom t h i s  source. 

f .  .a1unstable s o i l s  should be removed from the  suberade. L a b  
oratory t e s t s  should he conducted a s  required f o r  t h i s  purpose. 

P. The base course and bitumlnws surfacing,should be constructed 
i n  accol-&nce with appropriate CCE h i d e  Specifications. Full technical 
controls should be maintained t o  assure appropriate mix design, and adequate 
test ine and inspection of materials and uorblanship. 
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Q'SD-F 600.12 (6 N o v  57) 1st Ind Cont'd 
SUSJECT: Individual Project E s t i m a t e  - Aepnirs and U t i l i t i e s ,  

Post .bquest Plo. 10-57 (1evised) 

3. The final plans and specifications should be submitted, in 
t r lp l l ca te ,  t o  The -master p a e r a  for  approval. 

2 Incl ZIQ 
2 cys ea w/d 

lat ions  Division 
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HEADQUARTERS 

79TH ENGINEER GROUP (CONSTRUCTION) 


FORT BELVOIR. VIRGINIA 


29 January 1958 

iiajor Swart2 
Post. 'niineer 
Tort Lee, J i rginia  

D r w  "ir: 

Inclosed is  a copy of hernormdun i'or Record prepared a t  this head-

quarters cov;rinc o w  v i s i t  to Zort Lee, Virt;lnia. I tens covered in t h l r  

nnzo are thos: which wcre covered. by yourself and the  undarsig.ed i n  

i n f o n a l  discussion, mc! also covers a conference held with Col ~ ~ d l ~ b a r .  

. Req~es tyou foniard a t  e a r l i e s t  poscible date  ansera to those quer t imr  

which re re  incomnple; ely answered. 

beqlest you irYCorm Ine 0:' any inconsistencies in this memo. 

(? /'-I . 
, /-->--

1Incl  'J. F. Durn 
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S:JBJE:CT: V i s i t  to Ft b e ,  Ja., K e f m c e  r l rmt r ip  R.oject  

P r o j e c t  c x m i a t s  of corutructing a Light a i r c r a f t  lmding f i e l d  
25001 low, 751 vide, .nd )iX)* clear  vidth.  "iri t  UM acco .p l i rhd  on 
21  January 1958. 

l h e  follavin(. l i s t e d  parsamel  frm the 79th Qroup a t t d d  the  
m e t i n ,  s and rimred the a i r a t r i p  s i t e  a t  Y t  he. 

Lt ~ 0 1  h a n d i n g  O f f i c aS~OIICW, 

Representatives of tho 87th E n ~ i n e u  Battalion (Gmutruction) u e r e ~  

Major h i l l ,  Cornanding O f f i c a  

. snr~aanta t ivef r o m  U. S. Amy a g l n o e r  h t w ,  G-31 

h l o n e l  Jml t?~  L. k'u'guson, Chief of staff 4 t i 1 1 ~  


Colallel Le.ter 1 6 .  ! idlahu-MI . G-b 


Colonel fiein- :;eisaum, Ueputy O-b 


A representative of the  0-3 of f ice  


Party dcn-lrted Ft d e l w i r  a t  0700 hou s, 21 J a, er~d w r l v d  8t Part 
Leo, V i r ~ M a ,  a t  1020 hour.. D e p u t d  Ft WP, Vd., a t  1610 hou.8, a d  
arrived b I &lvoir, Va., 1920 houra. A l l  tr .n.port.tion u.r Qb-
vahi=le. 
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' i rstrip project w a s  Fnrpootd Md found t o  ta i n  a pino w o d ,  m r t h  
ma went of cmtonmont area of P t  b e .  Clearing d the  vood on thrm.  r i d r  
had o w l  acrnnplished by contractor sore tlme i n  tho p u t ;  howowor, r c r  
troe-topini ar,d c l e p r i n ~nay be requlred on tho s i t e  south md of tho 
d r s t r i p .  Clearing mntr8Ct did not c a l l  fo r  tho rao*dd st mp8; o o ~ c  
quw.tly, m q Btuapr p r a a q t l y  i n  plecc must be rcwnd by ths troop o a ~  
s t r u c t i m  unit. Area a t  t h ' r  t h e  of par r c ~ b l e aa N-. S t d i n g  
vatar throu,rrout a l r s t r ip  appmxjmatea 53. to  75%of ths  u e a ,  and r.ngu 
from saturated ground t o  approx mately 6" of atandlng water. kainlge 
ditches hme been constructed In t h  . ~ a s tby both log, ing contractor and 
Post a s l n e e r ;  hoverer, draL?q e sJstam is i operable at  t l d s  tlm d w  t o  
cand banks ard oustructio..s caused vellicle traokr. W r o y  of borra 
material nearbj did not appear p rod8  nC. ' i r ld  identification rcr:r.rL 
fir* said mid clay ~ d x t u ewith no a i r  fate. k a p l e s  are p e s q n t l y  bdng 
teeted LI Solla -ab, 79th C:-. 

Lorlforalce was held on the followlq pmblms  witn v u b a l  agoemntr  
M hdicdted. Cueetiol s by 79th Omup5 agrommnta Ly E't h e  repnrontntlro, 
&Lone1 W~ltcoUidlshubar. 

, C: Astharr a loc,tion ava11;tble of A: bol Kidlshubor ..11.aSwart.: 
borrow n l i s  other t !  a t1.e one ..e s u  F t  h e  is jut about ou! of b o r r a  
e t  tne a1:strip s i b ?  retor ial ,  with the exception of that  

area adjacent to tne d r r t r l p .  
If thin ~ t o r l a ldorm o t  w e t  your 
requiremantes we must luko ar~an^^ 
m m l  s f o r  ourchur. 

: Cn yo^ lye me the q p r o d n a t e  b :  -01 ' thi4 t h o .  
l e ~ ~ c  t k i  of haul? 

Q t  Are survey cnntrol points still A: 1 4 4  Swu-tr: I0 tho b u t  o q 
i n  rayidtenre? ,nowlodge, they are still intact .  

i* Lrvls of my off ice w i l l  kisf your 
surveygs and 1 o over tile s i t e  ul th  
them. 

G: Are t:lere any matel ia ln on h a d  A: No. 
or hlvo ?an;.m3trrials betn ordered f o r  
t1.i~ ject? 

U: ~8 tltsrf a dlelrosal area fo r  waste A: Lo1 "ldlahuber L 14;j dvartr: 
aatr,riaL xu: whnt is the  naul dlstarrce? -;e w i l l  dosl&riato spoil area for  you. 

I cannot a r e  you t t m  :laul diatmco 
a' th l s  t h e .  

QI LY Uiere m y  srxrrce of e lec t r ica l  A: Go1 ~tidlehuber& 414Swartr: 
pnvm nc r~rby? No. We be n b b  t o  run a l ine 
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Q: LO you have f l lod  l l g h t l n ~  equip- 
n m t  nets here a t  Ft be? 

G: .IOU far - s  water s urce for conn- 
t rdc t lv .  uio ouera t i>~ .a l  p e r f ~ r m i c e  
fran a i r s t r ip  s i t e ?  

9: bdhel-e w i l l  u~li..e b i l l e t  i n  regard 
t o  orojact mti where w i l l  unl s reas? 

in ficm the rafornatary which 10 oft 
t t ~ eand of the r i r r t r i p ,  but it ir 
aqqemted t h a t  you u t i l i z e  generatma 
provided by your unit 6. 

A I  Yes, w do^ a d  we w i l l  Kt ra-

quiral r e t r  t o  /our o r ~ a n i a a t i m .  

t 


Ar he w i l l  dig a  sbd lov  wll  for  
lour uma u we dl1r e q ~ i r ewater 
a t  the mapletel a i rs t r ip .  

A I  Iburing and nrsr  fac i l i t i en  for 
tllr orgm.ization u i U  be made mall-
able. 

c: Are there any restr ic t ions on roads A: A 1 1  r o d s  ulsthe nrooerty of 
fo r  haul in<? 

Q: I n ~ i s t l c a l  sunport, ?OL, etc. 
Wia:.e and hob: w i L l  tl~isbe furnlsi~ed' 

Qt Who is 1 a'.eon off icer  betwean 
Grnu~uni.s a d  Ft Lee "q? That is, 
8omeolie t l s t  I a pnrwer in  regard to 
project and aiministrative orobl.sn 
!or I 7e hmman&.r I j r n m - a l .  

Q: halrrtanance areas fo r  our v & i c l s  
w i l l  be rpq.lired. 

C: Are thrre  nny res t r i c t ions  to the 
ure 01' ex: iosives f o r  ruci~ thin, 8 u 
co.;struclinn 0'' litctirr 6:d r m v a l  
or' atu~yre? 

Ft Lee. .here u e  no rar t r ic t i :mr.  

A: i*~g , r t i ca l  au3:port dl1 not b. 
a  problom. wnsn mu l e t  your requ i re  
mnts '  be l m m  t o  me, wa W i l l  rrrme 

fu l l  OUDDO?'~. 

A: Uc intend t o  give you the PW 
occ,upid by the 505th (th.re w u  dt.-
cnssion a t  L N ~  on the  dapqo ~ i n t  
of the prere: t 5JS;th facilities for 
the oonrtruction puty) .  If there 
f a o i l i t i e s  U e  Ipt d e q ~ 8 t 8 ,be W i l l  
attempt t o  make o t h u r  available to 
you. 

A: Col nidlshuba J naj &art.: 

I know of no mstrrct lona a t  t N r  

tlnr; fiwevw, w w i l l  check and lo t  

you b w .  A. to mupply of axpbri+rr,  

make yow n o d s  knmm. 




CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 263 

Qr b there m a l l ~ l oa t  h a t  a hot A: A t  p w o n t  um purOhUo a U  Y-
mix asphalt p l m t l  If not, i r  thrs p h i l t i c  u t o r i a l r  f r a  Pataroburg. 
a f i m  in the vicini ty  f o r  local pro- Haul dietmco i r  approximmtdy o m  
cur-& 7 d l 0  boyond Poterrburg on Rout. 36. 

Discuseion, fiajor Deacon, 79th '..n,rOp (%am), Tt ~ l v o i r ,Vn.8 d 
r5a,jor Svatz,  Port Lhpinear, Y t  h e ,  Vir~ln ia ,  mbjoctr h r i l . b i l i t y  of 
Actomp-irhed tcrglnearing on &ratr ip  bit.. rAaJorSwart .  i ad iomtd  Id8 
dldngness ta ?'orward t o  the 79th Gnup Hudquartars a t  o u l l a s t  pomsibl 
date dl p r ~ l l i d n u pplma Pnd top0g1'mticd #lWVOY8 f fd.hb10 ta hi8- - . -
of fir.. fD~.G~pwLi f~0% J fPzz,~='-"' 
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@' 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


OFFICE OF T H E  QUARTERMASTER G E N E R U  


WASHINGTON 25. D.C. 

30 January 1958 

" a I O I . . y . I 1 0  

QGm-F 600.12 

SUBJECT: 	 W 1960 Military Constmction, Program 

TC: 	 Commending Oemral 

@ITraining Connand 

u. 3. Amy 

1. The Deputy Chief of Staff fo r  Military Operations has furnished 
tc The Quartermaster Oeneral the followlag Lis t  of avliation f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  
Fort Lee U h appear t o  be desirable i tens  fo r  incIi-ign i n  the  -960 
snd mbsequent year6 M U  prog-: 

a. let Priori ty 

&ray 	 25,000 SP-
Taximy Y .  , - 10,000 SY' 
Hangar w/o sbop 1 .  5,350 SF-
A e f t  Parking.dengar Access Apron 12,580 = 
Acft Fuel Storage k Dispensing 10,000 Qd 

Field Opna Bldg r 

Pal-ta Starage Bldg -

L t f  ield Lighting 


2. The number and types of planes comprlsFtlg the long range unit 
stationing plan upon which the above requirements were based are i d e n t i d  
with the four f %xed-- a i r c r a f t  currmt ly  authorized for Fort Leo. 
Figures which indicate the scope of the i t a s  a s  l i s t ed  are  appmlSPte  
a d  are  not intended to supereede space allowances and planning c r l t e r l r ,  
ccveriw hrqy avlation f a c i l i t i e s ,  n w  i n  use by f i e l d  office8 of the 
Corps of h i n e e r s .  

3. It i s  recommended tha t r  

a. Those facilities l i s t ed  in paragrrph la h i c h  C.MO~ be 
provided d t h i n  locally available resources pr ior  to H 1960 be Con-
sidered f o r  inc ludon M specific items i n  the PX 1960 increment of the 
military construction pmgram. 
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b. P a d U t i e r  item8 l i s t e d  i n  paragraph lb be considered for 
inclusion in a cubsequent liGA program. 



--- 
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EXHIBIT7.-MEMORANDUMTO T H E  QUARTERMASTER DEPARTMENTGENERAL, OF THE 
ARMY,ATTENTION INSTALLATIONS RE FOROF THE DIVISION REQUEST WAIVER 
FOR OBSTRUCTIONS NOVEMBER ENCLO-TO AIR NAVIGATION, 25, 1958, WITHAN 

SURE HEADED'KNOWN TO
OBSTRUCTIONSAIR NAVIGATION.'' 

m8 
- I I . r l u  
'Lllrk m, B. 0. 
Attn: Installations Division 
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a, W m t u  tulr lo. 1, 18 a t  of v h aorr ud riaktr 
.rl- ba'. 

b. miarrtasp -tar tu* Yo. 2, 39l.O' fta c l u ~rom, 
A 8 ~ t d J ~ ' ~ O f ~ M t l i d t a P r p p r o o c h ~ u d p ~ a t r u h .
&' &two tbc ~ t 5 o m lmrfaea. 

a. ?- - fan- m.~b.t .rk,  W?O1 fmn c l u r  wm, i 8  

-tmly mt of th m a t  l l m l t  of aquvmch ronr ud p r o W a  
16' &wa tbm t n n s l t l d  uurfea.  

d. TQ-on t a m r  MFX ( C h m r l  8) en;oo*telr 2kD70C' 
rJm= p&t, Tq, il...tion L. Id491 which w i l l  violate criterh bj
a'. 


a. V l r g l n b  nbctrie ard P-r ( a u m n ~:amr Yo. 1 in the appmuh 
rsrr, M a  War 1150gUda u1gl0, vlv d o l a t e  crltaria emtablimhod i n  
A p p n d i r  V, M UlO-3-311, by 56'. 

http:m.~b.t.rk
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3. & rl..a t& arZwr O$ -ti-@ at toot h,-oh radld 
IrwU.-t .Idwt apuatima f r a  t h m  pruatlJl propornod

i m f . ,  m o w that a ~wvairflrld .if.b maloot4 on 
m fu d m  am t  lrsr .Lrnold oritui..  

IULLPTT 0. msoll 
Colonal 0s 
&pu* Dlrootor, Army Am, ODCSOPS 
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EXHIBIT9.-MEMORANDUM QUARTERMASTER OF THETO THE GENERAL, DEPARTMENT 
ARMYRE INDIVIDUAL ESTIMATE-REPAIRS UTILITIES,PROJECT AND POSTREQUEST 
No. 10-57  (REV.), JANUARY 3, 1 9 5 8 .  

QMTCE 600.12 (6 NOV '57) 2nd Ind 
S m C T :  Individual  Project  Estimate - Repairs and U t i l i t i e s  

Post Request No. 10-57 ( ~ e v i s e d )  
JAN 3 1958 

~AIQLIARTERS, QM TRAINING COMMAND, U. S. Army, Fort  Lee, Va. 

TO: 	 The Quartemaster  General, Department of  t h e  Army, 
Washington 25, D. C. A m :  WGID-F 

1. I n  compliance with p a r q r a p h  2c of preceding indorsement, 
t h e  following infornat ion i s  submitted: 

a .  Drawing showing t h e  l i m i t s  of t h e  ex i s t ing  cleared 
a r e a s  and addi t iona l  c lear ing t h a t  would be necessary f o r  
compliance with EM ll10-3-3l.l i s  at tached hereto a s  Inclosure 3. 

b. Estimate of the  merchantable timber ins ide  the  
add i t iona l  a reas  requir i% clear ing i s  a s  follows: 

(1 )  Pine Sawlogs 729,600 B. F. 

(2)  Hardwood Sawlogs 40,800 B. F. 

(3) Pine Pulpwood 180 Cords 

It should be noted t h a t  a port ion of t h e  a rea  does not necessar i ly  

require  complete clear ing s ince adequate g l i d e  angle can be 

obtained by topping all t r e e s  over 40 f e e t  high. However, 

complete clear ing i s  recommended. 


2 .  The a i r s t r i p ,  a s  present ly proposed, w i l l  meet t h e  
m i n i m  clearance requirements of a de l ibera te  a i r f i e l d  a s  out- 
l i n e d  i n  paragraph 481 of 'G.: 5-250, except f o r  a s n a l l  amount of 
c lear ing o r  t r e e  topping Kithin the  approach zone g l i d e  q l e  a t  
t h e  south end of t h e  runway, which i s  required f o r  instrument 
f ly ing .  Adequate g l i d e  angle clearances do e x i s t  Tor day and 
n igh t  f lying,  a s  prescribed by t h i s  same reference; however, 
instrument approaches cannot be undertaken, nor 'my contemplated, 
u n t i l  adequate navigational a i d s  and l i g h t i n g  a r e  ins ta l l ed .  

3. It i s  recornended t h a t  t h e  add i t iona l  c lear ing required 
t o  complete t h e  permanent f a c i l i t y  be deferred u n t i l  t h e  p ro jec t  
i s  approved f o r  construct ion i n  an b:CA Program. 

FOR TB CC+I!IVU\TDER: 

1	I n c l  
1& 2 w/d 
Added 1 Incl., 
3' $$?@951t381 ( t r i ~) 
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-11 Ilr O l d o r ,  OQIP) Col Y-, D-tj  AC of 9, Ok 

Hr Olrdlu U o d  .IdWad to Colonol W-, he had 
got a rho& .bout rtut b.pp.lrd t o  Port Loo18 a-tlon f o o i l i U u  
pmjmot ia tho 60 p r u g m ,  md that  ho up. go* to oaU Co1 Ridlahubor 
ad tdl him ad Col Wd- oGild p ~ 8  Hr 0 l e d l . rtho i n l o o v t i o n  on. 
d he i l r o  nntod r a w  i n f o ~ t i m  frm urn. 

0-of a wjahadhoMUO l r r l l uIlr 
Op.mtla~to tbo Daputr W f  of S k l i  f o r  LegbUo8, 

3 tram DCS f o r  I U l i t y  
&tod 29 J ~ l y  

1959, rdaJl r to I r m t a h t i o n r  m.tidaP1 fra tho Chbf of Enginour
l a  rrply to IMbnatian M ~ roqu0.t .~ for apprvml of V 8 i ~ O r mf a r  
obmtmetianr at tbo prapomd .irrtrlp. I(r O h t i l o r  nrd thr o a r s n t r  

.It I 8  DCSWS p o r i t i m  t h a t  &lln r  Irq drfi.Idr .habe l o o a t d  
80 Umt u l f k P t d y  m ~ppmrahpmedum ..Jbo dovolepod and 
ip lamntod.  Thir I8 prdiukd Uu -at8 f a r  Amy W a f t  
f l ight8 u n d u  h d m o t i a l  omditiolll. 

to al&t lmdlag8 ald t.~.-offi* %ii.~*fOra,oammtmotia of q n n  
. i r i s r l a p . c p o m i t n l g h t ~ t z r i n L D g P o d o p ~ ~ .  

rln ri.v of tho &or of obrtmetionm a t  ?art Loo mhi& .aildpro-
dkrb h s b m a t  aad ai@t quatima f r ~tho p r w a t  propbnd .irii.ld 
dk, DCsDm maud. that a m W o l d  8lk be r a l o o k d  at Fort L a  
rhiohrdllmoat ~ ~ . i r p l u l otypo arltrrlP.. 

Nr 0l.ril.r mid unt tho rriaeo. 0-aIt %Tom nolw of tb. mqw.td
#im,.ad W a m that a m . i r f i o l d  .it.bo ro l .okd  
broPur of tho o md rraaonda tb.t tbo a .L t ion  itau f o r  lort L a  
60 be divorbed fra  tho p m g m  - f r a  -or a u t h a r i t ~ ~nr  O l n i l u  ra id 
ho did not ha of any 0tb.r l o o a t i a  Umt Port Lom o d l d  rolmot rQrr m 
rsdLd moat tt.ldud .irikldad-. So it lookr a s  tbaagh tht 
jlut dpu out .pprm.l f o r  m airpart a t  Port Loo. 

Nr O l r d l u f r  What i.tho rt.tw of tht work that 
\ r . t . t t r d t o p ~ . n ~ ? .  

cal W d . m m u  Wo hm th. i W d  bui l t  u far u tho b u o  i.emmamod. 
D u o  h.bnn ooartmetd f o r  O D foot. ?art Bolmir haa mthorizd tho . 
rrtnrn of tba 87th hglneu C W . ~  
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r Ilr O l . u i l u  m i d  ho ir going t o  &to back &nd t r y  t o  uplain a t  
tbo 8omhg la; Parblo b pt .ppnniL f o r  going ahead r i t h  any more 
varlr on t h a t  aimtrip. b l o n d  V d m .pid tho baa10 i r  oarpleted -
-1 long by 751, p l w  arnrnr  (5008) aloarlng a t  both dm, in 
addition to thr 95001; alurlng a t  th. side8 of thr -up t~ 3COl; 

; 751 p la r  Iboulder8, mL i r  a rt.abrd f lo ld  -t f o r  tho lOOOI 
h q t b  rtill h r  to bo oaplo ted  urd p r o m o d  in the h turo .  
\ 

UhmHrOleulluinrplredilwehaddcmo my of t h t v o *  on tb. 
.MitiaaiL 19001, QdWdr- rapliod tbpt uo hd noti that vu pro-
m d  cm th.& progrn. C o l  WeIraurn ..idtbir unit h r  boon 
o a r i t t a d  by tho C a a a u i b g  O.Prrrl of Port Bdvoir ,  PPd that w # t i l l  
l l a m a  aboaurm. tO plt on. Wr O l r d l v  a8k.d the tbiabma. of tho mlb-
m e M&h u  tu bo put on. Ool li~I8sumuid tho CQ, art Belvoir, 
h a m  uthOrlrod 0- A of th. 87th Pn- Bat t i l l an  ta nftua in Hay 
of thir m, t o  ompleto tho s i r i i . l d  rdrioh m i l d  inoluda tho rabcaarse, 
tho b i t u n h m r  mrfaaod p a d ,  th. ocmplotion of th.parking and nu+ 
up .rwr for  t h a t  portirm ai tho field. Jlr O l n i l e r  a8kd If the 
dralnago v u  a l l  fbl&.d. C d  Uairaunn m i d  t h a t  work ha8 to be done. 

Itr Olrvilor arkod hm .anj inohem 8 t iJ . l  ha- t o  be added cm to the 
baa. a t  th.oFriiold before tho mbocarro a m  be put on. Col Wai.-
8d.d w r  ham Ur E l l i o t t  of tho Di r t r i c t  P l l g i n m o r  off lao h u o  and viU 
uk hir n o r ~ otho amt of vort #tillt o  ba dono dep.lldr on 
uhothu  ma orPlur to the or lg in i l  elevation plnnr tha t  worm redo up. 
Hr E U o t t  L &dying au prcposol. 

[ H r  Oleu3lor u i d  all he n u t .  t o  & i a  to l o t  W know hpl f a r  Fort 
L e i  ha8 g u m  md iiod alt mhethu Fort Lm n l l l  hav. t o  abandon t h a t  
Vork. C o l  V a i 8 . u n n  u i d  t o  tell him it rPI oru intantian to develop 

i Jlr O l u l l o r  &Id tho OCE r.yr tha t  .in rlsv of the nube af ob8truOtiam 
I -oh r m l d  p m d  bmtnmant rparaklanr. - that moam it is  not b d n g
1 d.r-d f o r  a~ghtopom~onm. ~ o l~ a i - m i d  that la  right.  )~r 

j O l r d l e r  8t.W ho ooriLd not giro Port Lee ua iven  f o r  k u t m m ~ th d b g  
i opentdonm.
i 

Ilr O l . w l 3 r r  mid ho a m  give thir mn in DCS?S a piokrrr of &at 
nhave thon n a  and ow If he om find ca t  rhot  vs om do, if Pnything; 
I S  TO c a l t  get approval for  that,  goa u y  not ba &lo to a r k  on it uy 
mom. Troop tRining project r t U  good em@ f o r  non-in8tnmant 
appromh. Bo #.id rhnt  ho i r  l o o w  a t  i r  tha t  DCSOI8 r.carudr tha t  

new J t e  be rol .otd.  W i l l  anybody appro- work on fhi&ing up 
an aIrti.1.d in a db -ah they ham t u n e d  d m ?  Col Y e i r r ~ n z rd d  
thu, L no 0th- r i t e  n a l l a b l r  a t  mrt Lee. 
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H3 
HEfn VL-
-8 QI
mtr A0 of 8,  Q4 

Ilr Eamlaon, Master Plan 
Chief, 04 Fac Branch 
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grrsl, 19 Pebmuy V59 

K)IlEON: Col RidloImber, AC of S, Ok, curd L t  Col l4oXiUlpr, OWO 

Coloael Ridlohuber told L t  Col HoKi l l ipa  t h ~ tl4r O l e r l l s r  o i l l o d  
to &M of the denial of tbe nqwst f o r  v a i v u s  f o r  ob.tmoUom on 
the pmumnt drfie1.d and mquorted a l o t  of additiooll i n i ~ 1 . t i o o l  
rhioh t i e r  it invith the looal MU trosp training projeot. He told 
Col H a i l l i p 8  thnt r e  are rsoonoibd to e I l r i r r t i o n  of it- in l4CA 60 
prognm, ht ua rtrongl~r w a ~ e r dthnt  nu l n f o m ~ t i c mbe fumimhad OCE 
a t  t b i r  t h o  rrhiah d d j.apprdi.e oo t inn lng  uork oa the b o d  troap 
trpining o o n r t ~ c t i o nplPjeot. He m a i d  t h ~ tC o l  P e n d a g t e n  h a  a 
perraol l  let* to O m o r a l  Smaa lrfiioh at..Oersral D.oni&oals r i a 8  
am thir mbjeot. Ye r o o d  t h ~ tno ln forrat ia~om t h i a  mbjeot go 
b.yrmd tap dalonr of tha Coma a t  tbi. time. Ye hare plentq of tL. 
to di.aru8 night f lJb lg in the ihtrw. 

Lt  Col X o i i l l l p r  u t l d  he got in cn U r  u t t e r  j\ut k f o r a  hnoh 
and had told O l . v i l u  not to oontpot p n g . b e .  Col Ridlehuber a d d  it 
wan P dangemu prapoaltica, the q Mr Olsviler UM talking. 

Col Mdldakr add tha t  Col MaKlllipr m y  not hrm ..an the 
lattu that l h m d  Daull8toa reat to Oumril w oa tm p r r t i o l l l u  
mabjeot. Col H a K i l l l p r  .aid he ha^ mmm it, .ad c o n r m q n ~knew 
O a m r o l  Denni.tomcr r i u r .  Col P-n d d  Colondl Shirlsr thir 
rmPing .bat tbe B a t t y .  b r a l  Emnm eal01V. but Vill llOt m r  
&e bttu. Col ~ a l ; i l l i p r.aid WO do08 not hare $18,000 kt vald 
cupport t h e  -ant#, a d  f o r  ru to go .bud d get Um 
caPJw. 

C o l  H a W X p a  arkad uh.t voriLd if the Llrgiaser C o q > . n ; ~  
f b i d m d  the 2500 foot .trip .9d M d i s a p p e  the oan8hwtion of .n 
Amy Airfield. Col Ridlehuber replied tba t  we rill m n  it M a lading 
.frlpj tc lpev  -8 o m  in h u u  mu rdth operatfoam -lit bksm 
C o p  Ptckett, Fort L w  pnd B e  Field, With the  25001 rtrip, COURC 
pad ooPld ure i t  dtb  ~rq weather.airorrit I n  

Tham is a d i r t i m t i o n  be t rwn b a d h g  mt- ud U l i . l d .  
We u l l l  ham the r t r i p  - .till quits legal. Ye ham o l e m e  on a 
~ r t r i p h t h e C A A .  

Col HoKiIllpr m a i d  t h ~ tvor au point t h a t  ru aatounin(l tbfm 
a l i t t l e .  Col PguLiugton dieowred t h i r  mbjeot  rith hi.  &ing 
l k q  are deferring any m a r  diaolsmiom with OCE. 

Copy h v n i s h e d ~  
chi82 of st.a.fr, f-8000 
q._+ W ~ D6205 


. ..>rr1'.'3'' 

http:st.a.fr
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EXHIBIT12.-EXTRACTOF A CONVERSATION COL.JAMES C.TELEPHONE BETWEEN 
PENNIWGTONAND COL. LOUIS H. SHIRLEY,FEBRUARY19, 1959. 

MLm SOUECT 
QrW: Extract of Telacon 

mAC of 8.0-4 "'Dmputy b u n d a r  D A ~ E19 Peb 1959 coMMEnr no. 
T-WOO ' T-8000 Col Shir laylr l l l55 

I lo l lo r log  f o r  your i n f o r u t i o n  i a  m axtract  of a tolapbone con~ . raa t ion  
ktnm bl Penninttm. OQO. m d  Col Shirloy, D~putg m d a r :  

"blPenningtm cal led Col Shirloy referance General D.nniaton'a 
l e t t e r  t o  him regarding the allocation of m additional $18.000 to  p q  
f o r  por d i m ,  etc.. fo r  the Engineer boa t ruc t iou  C o q q  expected t o  
rmtora t o  Port I aa  thia  apring t o  continue w r k  on tba Air Str ip .  ~ o l  
?.onington atated tha t  h talked t o  mnara l  Evans yesterday; tba c o q t r o l l a r  
b r m c t  to him t o  gmt reaction. 6 1  Pannington said h told h h .  i n  hia 
opinim, r ab~l l ld#a &ad--- could not afford t o  loaa thm . r run t  of w r k  
tbay a u l d  do. bl Shirlay atated tha t  it w u l d  h a ta r r ib la  thing i f  w 
did mt do it. Col Penninpon indicated tbt Gemral &ma told h h  to  
t e l l  -era1 D m ~ i a t o n  t o  go . h a d  md a p n d  th 518,000 fo r  thim purpoma 
md w i l l  s t m d  hehind hL. & Ln vill hmade t o  thin e f fec t  fo r  t b  
Coqtrol ler 'a  shop, per C.ner.1 b m a '  i ru t ruc t imr .  md attached t o  t h i s  
l a t t e r  a d  put on f i l e  in  hi# rbop i f  meded f o r  future referance." 
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HEADQUARTERS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE A R M Y  


OCFIU OF THC OUARTLRMASTER QENERAl. 

WASHINOTON IS D C 

-m.-n 
600.1 2 For t  I.ee 2b Febr~a~: .l y 5 9  

1.0: Comna1:r.g .*nerd 
Trai nlng Ccnmand 


Ynited S t a t e s  Arrrly 

F?rt Lee, Virginla 


1. Reference is nade tnr 

a. Let ter  QNrJD-? N t . 1 2  tc C: ;CC 9 /: C L C ~Jar11a-y 
1 9 9 ,  subject: F*i 1Y&t M I t i l l t ~Gonstructlon, Rrgram. 

b. I a t t e r  WSD-F t.P6(!,7. ~ i r f l ei d )  tL. T;!!, &ted 25 
November 195E, sub j c c t: Hequest frsr Xaiver f:, I. Obst.ructior! t. Air 
Navigation old 1st Indorsement thereto. 

2. The D i e f  n r  En@neers has advise<' t.tlat "the nviatlon 
item f o r  Fo r t  Lee i n  FY 1960 KCA Progrw. Pave hean deferred f r c m  
the  p r o g m  bq higher authoriQ8. (Inclosure 1) 

3. ' ha  Chief of Engineers has alw f o m a r ~ ~ ~ r :  copyto TG.1; 
of c o m n t c l  of the  M r e c t c r  of h n y  Aviation, GLM YCFS w h k  k ron-
clude r 

.In d c w  of t he  rider of o s t r u c t i o n s  a t  Fort  Lee vhich 
wuld p r s c ~ u d e  instrument and n k h t  o p r n t i o m  fn;m tha peser.tJy 
pmposed d r f i e l d  s i t e ,  DWPS recornrends t h a t  a n r w  o l r f i e l d  site 
LD se l ec t ed  a t  Fsrt Lee h i c k  will meet 8 t s n b . d  A - x y  r i r f  i e l d  
c r i t e r i a " .  (1nclcrmf.s 2 )  

. I t  i s  r q l e s t e d  t h a t  T U G  be adviseo *ether m a i r f i e l d  
s i t e  uhich will m e t .  s t m d u d  a i r f i e l d  v i t h  i n s t x m m t  ap-
proach sone c r i t e r i a  ( s ee  Appendix I cf ChPnge 2 tc reforrncc i c )  
i n  capable of being s i t e d  on For t  Lee. 

2 Incla 
i. LY D/F kt 35 

dtd 18 Fob 59 b<d j - i n i t d ~ a t i o n r  Division 
2. 9 D/? M 13 

dtd 29 Jm 59 
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To determine whatbar an a i r f i e l d  e i u  which rill r a t  standard 

Army a i r f i e l d  r i t h  in r tnman t  approach rone cr i ter im i m  capable of k i n g  

r i t d  on Tort L o .  

0. Tor tba purpore of t h i r  etudy, a rtandard A m y  Airf ie ld  i r :  

(1) 3,000 It long a t  lilt, corrmcted f o r  e l t i t u d . .  

(3) ?rovi&e fac i l i t i em e p c i f i e d  by 1l415-31.  

(4) k r t a t e d  by U. it mhould h n e ,  i n  addition to  f a c i l i t i e e  

rpacified by AR 415-31, i w t r u n t  approach capabi l i ty .  

b. T b  DCSm por i t i on  indicated in  Tab A tha t  no new Army A i r -

f i e l d  rbould k c w r t r u c t e d  vi thout  i n r t r r r r n t  approach capabi l i ty  i r  

j u r t i f i e d  by u p a r i e n c e  with current ly  ex la t in s  a i r f ia ldm.  greater  a i rp lane  

8pmado. and technical adv..d.. Eoumver, mince ce r t a in  troop labor hu k e n  

).rfo& on tb. rn Fort L o  Airf ie ld ,  tb. p o r i t i w  u y  -11 k w d i f i e d  

to e a r  extent .  

3. h c t r  k u i n g  oa the p r o b l a t  

a. a mort of landing r t r i p  fo r  local  and v ia i t i ng  planer hu 

barn p1upn.d f o r  e igh t  yearr.  Dafinite r e q u i r . m t r  fo r  l rtandard Axmy 

M r f i e l d  have nmvrr bur eetab1irb.d b t h i r  c o l l n d t  

(1) In 1952. a i r r t r i p r  both in r aa r  of Whorry Flouring m d  
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along bfocnatory  b a d  n r e  conriderod. 

(2) In 1954, -ding Gonoral, Port Loo &rirod r 

t apora ry -LJ ) .  f i e l d  for  l i a i ron  p lmor .  

(3) 1 t .bmaty 54, 00Q ro(oo#to& Office of tho Chiof of 

la&ineern to  o r p u ~ d  tho 1500 f t  runway to 3,000 It. fo r  n r i a l  mapply 

oporationr.  Thir ICI project  ru hold in a k y ~ c o  from 5 April 55 to  

16 kprt  55, panding rugotiotiona fo r  tho totorrburg Airport which lo tr '  

wore droppd.  

(4) l 6 , h g u r t  55, a m i n h m  1500 f t  r t r i p  alona I . f o r u t o r y  
1 )

&ad v u  again conridorod. Proparation i n c l u d d  mi- b n g o  &?'u tba 

only r a w 0  f a c i l i t y  p rmren t in~  a haxard. 

(5) 3 Oct 57, Quartocumtor Training o n d  r ta tod "no 

i n a t r u r n t  procedure i a  propoaodl I h i a  a t a t t  w u  i n  cocmection v i t h  

a r o p w r t  for  a i r rpace  c lo r rmco  fo r  a 1500 f t  r t r i p  (approved 19 Tobruary 

58 u Tort I ro  Army Air t io ld) .  

(6) Q 26 h p r t  58, rn rpocifiod Rr oporationr,  but did 

not rpoclfy a rquir -nt  f o r  t ra in ing of r v l a t s r r .  

b. On 9 Docnbor 57, chiof of Ena innr r  ruthorixod conrtructioa 

of m a i r  r t r i p  am a troop t r a in ing  projoct .  Aa of 0.c-r 1958, t h i r  

2500 f t  r t r i p  war 671 corplote .  

c.  E A  Progrm Aviation I a c i l i t i e a  w r o  a u h i t t o d  t o  OgC 

u f o l l a ;  

(1) 17 Iobruary 5- 58 - )876.000 

(2) 1 Octobar 58 - N ( 0  - 8749,000 - l r t  Increment rubroqumnt 
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(1) 12 Tabroary 59 - Intagratad p r i o r i t y  l i a t .  R 61 -

d. (b 24 h b r u a r y  59. TY 60 h o g r r .  it- r r a  d a f e m d  by 

Department of tb Amy b.c.ume t b  P u ~  L a  Amy Airf ia ld  did not r a t  

th. c r i t a r i a  for  a a t a n d u d  Amy Airfiald (a- Saction two, L . ~ t i o w ) .  

Thir l a t t e r  u u  th. mmwr t o  our raquart for  waiver of o b r t ~ c t i o n a  for  


V l l  oporationa. D o p a r a n t  of tb ra-ndad a d i f f a r m t  mite (Tab A), 


a. Of t b  ten obmtructima idant i f led  f o r  both inat-nt and 

non-iwtrumnt approach. a11 tan v io la to  l h l t i n g  b i g h t #  c r i t a r i a  for  

Lnr t rurn t  approach. Additional &ta  a ra  u L o l l a r t  

p

Violate 
V I I  

i t a r i a  

lon-Inmtrunnt  
Igproach 

Zona 

Inmtruunt  
Approach 

Zone 

l u k a d .  
and 

Lishtad 

Uatar Tank 110. 1, Tort h a  x x 

uatar Tank Wo. 2, Tort b. 

water Tank Ro. 
Tower 

1,and t r a n a i t t a r  
Tort L a  ' 

Uatar Tank Ro. 1. h f o r u t o r y  x x 

Water Tank l o .  2. L f o r u t o r y  x x 

Irokam tack b l o r u t o r y  x x 

hro me0 ~ouarm, county x x 

Lquemt for  waiver of thama obrtructionm w u  not cowi&rad necarrary 

for tho troop t ra in ing  projact .  Oo 25 Oct0b.r 58, a m C for  wa1v.r 
of tk 6-+ C(c* :.<..C,,+ 

war r u t d t r a d  to  m,a u b m q ~ m tco tha r t a r t  of p r a 1 L i n u Y  daaim,by 

the D i r t r i c t  Inginaar, rbo furnimbd t b  macammaw data. 
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f .  Training of aviatorm war not m a i d a r a d  u a r q m i r . ~ n t  


t o  k mt by a Port L a  a i r a t r i p  o r  a i r f i a l d .  


s. k a u  of n.v conmtructian have aqandad a t  th orpenma of 

train- a r a u (  tb pomt doam not h.*. tb araa to mita M taci l i t iam 

much u a atamdud A m y  Airf ield,  a drop .am, or Trainf ire  I -a. 

4. Mmcrumiar. 

a. k r iq  tbo p r i o d  1952 - 1958, covering t b  pluming and 

t r o w  c o ~ t r u c t i o n  p b a r  of tb Port k Army U r f i a l d ,  a &finit. ro-

q u i m n t  fo r  a landing area u u  w a d  for  juat i f icat ioo.  Training of 

pilot. urn- l a a t n r m t  approach p r m d o r u  v u  not n q u i r a d  a t  thlm 

f ie ld .  Tho 24 A b r u a q  l a t t e r  (par d, Wction 3) v u  tba firmt indi- 

cation of thim r y ~ i r o u n t .  Z k  l a t t e r  v u  b u d  on a pomition taken 

by tb Diractor of Amy Aviation) Deputy Chief of 8 ta f f  fo r  U l i t a q  

*ra t io lu ,#oputmt  of Army tht  "a11 m8u Amy Air f ie ld .  mhould k 

located and colutructad mo tha t  u l t i u t a l y  an inmtrumnt approach pro- 

cadura u y  k d.valo).d and 4 l . m t . d  fo r  aach a i r f i a ld . "  Lncrauing 

r y l l i r m u n t r  fo r  Army a i r o r a f t  flightm undor i n a t r u r n t  condition# made 

tha atat-t of t h i r  pori t ion d u i r a b l a .  

b. 'IL p a i t i o n  vLru tba lasding area along b f o r u t o r y  

b a d  uejuat i f iabla  i f  MCA i u d m  u a  t o  k a8pOnd.d on it. BUX fundm 

vould p m M . b l y  k mpnt fo r  mtandard lrrq Airfialdm but not for  a i r -  

mtripa f a i l i n g  to  mt tbm c r i t e r i a .  A f a i r - m a t b r  landing area i m  r t i l l  

r y s i r o d .  I b n v a r ,  thrra  i r  tb. p o m i b i l i t y  t b t  tba condition foramaan 

by DQOW w u l d  occur a t  Fort Iaa, i n  that  h f n r o r a b l a  uaatkor lrmdingr 

vould k art-tad under a r g a n c y  conditions. A waiver of obrtructionr 
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-14 -a not k j u r t i f i a d ~  and the l a d i m  u e a  rould be unavailable 

rkn mt noodd. V ' n  t rainily could r t i l l  be eonductad a t  Fort b e )  

nuh t  and yl g r a t i o l u  rauld contiow to k conducted a t  Byrd Field. 

c. Air Force f u i l i t i a r  a t  B)wd Field m e t  tb r e q u i m a t r  

for t r a i n i a  a d  u in teamca ,  kt tb ur.nf.rat i r  t w r a c y .  In tb 

.rant that thy ur h i a d  to th i r  E  d  in tho future. un could not 

rrlprt ous m i a r i a  mirrion. kt o d e  could n mpport the w r i a l  

-11 mimion, which &pee& on Ipl Wield for a i rcraf t  l o d i n s  and 

~l . lodin& The rtaadard Axmy Air fb ld  which Fort b e  rbould h r o  would 

)rari& tho f ac i l i t i e r  with which kq Aviation CAD m)prt tb ..rial 

mapply miraiom# it could a1mo k eoru tmc td  in much a m r  tbat i t  

could r t y e  LL o r  A i r  Ferce a i r e ra i t  umd in aerial  rupply. A 

field of t h i r  typm roold permit jo t t  t r a i a i w  of q t ~ u t a m t a r  and 

aviation p o r w c ~ ~ l  ,opmcifically f h o d  rial tact ical  trenmport unit. . 
Tbro co9ridrtationa rbunld apply to  tb p r o b l r .  

d. T b  luforutory  bd tandim araa u b a  eontiaud u a fair-  

rutbr q u a t i o n  can b c q l e t d  with t& addition of dam f u i l i t i a r  

a t  l ~t OL 4110,400. U C I U ~ ~ Btlr 825,000 on tb 2 . s ~e t  

rtri). Tho-coot of BCA faci1itI.. ~ r a r a n t i qa rtaadard a i r f ie ld  

n, a m t i ~ c da t  $1,651,000 (roe Tab I ) . l f en ing  to  p u  k.VII apr-

atioar of tbr l m d w  m a  ur poomibla (mafa) andor tho folloring con- 

UtioMl 

(1) L L i t  uiliw to 1000 f t  or  three dlab;,u i r  cur toury  

a t  c i r i ~ i m  a i r p r t r  <.c, ~ i e ~ d ) .  hi8be.r object %*& -a o i  

tan I t l o r  f r a  tb l.ading uu i.k lw the cailina. 

(2) ?referably Imd with tL rind, fra th. south or Port 
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Lee r i d e  of tba f i e l d ,  t b r e b y  a d d i n g  t b  only obr t ruct ion which i r  in 

th. aocl - inatnrunt  approach roru ( t f o r u t o r y  r a t e r  t.nL rrmkr one). 

0. A rtanderd Army Air f i e ld  can not  k r i t e d  a t  Fort  Lee, but 

i t  can be t e d  i n  tho v i c i n i t y  of For t  Lee. T w  poaa ib i lb t i e r  a r e  the 

f amland  b.tm Prince  h r g e  Courthoure mid I. I. B i g h e y  Ib. 460. and 

Yetermburg Ai tpor t .  With t b  p u r c h u e  of r u f f i c i e n t  land e u t  of Virginia 

Highvay Ro. 106 en a i r f i e l d  could b. b u i l t  rh i ch  w u l d  ba or ientod t o  tha 

p reva i l ing  r i a &  and uhich w u l d  have i r u t r u w n t  approach capab i l i t y .  

With the  p u r c h u e  of 4,500 e c r e u  in t h i r  era., a11 f a c i l i t i e r  f o r  a e r i a l  

rupply l a d  Tra in f i r e  I could ba located a t  For t  b e .  TIn propored drop , 

zone, uhich i r  in tb. procera of b e i a  l e u e d .  i r  located in  t h i r  area.  

See u p ,  (Tab C) . 
f . ?et.rrborg Airpor t  w u  coauidmred u t b  r i t e  of  an Axmy 

A i r f i e l d  i n  1955, but  l e u i n g  act ion v u  droppad by d i r ec t ion  of X 6 L O C .  

Coat of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  ru e a t l u t e d  a t  $626,000 and t b  h t e r r b u r g  c i t y  

council  d i d  not conridar fmvorab l~  a long-term l e u e .  A c o q l e t e  r e -  

conr t ruct io~a of o m runray a t  d d i t i m r a l  coat  rolrld make t h i a  f i e l d  it-

ab le  f o r  ure  by Air Force u -11 u Army a i r c r a f t  engaged i n  u r i e l  

rupply oporat ionr .  A drop so- roa ld  not be m i t a b l e  i n  th in  u o a  bocwrr 

tb. a i r p o r t  i r  loeetod -U. 8 .  Ughuayr l o .  1 and 460. 

5. C o n c l u a i d  

a .  A atendard A m y  A i r f i e l d  i a  not capable of being r i t e d  a t  

Fort  k e  . 
b. b q u i r a o n t a  e x i e t  for1  
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(1) A l m d i a g  at.. . can k provided a t  F o r t  Isr (671 

(2) h Aviatioa. t r a in ing  f a c i l i t y .  - iirian.\t be m i t d  s t  

port L.- t v a r i l y  provided a t  Byrd Field .  

(3) A drap sono - c-t k a i t e d  a t  Port  h a  - t o  be 

c. V I P  oparatlmm f o r  tho l.ndiry( area  b v e  not b n u  a p p r w d ,  

due to the  ac t ion  -an by 0 . p u t m n t  of t h A r m y o n l l C A  I-. Approval 

mbould be sought. to provld.  a f a i r  - uaatbor f a c i l i t y .  f o r  tb (011-

(1) I a c i l i t i e m  ConltrUcted by t b  lbop t r a in ing  p ro )ac t  

an 7f the end of CY 19% -re valued a t  M o r t i r s t a d  $450,000. 

(2) Airopaca c l e u u r u  h.been approvmd by tb I;.siaoal 

Airepace Cool i t toe ,  C M ,  am of 19 February 58. 

(3) Z b  laadin# uu rill k eawen ian t  i n  t h  of 

(4) t&r- f a i r  w a t h o r ,  a11 obmtmctionm a r e  c l e a r l y  

urt.d, Lut could b v i n t o d  a t  b p u t u ~ tof tlu Army axpenme i f  &-

aired. 

(5) ligpal Corps Iqui-nt bu been r r j v s d  frra Blackatone 

to k used a t  tba a i r  mtrlp u b n  c a q l e t e d .  

d. An av ia t ion  and a o r i e l  mupply J0fr. t  traininp, f a c i l i t y  :31 

k provided in  t he  v i c i n i t y  of Imc LCP b: tbc p r c t a s c  rf lmo. 
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6. kt- LC-&dt 

a. That t b  c-d cont inw t o  dovelop the Imding ama along 

u f o l u t o r y  Road v i t h  ~ i w rtroop. u a pract ical  troop r r s i r ~ i n gpro-

jac t .  

b. That u n t i l  d-ato navigational e q u i p n t  l a  made available 

which rill pordt  i n r t r u a t  approach on Fort Laa , th. Camand continw to 

uma Byrd I b l d  and tb. l d i q  uu within tb i r  capabilitiam. 

c. That rrbn fundm kcar availablm, thim m n d  conaider tb l  

purchucl of l d  for  a joint  aviatLoa m d  wri.1 aupply f a c i l i t y .  

x m  VIIIPUms 
Co loam 1,  CS 
ch Iac Br, C-4 
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C O P Y  

FILE NO. SUEJECT 
OHTSD-F FY 1900 MCA Progrant, A v i a t i o n  F a c i l i t i e s  

TO: 	 AC o f  8. G3 FROM: AC of S, C 4  DATE: 11 Nar 53 COEWiNT NO. 1 
T-8000 T-SO00 Col Weisemann/jch/478 

Attached i s  s u b j e c t  d r a f t  s t a f f  s t u d y  f o r  cornlent o r  concur rence .  

1 I n c l  Fl. it. RIULEHUBER, Colone l ,  G S  
s t a f i  s t u d y  AC o f  S ,  G4 

-...---.----	 -
QMTSC-A 
TO: 	 AC o f  S, 1% FKOI.1: AC of S,  G3 DATE: 31  Nar 1959 COMMEm NIt. 2 

T-SO00 T-3090 113j ~ i l e y / ~ ~ C / r b / l 5 0  

1. T h i s  o f f i c e  concurs  i n  t h e  need f o r  a  s t u d y  on  an Army a i r f i e l d  s i t e  t o  
serve F o r t  Lee and t h e  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  T r a i n i n g  Comand. However, t h e  problem, a s  
s t a t e d ,  i s  t o o  l i m i t e d  i n  scope  inasmuch a s  t h e  DCSOPS p o s i t i o n  i s  a n  e s t a b l i s h e d  
f a c t ,  and t h e  p r e s e n t l y  proposed a i r f i e l d  s i t e  i s  v i r t u a l l y  t h e  o n l y  p o s s i b l e  
l o c a t i o n  f o r  an a i r f i e l d  on F o r t  Lee. Without t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  l a n d ,  
no s i t e  on F o r t  Lee would b e  a p p r e c i a b l y  f u r t h e r  removed from t h e  e x i s t i n g  o b s t a c l e s  
than t h e  s i t e  whicli DCSOPS has  d i sapproved .  

2. I n  my o p i n i o n ,  t h e  problem f o r  s t u d y  should  d e t e r m i n e  d e f i n i t e  requi rements  
f o r  an Army a i r f i e l d  t o  s e r v e  F o r t  Lee and t h e  QMTC, which meets e x i s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  
and f u l f i l l s  a l l  a s p e c t s  of t h e  m i s s i o n s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of F o r t  Lee and t h e  
QEITC. 

3 .  I n  t h e  development of t h e  s t u d y  t h e  impor tance  of immediate a c t i o n  should  
be s t r e s s e d  i n  view of t h e  Qrl r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n  t h e  E i e l d  o r  a e r i a l  d e l i v e r y ,  i.e., 
support  of QH School and T(ME U n i t s ,  development of new d o c t r i n e  and t e c h n i q u e s ,  and 
t r a i n i n g  of STLZAC s u p p o r t  u n i t s .  The v i t a l  a d d i t i o n a l  requi rement  p l a c e d  on F o r t  
Lee by Department of t h e  Army i n  t ime  of emergency f u r t h e r  j u s t i f i e s  t h e  e s t a b l i s h -
ment of t h e  h i g h e s t  p r i o r i t y  i n  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of adequate  a v i a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  
Fort  Lee. 
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1.  c E - g m t ~ c c  p a r a  25: The DCSOl'S p o s i t i o n  i s  n o t  an assumpt ion ,  it i s  a 
£.act Ixar in ;  on t h e  problem, i n  f a c t  i t  has c r e a t e d  t h e  e n t i r e  problem. h o o p  
labor  per for : le~ l  on t h e  a i r f i ' e l d  does n o t  remove t h e  o b s t a c l e s  ~ a h i c h  DCSOPS r e f u s e d  
t o  waive,  accord ingly  i t  i s  incongruous t o  assume any m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  DCSOPS pos i t ion ,  

2. Xeferenca p a r a  3a(6):  A'( 95-5 p r e s c r i b e s  t h e  requi rements  and r e s p o n s i b i l i -  
t i c s  of a  cornnan<l which i s  assigner1 a v i a t o r s .  T r a i n i n g  i s  a command r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  
ancl nltliouyh t h i s  was no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  s t a t e d  i n  QMTC cor respondence  of 26 Aug 58, 
t!lc r e q u i r e n e n t  e x i s t e d .  A v i a t o r  t r a i n i n g  i s  i n h e r e n t  w i t h  a v i a t o r  ass ignment .  
.-?co~mcn,l t!iat r e f e r e n c e  t o  l a c k  of t r a i n i n g  requi rement  be  d e l e t e d .  It is  erroneous 
.?nd clots no t  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  s t u d y .  

3.  !<eEcrence p a r a  3b: Percentage  of comple t ion  of t h e  a i r s t r i p  a s  s t a t e d  
g i v e s  t h e  i :npression t h a t  on ly  33% a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  p l a c e  
t h e  a i r s t r i p  i n  u s a b l e  c o n d i t i o n  . Completion of a 2500 f o o t  s t r i p  i s  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  
t o  warran t  u t i l i z a t i o n  of  t h e  s i t e  a s  on adequate  a i r c r a f t  l a n d i n g  f a c i l i t y .  
.<ecom,end t h a t  t h i s  s t a t e n e n t  be r e v i s e d  t o  r e a d :  "As of December 58 ,  p r e p a r a t i o n  
o f  t h e  s i t e  f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of a 2500 f o o t  s t r i p  was 677 complete."  

4 .  e n c e  p a r a  3 f :  T r a i n i n g  of a v i a t o r s  was and i s  a requi rement  and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o: t h e  cor~mand. The command i s  no t  meet ing  t h e s e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
i f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  an a i r f i e l d  a t  F o r t  Lee f a i l s  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  requi rement .  
;2ecomle~id r l c l e t i o n  of t h i s  s t a t e m e n t .  

5 .  e E e r e n c e  p a r a  4 a :  The reEerence  t o  t r a i n i n g  of p i l o t s  u s i n g  ins t rument  
approacli p rocedures  i s  i n c o r r e c t .  DCSOPS p o s i t i o n  i s  p r e d i c a t e d  on t h e  requirement 
f o r  811 nev Arny a i r f i e l d s  L O  be l o c a t e d  and c o n s t r u c t e d  s o  t h a t  they  a r e c a p a b l e  
01 u l t i n a t e  devc lop~nent  of iln i n s t r u m e n t  approach  c a p a b i l i t y .  

/
5 .  l e f e r e n c e  p a r a  41,: The e x a c t  meanini: of  t h e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  c o n d i t i o n  

f o r e s e e n  I,y,lJCSOPS i s  no t  c l e a r .  It i s  assumed t h a t  r e f e r e n c e  i s  made t o  DCSOPS 
p o s i t i o n  t h d t  t h e r e  i s  dn i n c r e a s i n g  requi rement  f o r  Army a i r c r a f t  f l i g h t  under 
in!;tru~.ic.it c o n t l i t i o n s .  nssurning t h a t  i t  i s  t h e  i n t e n t  o f  t h e  a u t h o r ,  t o  p o i n t  
o u t  tli.1t , J c S O ~ ' ~[nay I I ~c o r r e c t  i n  assuming an i n c r e a s e  i n  1I:R ( I n s t r u m e n t )  f l y i n g ,  
then  :i r p v i s c J  s e n t e n c e  i s  reco~rmiendc<l t o  r e a d :  "However, inasniuch a s  UCSOPS has 
: ; tar@<; t l i a t  rarl i l i rclwnts f o r  Army a i r c r a f t  E ly ing  under i n s t r u m e n t  c o n d i t i o n s  a r c  
incrc :~s in ; ; ,  tllu ! ) roscn t ly  proposed a i r f i e l d  wo~l ld  be u n a v a i l a b l e  d u r i n g  ins t rument  
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c ~ n d i t i o n s  s ince  i L  i s  incapable of providing an instrument approach capab i l i t y .  
111 the event or a  nat ional  elnergency, when most needed. the  s i t e  could not provide 
5 ~ ~ p l > o r tesccpt  under VFK ( favorable)  weather condi t ions  during dayl ight  hours. 
11d and I I ~,ht f l i y l l t s  would be required t o  terminate a t  Byrd Fie ld  i f  ava i l ab l e .  

7 .  <aLerence a ra  4d 1): Recornend r ev i s ing  t h i s  paragraph t o  read: "Limit 
o p e ~ . a t i o i l h ~ d  cznditioAs which prescr ibe  a  c e i l i n g  of 1000 f e e t  and v i s i b i l i t y  Y:aI 
of three miles.  This i s  cons i s t en t  with cu r ren t  Army and FAA r egu la t ions  f o r  
visual .'lisllt :tules. The higheat obs t ac l e  wi thin  an a rea  of ten  miles from the  
a 1 r I l ~ l i :  ~ loes  not exceed 1000 feet ."  

Y. &cie_~~ncep a r a d L Q ) :  Kecorncnd de l e t ion  of t h i s  paragraph. It i s  not  
nor inl, co r r ec t  proceilure, nor cons i s t en t  with f l i g h t  s a fe ty  co land wi th  the  
wind. I ' i lots w l l l  never knolfingly land with the  wind unless  an emergency condi t ion 
praclu51eb landing INTO the  wind. Prevai l ing winds a r e  from a  souther ly  d i r ec t ion ;  
thcrelora, inore landings w i l l  bc made t o  the  south than t o  t he  no r th  i n  normal 
03c r~c ions .  One other  f ace t  of f l y ing  should be considered i n  de l e t ion  of t h in  
atatellent. Not only the landing d i r ec t ion  should be considered, bu t  a l s o  the  take- 
o ~ fdirec  loo. The take-off and climb out i s  exposed t o  a s  many hazards from 
obstacles as  landinys. P i l o t s  do not normally land i n  one d i r e c t i o n  and then 1
t ~ c e - o t f  In tlre opposite d i rect io l l  unless the  wind d i r ec t ion  has changed. A l l  
1mJin;s 3:lJ t ~ ' < c - o i f sa re  made a;ainst o r  i n t o  the  wind. lbwn wind operat ions  a r e  
se ldol  p re sc r i l~eJ  except under unusual 01 emergency condi t ions .  

9 .  &fe.;e.lce para 4 f :  Xecorranend tha t  t h i s  paragraph be mended t o  i n d i c a t e  
t!lat t!lc cost  of 9626;0J0 for  r e l i ab i l i t a t i on  of Petersburg Airpor t  includes  a 
co:~pleto and extensive  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  program. This a i r f i e l d  could be  r e h a b i l i t a t e d  
s ~ ~ l f i c i e n t l yt o  , )ea t  Anoy avia t ion needs with much l e s s  expenditure. The runways 
3r3  s t i l l  c.lpa:>le oL neet in& a l l  demands of present Arny a i r c r a f t  without re-
surfacioy. .(csurfacing of one runvay fo r  a length of 3500 f t  would improve the  
i . lc i l i tv  but i t  i s  not e s sen t i a l  fo r  &my a i r c r a f t  a t  t he  present  time. 

1J.  ,itIj tr) para 4: A 2500 f t  s t r i p  w i l l  permit l imi t ed  u t i l i z a t f o n  by the  
L-23. ;s te:lporatul.e and hullidit). ihcrease ,  the  length  of the  take-off run 
i:lcrc.lscs pro:>ortionatcly. Previous co:quta t ions  e s t ab l i shed  t h a t  a 3500 f t  s t r i p  
is :lie : i in i~iu .s a f e  lenj t l l  f ea s ib l e  fo r  L-23 operat ions  under foreseen c l ima t i c  
c ~ : i i i i o : .  ;,.prosi~nal-ely s i x  nonths OF the  year  the  L-23 w i l l  be ab le  t o  
ne ,ot ia tc  tlii.: f i e l d  with only a  ~ninimm gross  weight. Cross weight can be 
IL! luce.~i * ~r e  ioval of gasol ine  (thereby shortening range of a i r c r a f t  and r equ i r ing  
aujscs,sent r e f u e l i n ,  p r io r  t o  depar t in& fo r  most c ros s  country f l i g h t s )  and 
r c s t r i ; t i o ~ ~t o  11:!l?ber of persons c ~ r r i e c l .  



CONSTRUCTION O F  AIRFIELD A T  FORT LEE, VA. 

11. Reference para  5(1) :  Nonconcur. Another landing a rea  of t he  type 
envisioned (2500 f t )  provides only l imi t ed  capab i l i t y  over and above the  present  
sod s t r i p ,  and may not j u s t i f y  t he  expendi tures  due t o  i t s  i n a b i l i t y  t o  be expanded 
t o  a  s tandard Army a i r f i e l d .  

12. Reference para  6a: Nonconcur: Although the  landing a rea  i s  a  very 
worthwhile t r a in ing  p ro j ec t ,  i t s  development does not s u b s t a n t i a l l y  con t r ibu te  t o  
t h e  a b i l i t y  of For t  Lee and QMTC t o  f u l f i l l  assigned missions and/or r e s p ~ n s i b i l i t i ; ~ ,  

111. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Recornend t h a t  considerat ion be given t o  reopening nego t i a t ions  f o r  
Petersburg Airport.  This is the  most economically f e a s i b l e  approach t o  f u l f i l l  
QMTC and For t  Lee requirements f o r  the  present  and fore :eeable  future .  Rehabilitation 
of a  runway ( i f  necessary) wi th  troop labor  should be considered providing adequate 
l ea s ing  agreements a r e  poss ible .  Extent of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  is  ,var iable  dependent 
upon whether u t i l i z a t i o n  w i l l  be l imi t ed  t o  Army a i r c r a f t  o r  t o  permit use  by USAF 
Troop Car r i e r  A i rc ra f t .  

2. Precedent fo r  Army use  of c i v i l i a n  a i r f i e l d  f a c i l i t i e s  is  provided b y  the 
following l i s t  of ac t ive  Army i n s t a l l a t i o n s  now u t i l i z i n g  c i v i l i a n  f a c i l i t i e e  
under l e a s e  agreements. 

Army I n s t a l l a t i o n  A i r f i e l d  F a c i l i t y  

Camp !Jal t e r s ,  Texas Minerals Wells Mun Airport 

C a r l i s l e  Barracks, Penn Taylor Mun Airpor t  

Decatur Signal  Depot, I11 Decatur Mun Airport 

For t  B l i s s ,  Texas El Paso I n t ' l  Airpor t  

Fort Gordon, Ga. Bush Airpor t  

For t  McPherson, Ga. Fulton County Mun Airport 
(Hq 3d USA) 

For t  Monmouth, N.  J. Monmouth County Mun Airport 

For t  Worth Gen Depot, Texas Meachum Mun Airpor t  
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Arniy I n s  t a l l a t  ion 

New Cur.~berland Gen Depot, C a l i f  

Sharpe Cen Depot, C a l i f  

US Army Air Defense Cormnand, Colo 

US Arniy Trans  Supply h Maint Comand, 

F o r t  Jackson, S. C. 

Mo 

Alrf  i e l d  F a c i l i t y  

Har r i sbu rg  S t a t e  A i rpo r t  

Stockton Mun Ai rpo r t  

Pe t e r son  F i e l d  

S t  Louis  h n  A i r p o r t  

Owens A i r p o r t  

1 I n c l  
n /c  

RALPH R. BUN, 
AC of S. G3 

Colonel ,  FS 
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QlaSD (11 Mar 59) 
SUBJECT: FY 1960 llCA 
TO: Chief of Staff  

T-8500 t-8000 Col Bldlrhuber/ tb/4 

1. In v i w  of th. &r of obrtruct ioru a t  Fort h e ,  uhich would prrcludr 
i m t r u m n t  and night op.ratioru f r e  tb p r r e m t l y  pr-d a i r f i e l d  r i t e .  DCSOPa 
rec-nded ttmt a MU a i r f i r l d  r i t e  be r r l r c t r d  on Fort tu vhlch wi l l  m e t  
r t u d a r d  Army N r f i r l d  c r i t r r i a .  

2. 'Lb b f o m t o r y  Bod r i t r  ir th only r i t r  available on Port &r. Since 
i t  appearr t h a t  DCS0P6 w i l l  not r r c m a i d r r  it. por i t iop  on mn-concurrrou i n  the 
requerted waivrrr i t  followo tha t  an Army N r f i e l d  u definod i n  En 1110-3-311 
c-t be c a u t r u c t r d  a t  Fort &a. 

3. ?he Engiarrr Battalion hu ucauplirbmd about $450.000 w r t h  of work on 
th runvay r t r i p  md d r a i q e  of t b  a i r f i e l d  a r u .  T k i  Kapirvor r r t iu t r  for 
c o q l e t i o n  of tb. r t r i p  i n t o  u! .ArmyAlrf l r ld  ir $1,651,000 plur t h  e l e c t m n i c  
equipment for night flying. Dirrrgardiw th dirapproval of th. r i t e  th f i r r t  
incr-nt of 81,301,000 included i n  tho prelimimry HCA 61 progrm bu k e n  &lot& 
d w  to  tba rhortagr of fundr i n  tbm ce i l ing  d l o c a t o d  t o  by th Army. It vu 
det*rtrd from t b  PlCA 60 progrm pending dacir ion on a ruu a i r f i e l d  r i t e .  Tbsre 
l a  r m  quertion wluthr w i l l  over b v e  r u f f i c i e n t  f d r  available t o  him to 
rupport the conotruction ud oparation of a r t d r r d  Army N r f i r l d .  

4. I f  fund. over bK- ~ v a i l a b l rmd a r t d u d  Army Airfield ir required 
i t  I. corui&rrd th t  land r h l d  k a c q u i r d  off-port  MU th propored drop EOIU 

f o r  comtruction of ouch a f i e l d .  TIM u q u i a i t i o n  or  l e u .  of tb. r e c a l l a d  
Potorrbury M r f i r l d  hu p r r v i a u l y  lmon dirapprwed by DCBtOC u k i n g  prohibitive 
i n  c o r t . r a d  a ru i tab le  l o u r  c-t k obtainad. 

5. Thir o f f i c r  coruidrrr  th t  i t  wi l l  k yearr. i f  over, k f o r r  a rtondard 
N r f i e l d  i r  autlmrired lad corutructed for  Port Lae. In th m a n t h  arrange- 

aunt. a u t  be mode t o  m o t  minbam current  requlram8ntr. lh u r r n g m o n t r  f o r  ure 
of Byrd Field for  night f lying ud p i l o t  t ra in ing  m l d  appoar to  k &equate for 
t b s  ti= belay md vi th in  th dol la r  re ra r rcer  of t h i r  c-nd t o  or-pport. 

6. We conolder t b t  thar r  I r  an urgent need a t  Port Lee for  a landing f i e l d  
t o  rcomDdMe a11 typo. of Army Aircraft  for ure u on 8uxil lary of Syrd Field 
for  d a y t h - g o o d  veathmr l r a d i q #  and t a b  o f f .  We rec-nd camplrtion of the 
r t r i p  a l w  hfo-tory Bod for  u r r  M a " landiw~ r t r i p "  u defined i n  AR 320-5. 
Work to be u c ~ 1 l r h . du a troop training project .  

7.  C3 h r  not coucur i n  tb. 04 plan a d  c o ~ i d r r r- "although tha landing 
a raa  i r  a vary w r t h - a l e  t ra ;n ing  pro j rc t ,  I t s  dovelopant  domr m t  rubrtantir l ly 
cont r ibu t r  t o  tbm a b i l i t y  of Purt h a  and QI(EC t o  f u l f i l l  u r l g n a d  miraioru 
r u p o l u i b i l i t l e r " .  03 rec-ndr rwponiny ~ g o t i a t i m a  for  h u r m b u r g  Airport. 
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8 .  An e a r l y  dec i s ion  is r c q u i ~ c don the courec of act ion t o  11e Lelmn. \ ~ c  
m a t  r cp ly  t o  OQW 00 the  ma t t e r  of a m3a i r f i e l d  afLc. Arratq;amenLe muat be 
made f o r  the  r e t u r n  of t h  Rngincar PntLnlion t o  c c q l c t e  L ~ I O 2100 laad:n(: e t r i p .  
nov sched~~lmdfor 10 Nay 59. It 1. p c s a ' l J e  that t h e  WE t1t11 diecont imic tlla 

cane t l r 1 3trainlnp, p r o j e c t  unloms w prenent a s t ~ r n ~  f o r  land~ni;n t r i p .  

9. 	 Ic~.c-qd be ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ l n r ia co~~lcl,.ncc. LOt h a t  t h i s  f ~ l e  nnd c a l l e d  rcoolbr  
the C m a n d  pos i t ion  on t he  met lor .  

2 	Incl 
Added 1 Iml 
2. 	 Draft 1 s t  Ind 


O r n D - F  


Copy iurn1 nted 
K of S, C3, 1-8000 
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l8t W APR 6 19684wsD(ZL F* 53) 
SmJKCT: n *A m.10, Fmmtim 

2. nu jmc.tima d rrtgamy .d88i- ol F a t  I..nquin th. 
trsmdhk avdhbillty of an airf ield.  I m g  ranee pluu to mot tbm 
t o m  nktiar rmqulr.crmt. r ! be bd O th mqubition of l.nd 
df30.trru tlm pwpcwd drop m. nm prrohN0 od -kly
L500 aoms af eut 01 virginla ~ i ~ h r q r8106 u i l l  pmdt eontruc-
t ion  d' .tudrrd utv &field, c h p  mand trrinlirr m. S a  
t r l w  JL far lamti-. 

3. It is wideat tJnt tIn Ime.8nry lADd -be .b91Lird8d 8 
6Umhrd rirfidd tauhretd un& :CA within th fan-
8ma.l. ntaPs. Ln tlie M u m a #  -to aut k& to met 

WXTUlt d -6-J m d 8 . b Ur-t.8 fm U88 
d byrd Firld far night nyhq .Dd pi lot  tcrinkg, uhllr tmpmuy, are 
d.pwk f a t h o t i A I b a i n ( m d v i t h i n t h . & l U r - e m a f t ! ! r  
casrnd to pi. 'Ruar la .aw-goat mod at Tort Lr fm 
8 * i p u . r r - d E l y p d k t . l d B t O - k . U t ~ 8 d W  
aimraft Sao rinvl-8 and U S # .  I rocamawl oonplotlaa Of 
t i  f w d  i l m g  WQI* mod far tu u..LndkrS rtrlp' u blLrd 
h M 32G5, dth th.wk to k .~".nl(rMm . d V O l y  U bOOp --proj-t. 

IA. E- trooF unit p ? w M  by the C h i e f  of -abCirwar W 
3- mcarlpliulsd U!XBGQOrdh ob W k ,  at 6 mj.at C& O f  1.u tba 
6SBCOOD the ad dp.iny O f  tb ref-w R o d  dt.. Ihr 
Lrric atrip of' 2 9 0  Lwt l a  m b l y 67 m o a t  corqp&t& F1.nr 
c m w t .  that an &ILIY d t  VIU mhun to Y d Lam m or .lout 
LG 4US9 te oaryleta thi.ph..of Ute p.oj.ot. 

5. Ccmwrriaa d th.Y d o n r t a - y  k o d  8trip into .  8tub 

Jart far indrumnt a p p m h .  1.- 8trii: o m  t 4  o a p  
,~lrtd.nd ad.oprrtianl uiW f r l l i t i a a  far vtacml-8, 
WlbOSflr d O f  W.ft at 8O.t O f  10.8 thn 8200,COGD

kelrrb f m m t b 8 .  9. hlWlR'0  45 for l m m  Of m:~ tc&8. 
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'ht. value to 'ce received a8 a t r o w  1ao:art is cmsidard to 
La f u  in  exce8a of the c o d .  

6. I \P~:c with t.b dmu~;*mt oft .bt H C C U I ~ ~ W  t:ni : e fmss tay  
hod lard- strip u a troop traid~&, ~ o j e o tM a .?mane of raatLy: a 
part of Uu xrquimwmta for m i a t i a ~fac i l i t i s s  at F a - t  lee. It  l a  
rrasc?bsble to -pet th.t t h i s  can L a  rcanplished w i t h i n  t!m dollar re-
awceu Vhlch c m  Ls lruds n & i h L l o  0v.r a period d tirrs. I r e c o r d  
t h t  Urn mquisition d land ud plan6 far a standard alrfirld Lc 
lncludod iri tLre 1- r w e  E A  conetnctian pwan f a  F o t  11.. 

Copies fumlnhedt 
AC of S, 03, T-&XO 
Caqtroller, T-8036 
Post Engr, T-6205 

' M a  ccmm~nlcationt r d t s  the C c m m d h g  G.nsralta decision 
an a 1-
 strQ for Part Lee. Decision wos b u d  on staff  study, 
comrenta and recammndatlo~attached to the A 0  f i l e .  

U. n. AIDLEHIBLX, Col, GS, AC of S, 04 /-



CONSTRUCTION O F  AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

FONIZON: 	 Colonel Weisemam (frm W.sNngton)and Colonel Pannington, 
Inetallations M v i ~ i a ~ ,  ms and Col Ridlehuber, AC of S, Qlr 

SWJI~CTI Port  Ise Airfield 

Colonel Veiwmum acid tho l8t  Indorsement from Oeneral Dormiston 
concoming conetruetion of the a i r f ie ld  hd bwn gom -or rather care- 
fully in Col hnnington's offico. In a prior comornt ion  d t h  Colonel 
Shlr lq ,  vhich w u  a r o m l t  of letkr from h r i l  Dodoton to General 

f a r  .a o@#l u e  oonc~ned,ther h a ~ eIZITQIthe *go-aheadmt o  caaplek u 

this*. Therefme, t h  a d - e a iotUpap-
~ i r&.n coi  b18OIMUn ~t.mt h . Z o li SP 
con-on IBtht M d l a t i ~ ~  p"bab4 b lM T I o ~ ~ .  . n e 
the b u i c  btkr, M t h e e  l a  no farther noad to go into thia r t te,  
becan80 t h q  have druQ g i ~ o nUE the OK f a r  tho air atrip. 

Colonel Rldlehuber a d d  ths M ~ t r i o ti.still  worlring on the lICA 

p r o j r t .  Samebody han t o  tall th4 MntrLt to #tap mrkbg on the IICA 

project ~ C Mtht th.UXIV-O hn not h .pprW.de Col-1 W e i s m  

s a i d  then tm ahodd go oror to OCE with that rocomandation f r o m  the 

InetAllatiaUa MriBion. 


Colollel R i b h u b e r  seid that it h& to go to DCSOPS t o  prwide tho 
Mormmtion th.t auothsr r i t e  i.not a. i l rble.  Colmol Pglnington 
said th.t he had been dlacasslng d t h  Cololwl b i ~ o m a mthe l e t t r r  of 
16 Fob which W e r d  Doml~ tanaart to hmil EVMB Indicating tht 
he n a k d  to go rbed with the Lurdbg str ips howsrer, ha nodod to 
$18,000 to cwor  tr.r.1, par diem, trumportation, e x p e ~ l omppllor, 
f i e ld  ~ ~ O Z M I U X ,U I ~  troop ~ p l i O B S  ~ C CUIO -*.ring C w . 
Colonel Ponningtan ..idtht ho dlncwrod it with keil Evuu and he 
diroctod Colonel hnnbgten t o  c a l l  O.nsril Damiston back md OR the 
project, u i d  kllhi. a t  lu would typ. an I(A( j ~ ~ t o d  an off ic ia lof 

roply, mince th.y m e  rhort In 2000 - 2100 w. Coloml 

Wd.  he c d l o d  Colonel S h i r l q  and grro hi. the g&d owering 

$l8;000j told hi. to go rhbd .Id.pond it aad c e o t o  thL luullng 

str ip.  


! Colonel Rldlohubu a d  that  u u  bof-o DCSOPS directed tht wo f M  
u10ther rite; kfcn. DCBOPS diuppowod the u d v u r .  

Colonal P.rmineton raid tha t  vht ho n a h d  to do w t o  got anotlur 
p k e  of 0 f f i c i . l  comespondmeo out of hi# hads. Col P.nninetcar s t ~ t o d  
tho fir& increment or  the d r f i o l d  ham boon bkoa out of E A  61. Rather 
tb.n confuse tho program, we .sited tbt it be withdram - wen out of 61. 
Yhen Col Ridlehuber ~ k o d  I?he h4nnt.d , to  hold th.t pime of papar, 
Colonel Pomington rop lbd  tha t  h.wanted to fargot it. 
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atandud lrrp airfield dth batrum-t approaoh 8- o r i t a r b  

l a  not capable of king mitad a t  Fort Ime. That i r  t&e only ha 

lmds; that  o# pu.gr.ph. lb ..id OCp hu approved wuyttdag elre 

w a r m  talklag .bat. 


I C o l d  R i d l . 0 ~m i d  OK - vr will drag apr feet  ~ t l laftor 
lato Hmy. C o l d  P.#miagkm eald he w i l l .  give our 1.t Indorronnt 
W k  to Cola01 %inrum. 

C o l d  R U l d m b w  U d  tb r t  in the m.nflme tho Bglaau  poopla 

a t  B o l d  .Nanking ru to oolli in to them t b ~ ttbi. airfield h.tb. 


w i l l t y .  C o l a d  P-II uid h. did not gat tht. 

C o l d  hirrunn intujwtod: .On t h i r  Boltoir thing, I have lam people 

to call; me ia C o l d  rnora in mi* Opg.tioo.; md Wor 

&'-8; 31 1 mOd go dud. 


Colaail Ri&hubar uked what about the qwmtioru tiley ask in th. 

l e t t u .  Col-1 W.1- arid he wu j ru t  golag to ohm k a 0-a of 

i k  vlth Ih. U o t t  of Norfolk Dintriot hglm8r. lk Eamiron thought 

u j b a  Klllott h u  rud. r a  chager to Balroir &rvingr. Ra-

thn g i n  it to Colondl R i d l e l m b u  for  his apprord ymmtordy; C o l d  

kiruum n n t ~ ~to #it unt i l  HC ~ l i o t tOM nr mrim back tow 

or bmaTw to dekrr i ru  ubethm a t  let* I 8  OBI. 


Coloml RiQehubw . d d  to  bring the l e t  ~~t back. YI vill 
, pr0c-d to gat th0 Cqurgr d m  h-0. c-batioms US#@,W will 
, go back t o  Col -on'# #hap. Ta C o l  -, he uid,a l . t  N. 
; bring the papar on back and m y3.U rock along uutil  furthe h l o p u n t r ;  
I I will rep4 along the lims p u  luiiorbd.. 

Colonel Fmnbghm U d  w hrs mkd each iart.ll.tian ta gir .  M 
a note by t& 15th i&bating vh.t projrctr muter $5,000 and wor $25,000 
tbmy cur fiarnse fra fundm locally nallable.  In the rmtir, Collptrollu 
i. iL.0 ukirrg oath i a r k l k t i o n  for  their obligation ra f .  u of the .ad of 
llrrch to be in OeyLl by the 15th. They hn.a m t b g  rlth C a p t r o l l - on 
the 17th to sit dawn .ad decide hov auch money is in the 8y8h that t h y  
can use. and wtasre they u e  going to put it. 'Thy will rot up priority 

Copies furniishedr m. Colonel. 0s 
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m:Colonel l i d l c h u k r ,  M of 8, &, Pmt Im, Virg in ia ,  md 
#. )(rcBoarlb, Inotrllrtioru Dlvleion, OQ10, l&hb&on, DC 

# r i d  o m  ai tb -8 n 8  trlllng vith Colonel 
frnarncr mb & udmmtad Cal I*.rraura w cudus w to liUhington 
6 to t a l k  on t h  In ircilltiom. Calonl l i d b h u b u  rt.M 

ha bd told QlImmma to crll T& Wiruoriw Mncy on theme dmr 
-8 .nd go q If nacosury, b.arw n b.vu a tug& &to far t h  
geLh to get t h i m  far Inrlbtion fcc Bl&. %!m m l a  qrwrtion 
a c h  #. rrrnted to uk Col i.: '58 R Allen beon 
in on tbn ~ 8 1 Ool HAlrhllhr told m h a k a d d  tht m Boger.' 
rant m t h . 8  vlth him .Irdthou ur the -8 thy rrcaaundrd. Amow 
o m  w,t b y  recomeded that n buy tb tmer, but Col Bldlehubu 
i.agpoudtathir;&gmlCaep.hupocmi..dtoi\Pni.hthstavrr.

- t i 4  .qdpanL which v i l l  aut $l2,000. Coloal 
nu them w i l l  b.pat i l l  UdbitilQdt.rPt.8. V. u a  

~aaw#u-aig.tt*m,~-got~$721r#-,
.narillb...toeo\mtGPp.nni... 

C o l - . t . t . d b . i l ~ l t i n g . b t t a t o d . y t o C a l o n r l J . C .  
~ & m t t h . r k l i . l d .  l ? n ~ i . h . r r r o b i . d o i ~ . d o o d  
job. b . t i r - m . n d - ~ v l l l h . m a = m ,  
T l t h t d ~ r s b ~ l l k o t m .iwh..plu18fortaE&3ruyfrcill-
tias. r mra foo r typo d M. Y. bars boen .hogpiny 
around. t k ~ g . t a m t d B Q 8 0 l n n g u ~ d . l i ~ o n t h . 8 i t e  
fa &o& @7,000. ILb cLmm -dpP.pur r& .it.for it. 

N- hu Uhd P o d  b g i to~ p~apuea Rcm 5-25 for 
thi.proJ.d in th.bop. that A u l d  Drt.chPent my b.m some P-2000 
Dm.7 at fh. .Id or tbr w i t h  which va cm it. me c o ~ l e t o  ak in tbr mkr to OoZorrsl hnnington. Col aidlehuber 
wid b .auld b . a  k')(roDolrld lo& out for tht 5-25. 

It M a r l d  i s  uxriad about emmeding &,000 on the iunded part 
cb It. Col Ilibt.hukr . J d  tht u t h i n  rouLd k u*mnt, it 
r o u l d k ~ . I r C l r a l y m y r o J a a t . l & l h D o z m l d u i d i t 1 8 a l l p s r t  of 
tb .irli.ld - tlmt'. *t -8 hip. 

http:~&mtth.rkli.ld
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Oalarl- atatad tlmt .,vill all tblr 8 poo4.d r e  
tb h e l d  w.So rrt tha ari t ioal -OM, m &r,to 
g o i n ~ o f b i r t r g . r t ~ p m ~ ~ ~ m v l l l w y t b . ti t i r r ~ ~  
~ ? o r t b . l ~ ? ~ t b . ~ l p a k . g l n g ,urrrllurLrardt 
d m h m n a j  It v l l l  BD& bofh t.qult.Pntr. 
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b g u l y  A, Blth Elghmr a t t r l l o n  (Conrtr), vlth .rtrrngth at 
163m, is on tb. Job ud mriM good -ma on tbe .irli.ld. Y 
-at to &vm r 8500' #trip, plum 150' om--run on wch end, rody 
~ O Qapslrtion by August - -. ddit ion,  t m rU1b th. 
puking qpon, tuiw, maear Tomb .rddmixmg.. fn asd.r to u t u p  
theYial&,"~rrtrstbsl&ht.;FrsrrJtaparrtio~fna~?lrldto 
M he, n w i l l  mpim r aWma ob i ro i l l t i er ,  u tollom: 

be rtarsss .Ilddi- f ~ . i l i t k m .  th vlll U~UW 
tank tmab a..ikbla an -08. 

0. 00- W an .zrd rill Q D ~ T Q ~tarra, 
utillsing d m g a  f.L.PtY)m plea OQ 04P.lim mtmid, vlth po8mib4 
r a31 tpanhowo-typ. rtrwftm on top, which an be grwbumd for 
loma t k n  4p0, 
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n18.60. Qolvtrud~wOOntzPltarP:foshtdhwfielA, 
49,000. 

Uabve.oo\tt .b.mpljl .IdareWmbletOf~.11~~1.m&hild-
ing any phw which oould k u t l l l d ' u  A nviov of all 
t y p m  of bUUIng8 on the l ~ v b findio~tomtkt vr our puchn an &z& 
f o o t t n u ?  .kilfmm8BIWbullding, drllvsreAontIm alto for #17,000* 

l ( n ( r u . t . d ~ ~ 8 t O g e r g . i . ~ r o ~ W % ~ 5 - ~ f O r O n  
~ f w t p r a f 8 b r i c n t e d b u i l d i r r g f o r t b . l u r k l k t u o h n n t ,  rlththa 
h o p o t b . t N t i i c i d t u r d . u u d a P - ~ m y k a * . i k h k t o p l r o b . t h o  
buUdiag Warr 9J\nr* In uzy rnmnt, I wnt to get it on 1nrit.tion 
fotBidrinawthsnmdakeorr.ruu.hle. m a t n g i n n r w v l l l  
~ t b r i t r n f c a t h e ~ ~ . n d . t h a o t b r r k q p o n r y 8 t r u o -
turrm u nu. It I 8  quite l i ke ly  th.t they vlll u 8 i r t  i n  awting tb 
b u i l ! U + ~ i t v l l l k 8 0 0 d - m .  W p t n t o o o n r t w t i t b  
any emnt vlth troop kbor on 00- footing., dth tho floor to k 
p a m d r l t h ~ i f a n d u b n f u n d a k a a a a ~ h l e .A l l o f t h e  

f8c iUfier  vlll k l0Q.t.d on .itma atha th.n tbow &ri&lrtod 
for tha mA h-t I-. 

I ( U m a r u w d  this & i d l y  on the hl@om rlthJ k  hJk& toby. 
I vlrb p u  wuld w . o  action on tb 5-*. xt villk a m i g ~ t 4  
u f a r t & b r i i l O r t r a h r n t f O r w i n ~ ~ m n o r d . i r -
a r d t u m l f o e a p a r r t i o M l ~ 0 f ~ i d ~ , a v g o u d t s r i n b g
m,kri.l.. In thir .uy nvlll not u.ookta the projeot vith tho 'Amy 
Airfie&. e n n  though it v l l l  k arected on the g.IYr*l mite. 

Copieo furnished: We I. mDxXmm4 
AC of S, C3, T-8000 bdondl, 08 
PE, T-6205 mucai40b 
Comptroller, T-8036 
& W c i l i t i e s  Branch 
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EXHIBIT21.-MEMORANDUM CONVERSATION COL.JAMES C,OF TELEPHONE BETWEEN 
PENNINCTON COL. WALTER MAY29, 1959.AND R. RIDLEHUBER, 

QMTSD 1 June 1959 

SUBJECT: Telecon between Colonel  Pennington,  OQMG and Colonel  Ridlehuber  
29 May 59 a t  PM: O f f i c e  

Received a c a l l  from Colonel  Pennington,  OQMG concerning my persona l  

l e t t e r  of 25 May 59 r e f e r e n c e  o p e r a t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e  l and ing  f i e l d .  

Colonel  Pennington s t a t e d  t h a t  h e  had taken t h i s  m a t t e r  up w i t h  General  

McNamara f o r  guidance on our  f u t u r e  course of a c t i o n .  


The Quartermaster  Genera l  i s  concerned over  t h e  p o s s i b l e  repercus - /' 
s i o n s  from exceeding the  $25,000 p r o j e c t  ( t roop)  which was au thor ized  
f o r  t h e  a i r f i e l d .  At the  same time he r e a l i z e s  t h a t  a s t a n d a r d  Army a i r -  
f i e l d  w i l l  n o t  be  cons t ruc ted  and t h a t  a minimum of f a c i l i t i e s  must be 
provided.  Colonel  Pennington went over  and t a l k e d  the  m a t t e r  over  w i t h  
t h e  a v i a t i o n  people a t  DCOPS and they adv ised  him t h a t  wa ivers  would n o t  
be g ran ted  f o r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of a  MCA a i r f i e l d ;  t h e  Army i s  having t o  c u t -  
back on a v i a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s  and programs t o  inc lude  P o r t  Rucker. The 
a v i a t i o n  people brought  up t h e  m a t t e r  of r e n e g o t i a t i o n  f o r  l e a s e  of  the  
P e t e r s b u r g  a i r f i e l d .  Colonel  Pennington t o l d  them t h i s  was o u t  of t h e  
q u e s t i o n .  

I informed Colonel  Pennington t h a t  we r e a l i z e  t h a t  Byrd F i e l d  w i l l  
con t inue  t o  be u t i l i z e d  f o r  n i g h t  o p e r a t i o n s  and f o r  p i l o t  t r a i n i n g .  We 
have an agreement wi th  t h e  WADS people which we b e l i e v e  w i l l  meet t h i s  " 

. r equ i rement .  On the  o t h e r  hand the  l and ing  s t r i p  can be u t i l i z e d  ex ten-
s i v e l y  f o r  d a y l i g h t  and good weather  opera&.ns. He s t a t e d  t h a t  bo th  he 
and The Quar te rmas te r  General  agreed and t h a t  Genera l  UcNamara went on 
t o  say  t h a t  he doubted t h a t  a s t a n d a r d  type a i r f i e l d  could e v e r  be j u s t i -  
f i e d  f o r  f o u r  a i r p l a n e s  and fu r the rmore  he saw no reason  why Army a i r c r a f t  
should n o t  be opera ted  on temporary a i r  s t r i p s .  

The inmediate  problem i s  t h e  purchase of a  metal  hangar b u i l d i n g  f o r  

e r e c t i o n  by t roop  l abor  a t  a l a t e r  d a t e .  I asked Colonel  Pennington t o  

a s s u r e  The Quartermaster  Genera l  t h a t  we would n o t  recornend any th ing  

t h a t  would put  him i n  an embarrassing p o s i t i o n .  I n  the  case  of the  hangar 

i t  w i l l  be procured,  i f  the  purchase i s  approved and P2000 funds a r e  a v a i l - 

a b l e ,  f o r  the  A e r i a l  Detachment and n o t  d i r e c t l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  the a i r -  

f i e l d .  I n  the  case of a p h y s i c a l  i n s p e c t i o n  by Department of the  Army 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  a t  some l a t e r  d a t e ,  i t  can be exp la ined  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a 

temporary b u i l d i n g  which w i l l  be moved t o  meet o t h e r  s t o r a g e  requirements  

i f  and when no longer  r e q u i r e d  a t  the  a i r f i e l d  s i t e .  


http:opera&.ns
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The o the r  f a c i l i t i e s  required  ouch a s  water ,  power, s to rage  bui ld ing.  
and l i g h t s  can be provided a s  resources become ava i l ab l e  a s  
t o  t he  landing f i e l d  which w i l l  be i n  exis tence .  

Colonel Pennington aa id  he agreed and t o  send the DA Form 5-25 on up 
f o r  the  hangar bui ld ing and he would see  t h a t  i t  was approved. I assured 
him t h a t  i t  would be s e n t  up during the f i r s t  week i n  June. 

1 I n c l  
L t r  QmSD. dtd 25 May 59 Colonel,  GS 

AC of S. G4 
Copiee £urnisbed: 

Chief of S t a f f  T-8000 
AC of S, G3 T-8000 
Post Bngr T-6205 
Comptroller T-8036 
Fac Br, G4 T-8000 
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HEAW U A R l E R S  
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

WlQ OF THE QUARTERMASTER GENERN 
WASHINGTON25. D. C. 

I-.-" 

QJ<GIE-F 2 June 1759 

Colonel :,i. R. Ridlehuber, QM 
AC of S, Gh 
The $! Training Conmind 
IT. s. ArnDr 
Fort  Lee, Virginia 

Thank you for  your l e t t e r  o f  25 play r ~ g a d i n e ,  progress on your 
a i r f i e l d  project .  It is good t o  h o w  t h a t  t h e  Engineer Cornpany is dojr-g 
such a g o d ,  job. 

As you know and a s  I mentioned in our telechone conversation on 
-29 M q ,  The Quarternaster Cineral  is l imi ted  t o  a M e l  c o s t  of 825,COJ 

f o r  new construct.ion. This l imi ta t ion  applies  t o  the  e n t i r e  "air . f ieldn 
a s  one pro jec t  and not  t o  various eler.ents o r  incre~:~ents .  I n  other  
words, the p r o j e c t  completed x i t h  $25,000 fundad c o s t  must be a usa;:.le . 

f a c i l i t y  in i t s e l f .  I d e r s t a n ~ t  t h a t  y o t  a r c  about up t o  the l e g a l  
lb5t now, so  it does not appear :)ossible t o  accomplish PR 16-63 f o r  
e l e c t r i c i t y  and water nor  PR 18-60 f o r  a temporary c o n t r o l  tower frcm 
WIA h d s  in FY 1960. 

It is possible t h a t  som of t h e  c ther  supi,ort f a c i l i t i e s  ( c i l  
s tcrage,  PCL storage and d i s p e n s b g  faciilties,  operat ions bl i l . i ing,  f i r e  
s ta t ion ,  an3 small con t ro l  tower) might be accoa!llishel ifthe Pirdd 
cos t s  a d 4 4  t o  those a l r e a . 1 ~  spent do not exceed the $25,0rfi 1Fqitat lon.  
Providin:, telephones a s  a cor~rrlunications item' would not  count a z a h t  
the  l imi ta t ion .  

We a r e  awaitkg r e c e i p t  of YOL- :>roject  CO pro.d.le a !111i l l i~g  for  
the  Aerial  Detachment and w i l l  take expedit ious ac t ion  on it when received. 

Sincerely, 
\ 

J.LWS C. 7E:"EIGTCN .-- / 

Colonel, Q:C 
C k i ~ f ,  I n s t a l l a t i o n s  Division 

\/ 



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 303 

EXHIBIT23.-LOCAL PURCHASE NO. 1900 FROM THE POST ENGINEER, REQUEST FORT 
LEE, VA., TO THE PURCHASING CONTRACTINGA N D  OFFICER,MAY 13, 1959. 

LOCAL PURCHASE REQUB5- NO. 1 9 0 ~  R. 
-p 9 , 

TO: Purchaa & Contrac t i i  Officnr. 

Fort L.3-


TIIRU .

b & A ~ i i a Continuation Sheets RwF.
~ m 
Bw.b 5 2 1 6  Attached ; .LA)L $y 

FROM: Required Date: Q oo. Contract or P/O ~ 6 . :  
Feat U r r  before  30 Jms 1959 
ma. T-6205 

Request the following be purch.sed and,shipped Est. 8 4,988.00 Form No. 

Marked
T ~ :  -0. T-6208. For: B o d 8  6 

No. I De6cfiption Quai~titg( Unit 1 Prim I Extenoion 

I I 
1. Quahad St*. 2" CNbr P... 

BO'D3: Tu be dol ivered  t o  Tort L.,Va. (larermont ' rill bo r o m p a u i b l o  f o r  u n l o a d h g ,  i f  matar ia1  I"-1is d e l l r u w l  by rail. 
be d e l i m o d  on or beforo  30 Jume 1959 u' A '  

a d d  f m  by tbs Post  -oar, e i t h e r  I n  wholo 

m t e r p n o e  of Bods. 

U 420-30 m a d s  E2100-08 9030.460 
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EXHIBIT24.-LOCAL PURCHASE NO. 2005 FROM FORTREQUEST THE POST ENGINEER, 
LEE, VA., TO THE PURCHASING CONTRACTING MAY 22, 1959.AND OFFICER, 

--LOCAL PZTRCHASE REQUES . R. 
N 

-id, 
-

No. 2005 
TO: Purchasing & Contracting Officer, 


Fort Lee,V k f i n h  44065 Date22 1959 FA. ,d 

THRU : 

? b A Mria io l  Continuation Sheets RwF. , 'I -m e .  S 9 1 6  ~ t t a e h e d; // 

FROM: Required Date: 1-e Contract or P/O No.: 


Poet h g l m e r  (90) -a ira d a t e  ol 

B lQ .  2-6205 .rulof  o o n t r u t .  


Requent the following be purchased and, shipped Est. $ 72,:;. 4 Form No. 


To: - - - - - - - - Eked~t b e ,  virpsi.. 
Damiption 1 Quantity 1 Unit 1 Price ( E x t e ~ i o n  

I 1 
' b W e t  c o n t r r c t  be l e t  t o  furaiah all *' 

--+8appliem sad m a t e r i a l s  and 


Fn comreotion vlth 


vith t h e  a t t ~ h b d  a p c l f i ~ ~ t i m 1 8 .  

I 1 I I 
Required For: 

I m p r w e m a t r  t o  h n d h g  Strip. 

L L .  Culur le l  CE 
Post Ene1nee.r 

Local Purchnse Authorized By: 

Al? 420-30 mpdm P2l00 

Category or SOA 


I certify thst the i t a m  listed hereon u e  properly chargeable to the following dlotmenta the avdlnhle 

hbaw of which are sufflciant to cover the cost thereof, and that fun& therefor b v e  bsdn coqpmltted. 


Approprlstion Data and Date of Commitment: 


2192020 07-1013 ~2100d7~44 -055&d&, /hr r )  ginanae and AooountlM Offloo 

Apprcbvd by Cornnunding Officer or his Desimen I I I 
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EXHIBIT25.-LOCAL PURCHASE NO. 2006 FROM THE POST ENGINEER, REQUEST FORT 
LEE, VA., TO THE PURCHASING CONTRACTING MAY 22, 1959. AND OFFICER, 

L, -AU PURCHASB R E Q W .  No. 2006 R. .. '. " x /  
TO: PurchPsina & CatnctingOfflear, 

Fort Lea VlrpinL 
THRU : 

? L A m i r i a  
SUg. S5216 

rr-oaa Date 22 Iby 1959 
, 

Continuation Sheeb 
Attdched; 

FA. 

RwF. 

My2 )b/ 
JW( L </ 

FROM: 
Port &&~nr 
Bun. M Z 0 5  

Requ~red Date: IUnrty 
(90)1.J.ira data of 
UI.1J. of - k t .  

C o n k t  or P/O No.: 

Request the following be purehad and, dipped Est.$ -q,7y6. E Form No. 

To: -'----- =:* Fort k,Vlr@.ala. 
Dmwiption 

labor, mppli.. Pll rnkrids url 
to p.riorr 31 o p r a t i o u  in ocmn.otia vith 
the d . U r s ~and pl.a.mt of bi- p l a t  
rir a t  the ?art L. %rip in aoooadawa gJJL,  5 
with tha att.obrd der&ptloa of work. 84a%eO 

1 I I I I 
Requued For: 

Lpronuaat of W n q  Sfrlp ho i l i t i em.  

healPurehssc Authorized By: Aoeouqtoble O f f i c y  ,.f 
/ 

M 420-30 Ibmd. PZl00-0790j0.1600 

YIRAM 1. FUSSELL 
Category or SOA ;> A r I .  . l \ lc A * , - , ~ ~ ~  

I eertity that the items lies-hereon ue properly chargeable to the folloains .Ilohnenta the avdhble 
b c e a  of which ue suffieleat to cover the cod thereof, pnd that fun& therefor heve hcommitted. 
Appropriation Data and Date of Commlhncmt: J U ~  2 (g~g(FbulOfficnr ,.. ' .. / ,  ... , 

~192020 07-4013 P2100-0jl~44-05~~~~' ior' wa. p. 7~m.q.ma-
Finanos and Accounting Offfoer 

Avprovd by CommandIng Officer or his Deaignm 

Name L% G a d e ~ . : a j . c r ~ ,g.: o. : m.. 

Q m t ~ h m Y J u Y  x 
I 9 

I 
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EXHIBIT26.-LOCAL PURCHASE REQUESTNO. 2107-M FROMTHE POST ENGINEER, 
FORT LEE, VA., TO THE PURCHASING CONTRACTING JUNE 5, 1959. AND OFFICER, 

2. Stone, hxnhed, 1" &her Run. 

HO!E I 	 lb be delivered to Fort be, Vir@a. 
Government will be rerpcmeible for 

lb be delivered an or before 30 July 1959 
as culled for  by the Post Fa&eer, e i ther  

A c of s, 04. ( w B ~ )  

Local P u r c h  Authorized By: 



-- 
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EXHIBIT27.-LOCAL PURCHASE FROMT H EREQUEST NO. 92-G POST ENGINEER, 
FORT LEE, VA., TO THE PURCHASING CONTRACTING JULY 24, 1959. AND OFFICER, 

2.  Stone, , cnmhed. 1" Crusher 9un. 

NOTE: 	 'Pe be delivered t o  Fort Lee, Virginia. 
Government v i l l  be r o s p ~ s i b l efor 

.Z dugust 1359. 
as called for by the Poot En&aar eithar 
in vhole,  or in prt, but not in lowe tbpn 
carload lots;. 

R & U Maintenance 

Por Maintenance of Roads i n  t r a M w  areaa. 


W Pureham Authorized By: 

dR 420-50 E h d s  F'2100-08 9030.1441 

/ 
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REQUEST POST ENGINEER, 
LEE, VA., TO THE PURCHASING CONTRACTING JULY 29, 1959. 

EXHIBIT28.-LOCAL PURCHASE NO. 1 1  1 FROMTHE FORT 
AND OFFICER, 

labor, equipuent, aupplies and materiala and 
to perform all operations in connection vlth 

parkins
accord-

ance vith the attaohed description of work. 

COMP&IOA DATE8 	W n  (10) days from date of 
avard of contract. 

AOlEa h t y  (20) Copies of Spoifioations Attached. 

I 	 I I I I 
Bequirad For: 


B & u m t e n a u c e .  

t .  Colonel CE 

Post Engineer /
LoalRvchue A n t h o M  By: A&ouutabls OUcar: 


i -

AR 420-30 Amda F2100-07 9030.1400 


HIRAM I. NSSEU 


Category or SOA Accountable Officer 


the itsms liated hereon am 

b d u m i  of which am sutiicfglt to 

Appm@atJon Data .nd Date d Gammltmfmt: 


AUG 1 a 1959 


elozozo 07-tou 7 p21°0-01 


,rin.,nco .-.: A;coul.: :.,; 

A p p d  by C o m r n a n ~~i i lce<or his Derlpnw 

Dab Name & Gnde 
J . W .  CONNOR. Colonel, 09 

I 
pnommuaru 
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EXHIBIT30.-LOCAL PURCHASE REQUEST NO. 2069 FROM THE POST ENGINEER, FORT 
LEE, VA., TO THE PURCHASING CONTRACTING JUNE 3, 1959.AND OFFICER, 

to p r f o r p  dl o p m t i a n s  in oonneotiem with 

hrrnishlng dl oompaoentm r e w e d  to  construct 


pr.fobrioa.kd hagar-*p natal Rlilbing in 


O S t  C.. .w Purehve Authortzed BY: Acco~dtable 

PaOo 2040.4300 Auld btmhment. 

'HIRAM R .  NSSLU 


Catepoq or +A Accountnble Offioer 


I-; the ltenu hted hereon are properly chargeable to the fallorlng dotmen& the avlll.ble 
b.IPowof wMch us suffidaot to eovsr the wet themi,  and that funds tharefor have beeqmmmitted. 

I 
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=. 72-59 


M Ruchue Authorid 4: 

S2U.U (20-10.4300) Aerial D e t a c M t  
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EXHIBIT32.-LOCAL PURCHASE NO. 165 FROM FORTREQUEST THE POST ENGINEER, 
LEE,VA.,TO THE PURCHASINGAND CONTRACTING AUGUSTOFFICER, 10, 1959. 

on attached drawings. p t 

243 Ma ?$'c' LL? 

2. Lernolded joint f i l l e r  str ips ,  j/8" r 8". 500 -L" \ 

j. ilire reinforcing mesh, 6 x 6 x 6/6. 13,eoO si&d% I !  h,C,i,3L2 

i l .  . A . , ' I i .&; Z Q ~ ;  F T  

NUl'E: Five (5 )  Dravinge Attsched. 

Purchue Authorized BY: --
P-2000 - (20-io.4j00) Aerial Detachent 

ml-U 
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QPacE Fort Lee Axmy Airfield 

AC af S, C-4 Post Engineer 24 July 19 9 
T-$000 T-6205 IWor Snr ta / f  c d 8 4  

1. Attached hereto, are  hese request8 f o r  materlal required 
t o  cmplete  the cmstruction =he a i r f i e l d  facLl l t ios  by Co. I, 8 R h  
Engineer Battalioa (Constmetion ). 

l a  scheduled t o  return t o  Fort Belvoir m 1 
order t o  accrn i sh  the return move, the unit  must&the JUslt3 and cease operat i=a s  no later than a August. b y

work not aampleted a t  tha t  time, w l l l  bare t o  be r e s u ~ e d  by local  
foreen. If the  cruahed stone r e  ested m PR 924 i s  not made 
available beginning 10 August 19%, the  access roM, a i rc ra f t  
a v m ,  d the  tad). -.t be c ~ p 1 e t . d  by Capany A, a d  G% 
a paved =way w l l l be installed, it vill not be usable without the 
remaining fac t l l t i ea .  

3. The canpletioa of these f a c l l i t i e e  i s  not withkr the  
capab i l l t j  of t h i s  office. When cmsidered almg with 0th- p i o r i c y
pro eet6 tmderuay or noan t o  be utarted. The advcat of vinter w i l l  
sAa u d y  affect w a r t i n - lace  which has not been cmpleted. It i s  
fo r  them reasma, a6 w e d  a s  the urgcat need for the a i r f i e ld ,  that 
the attached requests ahould be given every consideration fo r  approval 
end innnediate actiaa. 

J U L M  E. PYLWT, Lt. Colonal 
Post Engineer CE 
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EXHIBIT34.-MEMORANDUMFROM COL. J. W. CONNOR,ACTINGCHIEFOF STAFF, 
G-4, TO THE POST ENGINEER FORT LEE ARMY JULY 28, 1959.RE AIRSTRIP, 

QrrS0-F (24 J u l  59) p. 
SUBJ'KCT: Fort l ee  Army 
TO: Poet lnaineer  F R a :  AC of S, C-4 28 J U ~59 C O ~ ~ RW ~ C  

1-6205 T-8000 Lt Col J a m t t f j c W 4 7 8  

1. After discuaeion batwen yourself. W.j Bvartz, m d  It Col J m t t ,  27 July ,  
you determined t b t  i t  vould be beat t o  procure t o t a l  a t o w  i n  o w  act ion,  and & to 
do l l a r  value of paviw,  (in exceaa of $5.000) divida t h i s  work i n to  ho i nc rmmta .  

2 .  PIS For a tons waa forwarded to  P6C t h i s  data. a d  tb. P f b  an ).*L.l rill 
be approved upon receipt  i n  t h i .  o f f i ce .  

'3. Thmae f u d  ara  and w i l l  ba u t i l i zed  from your mrvl -rat- fun& fo r  
minterunca. 

-PJS 

7.  
Lmc 


AICIF 



? ~ ~ ~ ~ D 

~ ~ ~ 

-- 
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EXHIBIT35.-U.S. ACCOUNTING NOTICEOF EXCEPTIONGENERAL OFFICE NO. 100001, 
SEPTEMBER14, 1960, AND EXCEPTIONFOR FREIGHT SEPTEMBERCHARGES, 14, 1960. 

TO Y@t.@. I*ja U. ?. Disburmlnpabr 
~ a .- R Q V ~ W .  r ah.n 
-(#or hLva.m vviala 
Dcpt bBo *Ily4urtommt*r Trrlnlng Colpnd khl - a t 1-6 ,  ta 

A m Fort Ln, Vlrglnlr . Qtokr 15, 1-

hp.nditums for constmetion of th U.T ~~rfimld inmt tort be, ~ l & r  

.zce@@of a rtatutory lb l tat lm of W3.W for w)l oonrtwUa rr 1-W by 

Publlo L .w  S O ,  kc t lm 4M)(b). 84th Tba S30.119.e mprmwnta r i m  

D. 0. vouch- l h i c h  wen paid by L j w  Vator 10 .rcrml of tlr 1LLt.tlon. 

~ - q J ! m Q l l l n l r l r l r V Y u  ' 
RgPLY lo E x m O N  

V a l 1  REPLY Tot ~ ~


I.. S. MWU OFFIC~ * . D  * L-D va, lo *& 

aEGION)S OFFICE 

716 REST A V D N G  

YmFW 10, VIRGINIA 


1. R p r t . n u d . a n m o r h o r m l l m t d a ~ ~ r m ~ d r r ~  

p~d~bm~UpdmtdL.L . l ldddcemncm. 
hr-W-t.--.J 
t h . m t . t . d ~ d b a n m a ~ d r r ~ ~ q

t b  h u t ~ ,  vuuk.sn, -I-&barr.nre er 
ri~a9.oillrmmtnctlcm?roj=tbdw c=ZL -=--
. ~ r l m u . r u r l l * o t . r m l - r r c l a  .-

I r.  r r p . u t t b t t ~ 4 d ~ -b l i r ~ h . . ~ o r r .  
1 

U Y T . W U ~ ~

+?=is.,m;r 

- M n l r r - i 

~ ~ . r l l d h y - -

1 m l i i f y ~ ~ , t Z s h U m t o b . t n W . D d ~ ( D l b b l l t d l 9 l ~ d ~ .  

http:vuuk.sn


316 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

D.O. 
Voucher Date 

Bureau 
Voucher Eo, 

8/6/59 Tmgo Stone Porp. 
Roanoke, Va. 
Cont. M44-055-6!-516 

shor t  Faving Co.. Ino. 
Petersburg. VP. 
Cont . DA@-055-*CX-541 

Short Paving co.. 
Petersburg, Va. 
Cont. DA-55-W-544 

Inc. 

Superlor Stone Collpupl 
P d e i g h ,  N. C. 
Cont . l X k 0 5 5 3 L 5 5 7  

Suyerlor Stone C m 
Raleigh. H. C. 
Cont . DAU-055-QH-557 

Tmgo Stone Corp. 
Roanoke. Va. 
Cont. DA44-055-2lb581 

Short Paving Co.. Inc. 
Petersburg. Va. 
Cont. 3A41r-055-̂ &584 

Short Paving Co., Ino. 
Petersburg. Va. 
Cont . ;Ab4-055-:K-594 
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To *1;*0n, L t .  C41. 5. T. DI6buxslnq OQI 
Dbh.m 67P2 C D.0.V m  Na 1 ?&?A4 
CertCWcs & r V a ~ N a  - % 

Dept &Bu. A l D y 4 u t . r u a t r r  Tra! .~l '?qC m n 4  PCiDd % o m 1  er 14, :9'59 
Activiv Fort h,Vlmlrl la  

cndltb83.4S4.w~ p l d t o  Tranl. .Dlv. F l n a ~ r e~'ir.,Ft. ?en!.- uarrlson,  1n.l. 
d b . d t h b U a a c . h P l s r P I b . d h  next&taoaotd&Upmsntlathera*l.hbdbslm 

r- -tim L p x m p ~ yZ a  &e -t wd: 
Expndlturor f o r  fr.lpbt on p l r x c e ~rtrrl pirrklng ( a l r f l r l d  u t t l v )  ' r*J 

IF the u n n t r u c t l o n  of the A m y  A i r f i e l d  a t  Et. Lo., V l r g i r ~ l a  Ln erceb6 of  a 
r ta tutory  l i d t a t l o n  01 S f i , 0 3 ( .  for  such cmetruct lor .  ar ! p ? r e d  by P u i : l c  Law 
%a, s.ct!Of~WB(b), 84th C o n p a r .  T)w S1,494.8@ r r p ~ r e n t sm c  9. 0. v w s h a r  
p l d  by Lt. Col. S. ' F .  Vllron In ercara of  t h e  1 l n l t . t l m .  

X '3eY Comptmlkr O.md # the UnifedSfiF-.-
VAT1 B W I Y  TO, REPLY TO EXCEPllON 

H u w ~ r s ,QYTninky Gommand, UB Army.''. " KCO-mlffi(?PFICe rlnuuo k kc- Dlr., n.b e ,  V.., 10 Nov LO
REIOWAL mlCe 
716 RSI m m O W  AVBIUE 
YORFOq( iO, VIRGINIA 

L mw- of tho pap~mtd e em the -&r to rllch axcoption i m  W r n  
pr(.lrlb f w c b l ' # m B  for fi0TCd #tom1 )- (drf lr ld  mati-), m d  ram 

hm -mr b o h am b Ib ome In connrctlon d t h  a 
m- pJ0dmbJrt  0 .  m e - q UIa-
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EXHIBIT36.-SUMMARYOF SPECIALAUDIT REPORT ON THE CONSTRUCTIONOF AN 
AIRFIELDAT THE U.S. ARMY QUARTERMASTER COMMAND,TRAINING FORT LEE, VA. 

FOR rlFFICIA'L lr,S'? GLTY 

A s ~ e c i a la u d i t  was ,made by t h e  U. S. Army Audit Ageilcy, a t  t h e  d i rec -  

t i o n  of t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of t h e  Army, t 6  develop t h e  f a c t s  a:d c i rc~msLances  

surrounding t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of an  a i r f i e l d  a t  t h e  Q u a r t e r n a s t e r  I r s in i :?g  

Command ( W C ) ,  For t  Lee, Vi rg in ia .  The General A C C O U X ~ I ; ~ ~  
O f f i c e  i n  a  
d r a f t  r e p o r t  e n t i t l e d  Reviev or* Pro;rammin~_ 2r.d F inanc inn  of Se i sCer i  Fac i l -  
i t i e s  Constructed a t  Army, Xavy- and d i r  Force I n s t a l l ~ t ~ g , ,  dated July 1960, 
s t a t e d  t h a t  i n  c b n s t r u c t i n ?  t h i s  a i l - f i e l d ,  t h e  Army excseried'the l i m i t a t i o n  
on  c o n s t r u c t i o n  imposed by Sec t ion  2b74 of T i t l e  10 ,  U. S Code, and t k & t  
t h i s  a c t i o n  r e s u l t e d  i n  a  v i o i a t i o n  of Sec t ion  3679 of t h :  Revised S t a t x e s .  

The a u d i t  e s t a b l i s h e d  t h a t  ( 1 )  an  a l i  weather zirf ie1.d whit:? ha-l bsen 

proposed and requested f o r  a u t h o r i z a t i o n  a s  a  s i n q l e  p r o j e c t ,  t o  kg :ir.enced 

from N i l i t a r y  Construct ion,  (Ki) funds ,  was subsequr.ntly s ~ l i t  i c t o  

s e v s r a l  subpro jec t s  which i n d i v i d u a l l y  f e l l  wi th in  t h e  ?2!;, 000 1 i r l C s t i o n  

e s t a t l i s h e d  by 1 0  USC 2674 f o r  f inanc ing  cons t ruc t ion  wit]! OP,M,A funds;  

( 2 )  i n  t h e  approval  process,  t h e  fur:ded cast. e s t imate  f o r  t h e  most impo:.:aut 
o f  t h e s e  p r o j e c t  e s t i m a t e s  was rev i sed  dcwnward t o  be1o.s +,25,000 while  6.: t h e  
same t ime  t h e  scope of work was sub;tan:iai.Ly increased :  ( 3 )  t h e  funded 
c o s t s  of t h i s  p r o j e c t  exceeded 225,300 ar.d t h e  c o s t s  we-e i n  par5 cil-rgeo io  
wrong accounts  s o  t h a t  c o s t s  of l e s s  t h a n  *;25,OGO were :snc,wn: and ( 4 !  t h e  
a i r f i e l d  which has c o s t  about $5E6,C00 t o  d a t e  i n  funded z.nd u:Sunded c o s t s  
would c o s t  s n  es t imated  a d d i t i o n a l  91.1 m i l l i o n  t o  comp:Lete a s  an  el:-westner 
a i r f i e l d ,  b ~ twould s t i l l  not meet Army s tandards  because of i ts  abs:ruct;ed 
l o c a t i o n .  

Documer.tation i n  t h e  f i l e s  shows t h a t  t h e  n e c e s s i t , ~  of t h e  a i r f i e l d  f o r  
t h e  accoml;lishment of t h e  mission o l  For t  Lee and QTC -.ras quest ioned by t h e  
i n s t a l l a t  ion  G-3 .  

An al l-weather  a i r f i e l d  es t imated  t o  c o s t  about $1 m i ? i i o n  was propcsed 
a s  a  m i l i t a r y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o j e c t  (MCA) but was d i~6 . ,~- .oved  b:r DCSLGG. Sub-
sequent ly ,  t h i s  p r o j e c t  was subdivl:iad i n t o  smal le r  p r o j e c t s  s t c :  est imated 

' t o  c o s t  l e s s  t h a n  $25.000 and apyra%:>d w i t h i n  t'ne Quarternas.ce; .vrps.  The 
f i rs t ,O&N,A financed p r o j e c t  t o  be hpproved and on which t h e  v i s ~ a t i o n  sub- 
sequent ly  occurred was t h e  construc+,ion of 'a parking apron,  taxiwa;, access  
road and a 2500 f o o t  s e c t i o n  of a n - u l t i m a t e l y  intended 30CO f o o t  a i r s t r i p  
w i t h  e s s e n t i a l  ground a i r p o r t  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  an  a i l -vea ther  a i r f i e i d .  %her 
O&M,k f inanced p r o j e c t s  were a p p r o v ~ d ;  some of which have Seen completed and 
o t h e r s  on which work has  been stopped. 

The es t imated  c o s t s  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  OPX,A financed p.c .?ct  f o r  t h e  p a r k i q  
spron ,  t a x ~ w a y ,  access  road  and 2500 r o o t  s e c t i o n  of t h e  a l r s t r i p  were rnater-
i a l l y  unders ta ted .  The p r o j e c t  was o r i q i n a l l y  proposed by 9 T C  t o  O W G  a s  a  



319 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

1500 foot  a i r s t r i p  t o  cost about $L10,030 with a funded :ost of about 
$37,000. OWG returned the  proposal t o  QNTC s t a t i c g  t ha; i f  t he  project  
could be increased i n  s i ze  and the  funded cos ts  reduced :o l e s s  than 
$25,000, t h e  project  could be r e s ~ m i t t e d .  "e resuboiit;ed and subsequentljr 
approved project  Yas f o r  a th icker  and longer a i r s t r i p  estimated t o  cost 
about $141,000 with funded cos ts  o: l e s s  than $25,900. To date,  about * 
6586,000 has been spent on the  airL'ield, of which $67,763 were funded costs.  
About $25,003 would be required t o  complete t he  visual n~ninstrument a i r -  
f i e l d ,  but even t h i s  expenditure v ~ l l  not r e s u l t  i n  compieting the  intended 
all-weather a i r f i e l d .  To complete t he  a i r f i e l d  a s  orlgi-]ally ictended would 
cost about $1.1 mi l l ion  i n  addi t ion  t o  t he  $586,000. 

The a i r f i e l d  cannot be completed a s  an all-weather :'ield i n  accordance 
with t h e  Army's own standards w i t h ~ u t  0btaining.waivel.s because or' numerous 
obstructions near t he  locat ion  of -,he a i r f i e l d  which f o r  a l l  p r ac t i ca l  
purposes a r e  immovable. Represen t~ t ives  of t he  Quar t e r s l s t e r  Corps were 
aware of t he  obstructions and, a f t e r  t he  work was s t a r t ed ,  requested waivers 
through OwG. The request was denied by the  Office of t he  Deputy Chief of 
Staff  f o r  Operations. Despite t he  denial ,  work continued a t  Fors Lee. Some 
of t he  cos ts  re la ted  t o  t h e  a i r s t r i p  were charged t o  other projec ts  o r  c l a s s i -  
f i ca t ions ,  and some documents were destroyed, 

The troops used t o  construct  the  airfiel 'd a t  Fort L?e  were 3ne;ineer 
troops from Fort  Belvoir working under an approved t roop t r a in ing  program 
authorized by the  Chief of Engineers. Hzvsver, i n  t h i s  :ase, W.?C used 
about $137,300 of 083,A funds fFom t h e i r  I'dnding program which they c lass i -  
f ied  a s  "unf mded" f o r  l imi t a t i on  curposes since the  cos;s were incurred i n  
connection with t he  use of t he  Eng Lneer troops. Of t h i s  t o t a l ,  324,121 was 
expended by QMTC from n&b!,A funds TO p4y per diem and t o  t ranspor t  t he  Troop 
and equipment from Fort Belvoir t o  Fort  Lec. The bal~ncc? of $52,E73 was used 
t o  provide materials and supplies,  other than subsistence, f o r  t he  troops. 
This l a s t  category or" ORM,A expenditures included suck. i.ems a s  pe-croleum 
pro-lucts f o r  t he  Government-owned vehicles being used on the  construction 
project  and maintenance t o  these vehicles.  I 

Coments made by The Quartermaster General and alpe ided t o  t he  audit  
report  a r e  extracted a s  follows: . I 

"I do not disagree with t he  gzneral observations i n  t he  report  t h a t  
there  were ser ious  de re l i c t i ons  in;lolved i n  t he  construciion a t  Fort Lee. 
It i s  qu i t e  apparent t h a t  ce r t a in  individuals were overzealous i n  t n e i r  
e f fo r t s  t o  ge t  the  work done and t h a t  some of t h e i r  ac.tions were impruclent 
and inexcusable. The f a c t  t h a t  t he  proposed a i r s t r i p  project was turned 
down a s  an MCA project ,  however, WZS not a de t e rmina t i~n  t h a t  there  was no 
need f o r  more--suitatjle'landing f a c i l i t i e s  a t  Fort Lee. :ds  not cocsider 
it improper f o r  Fort  Lee persoqnel t o  have searched ~ b . 3 ~ ' .f o r  +her lawful 
means t o  accomplish the  goal. Since the  work-sheets S J ~the  o r ig ina l  es t i l ta te  
fo r  t he  a i r s t r i p  have been destroyed, I have been unable 30 ve r i fy  whether 
o r  not t he  estimate was r e a l i s t i c .  Looking a t  it now, tile best  comment I 
can make i s ,  t h a t  it was a most opt imis t ic  e s t b a t e .  C,?riainly, t he  unfore- 
seen d i f f i c u l t i e s  aggravated the  s i tua t ion .  When subseqri.ent devalopments 

. ,  . 
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made it obvious t h a t  t he  funded limitation could not be iraiztteinsd, work 
should have been halted u n t i l  prop% approval and funds .Jere obtained. To ,' 
attempt t o  cover up the  overexpend~ture by improper ccs t  ;ng was grossly 
improper. There i s  no excuse f o r  such action.  

"The improper costing of items used on the  a i r s t r i p  project  has cas t  
its cloud over t h e  other work aecwplisried a t  Zort t e e ,  .riz., t he  hangar' 
projec t ;  t he  projects f o r  support ' a c i l i ~ i e s :  and the  p r ~ j e c t  f o r  the  drain- 
age system. Quartermaster Corps personnel ,nterpretec ec i s t i ng  Army Regula- 
t i o n s  a s  permitting the  subdivision in to  small projec ts ,  provided the  projects 
met t he  c r i t e r i a  i n  AR 420-10. The regulations are  s~ ,b j{?c tt o  t h a t  in ter -  -, 
preta t ion .  

"The posit ion of zhe Army Audit Agency t h a t  O&M,1! finis expended by 
WC i n  d i r ec t  support of Engineer t roop used on the  c.oc;~ruczio? project  
should be cherged a s  funded cos ts  t o  t he  project  i s  not :li.lr cu:. The POL 
would have been used i r respect ive  of where t he  t r a in ing  :oo~  place. %e -
t r oop  movement i t s e l f  was an in t eg ra l  aspect or' the  t r ~ i l i n g .  I: the  funds ' 
had been t ransfer red  t o  t he  Corps'of Engineers and e q e c l e d  by 32gineers t o  
support t h e i r  own troops on a t r a in ing  projec t ,  t h e  q w s - i o n  wou~3 ns t  even 
be debatable. Since the  funds could be budgeted a t  the  Jephrtrne~; of Army 
l eve l  t o  t he  Corps of Engineers f o r  supporting t h i s  a p p r x e c  t r a -n ing  project, 
I don't believe t h a t  t he  d i r e c t  ex-xnditure by W C i n  t h i s  case i s  of any 
s igni f icance .  I f  
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SUMMARY OF PERTINEEPP FACTS 
Quartermaster Corps Inspector General's 

"Repart af Investigation re 
Construction of Airf ield a t  Fort Lee, Virginia" 

1. I n  August 1957, Major Thomas S. Swartz, Assistant Post 
Engipeer f o r  Engineering, preparsd estimates of canstfuction costs 
fo r  an a i r f i e l d  a t  Fort Lee pursuant t o  the direction of Lieutenant 
Colonel William H. Ja r re t t ,  then Post Engineer. The proposed project,  
ident i f ied a s  Post Request No. 10-57, was submitted t o  the Office of 
The Quartermaster General a t  an estimated cas t  cf ~110,095, with a 
fund requirement of +37,009. Accordirg t o  Major Swartz, the project  
was returned f o r  revision t o  increase the length and thickness of 
the runway and for  reduction of the  funded cost t o  under $25,000, 
"if that  could be done.'' 

2. By l e t t e r  of 6 November 1957, Past Request No. 10-57 (Revised) 
was submitted t o  th6 Office of The Guartbrmaster General fo r  approval. I n  
th i s  submission it was recommended t h a t  the project  be assigned t o  an En-
gineer Construction Group or  uni t  a s  mission-type trailling f o r  the develop- 
ment of detailed plans and specifications and f o r  t h e  accomplishment of SO 
much work a s  could be ppssible a t  an flout-of-pocketu obligation cost  not 
to  exceed jy25,OCO during W 1958. It was further s ta ted  that  "funds have 
been programmed for  th i s  project.11 Major &Swart2 understood uout-of-pockettl 
costs to mean that  payment was t o  be made from Idaintenance and Operation 
funds f o r  supplies or materials not otherwise available. The Chief, In- 
s ta l l a t ions  Division, Office of The cuartermaster General, on 8 November 
1957, informed t h s  Chief of Engineers t h a t  funds would be available t o  pro- 
vide the mission-type training. On 25 November 19.57, the Chief of Engineers 
approved Post Request No. 10-57 a s  a troop training project a t  a t o t a l  es t i -  
mated cost  of ,115,537 and a t o t a l  expenditure of Operation and Maintenance 
funds not t o  exceed $24,9h8 for  supplies and indirect  costs. Such approval 
was conditioned on observance of requirements relat ing t o  the u t i l i za t ion  of 
personnel and the observance of cer tain construction c r i t e r i a ,  par t icular ly 
tho86 contained i n  Engineer Finual Ll.10-3-jU, dated 1.5 Jum 19.57, includ- 
ing bh6 maintenance of a l l  prescribed c l ~ a r a n c e s  f o r  structures or other 
obstructions during present o r  future stages of construction. Approval was 
given by the Chief, Imta l la t ions  bivision, Office of The ~uar tm~rmste r  
General, subject t o  the same conditions, on 27 November 1957. 

3. On 21 January 1958, a conference was held between off icers  
representing the 79th hngineer Group (construction) and, among others, 
Major Swartz and Colonel Walter R. Ridlehuber, then aC of b, G-b, con-
cerning local ly available materials. uccording to a memorandum f o r  record 
prepared by the h i  neer clt'f icers, Colonel. Ricilehuher and Major Swartz 
indicated t h a t  "Fort Lee i s  just  atw11t. out of borrow material, with the 
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exception of t h a t  area adjacent t o  the a i r s t r ip .  I f  t h i s  material does 
not meet your requirements, we must make arrangements f o r  pu~chase.~I 
They a l so  indicated that  no materials were on hand or ordered f o r  this 
project. The infomation in the Piemorandm f o r  necord contradicts the 
testimony of Major Swartz a t  the Inspector General investigation to the 
e f fec t  that  when the 79th Fngineer Group made t h e i r  in i t i a l ,  s o i l  analy- 
s i s  ear ly i n  1958, they indicated tha t  they had found sources of suitable 
material a t  Fort Lee. However, a s  a resu l t  of t e s t s  made by the Norfolk 
Dis t r i c t  Ehginesr, th6 loca l  material intended t o  be employed was found 
unsuitable (the date of  t h i s  t e s t  doss not appear). 

b. The work consisted of constructing a land- s t r ip ,  75' x 2500' 
with overruns, paved taxiuays, parking apron and a 5hS' paved access 
road. Throughout the  width of these it was necessary t o  remove three t o  
four  f e e t  of organie material and replace t h i s  with f i l l  on which a base 
course of 2" bituminous pavement was laid. Company A ,  87th Engineer 
Battalion, Fort Belvoir, worked on the a i r f i e l d  from March un t i l  December 
1958. Major Swartz t e s t i f i e d  during the Inspector General investigation 
t h a t  the uni t  returned on o r  about 5 May 1959 and worked f o r  150 days. 
The Chief of Engineers approved the continuation of the project during 
the period b hay t o  15 August 1959. Major Swartz and Lieutenant Colonel 
J a r n t t  s ta ted that  notice was received i n  l a t e  July tha t  the Engineer 
un i t  was going t o  be "withdrawn." 

5. Th6 Engineering Unit had indicated i n  the spring of 1958 that  
it had the capability of laying asphalt. On 29 January 1959, Fort Lee 
was notified tha t  the uni t  no longer had such capability. This was 
c i t ed  by Lieutenant Colonel J a r r e t t  and Major Swartz a s  having increased 
the costs. Other arrangements had t o  be made with a contractor. No 
asphalt work was accomplished before Colonel kidlshuber l e f t  Fort Lee. 
Lieutenant Colonel J a r r e t t  described t h i s  a s  making 'Ian expenditure that  
was forced on the command1' i n  order t o  save work already accomplished. 
By Purchrse Requests 2m5 and 2006, made on 22 May1959, +U,506 was 
spent on hot plant  m i x  and services to l a y  the mix. I n  July 1959, Pur- 
chase Requ6sts U O  and U1 were ~pproved to ta l l ing  y7,010.00. Pu~chaS6 
Request 111, f o r  the services to  pave the apron, and Purchase ilequests 
2005 and 2006 were not costed t o  the a i r f i e l d  project. These costs had 
not b ~ e n  included i n  the project estimate as  lfout-of-pocket" costs. It 
was cer t i f i ed  on the : ' :~ter iel  Inspection 2nd R~ceiving Report (DA Form 
250) by Mr. Arthw A .  biagle, Pfaintenance Poraman, tha t  the hot plant 
mix purchased under Purchase Request 2005 would be used f o r  the maintsnance 
of roads, walks, 2nd parking lots .  He m a i n t a i l ~ d  t h a t  ll3.b3 tons had been 
so used, but did not know as t o  the use of 916.57 tons. 

6 .  I n  April 1959, l,Oh9.05 tons of crushed stone were purchased f o r  
%2,832.u. In  May, June and July of 1959, 10,37b tons of crushed stone 
costing 23,887 were purchased, ussd on the a i r f i e ld ,  but not costed t o  

http:y7,010.00
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the project. The cost  of crushed stone had not been includsd i n  the 
project 6StimBt6 a s  'Lout-of-po~ket!f costs. Colonel Ridlehuber contended 
that  t o  the best of his  recollection he did not issue instructions not 
t o  code it t o  the project. 96 contended tha t  he instructed thnt  the cost 
of crushed stons and the metal building be assigned tb Project 72-59. 
There was no item f o r  stone included i n  the estimate f o r  Project 72-59, 
the metal hangar building, which e s t k . t e  amounted t o  $21,786. Colonel 
James W. Cornor, who became AC of b, u-&, on or about 7 July 1959, denied 
issuing such instructions, but concedsd tkt he may h2v6 issued instruc- 
tions t o  "proceed with the work.!' According t o  Lieutenant Colonel 
Jarret t ,  materisl such a s  crushed stone was taken from stockpiles and 
used on the c i r f i e l d  and stocks were l a t e r  replenished without charging 
the project. On 5 June 1959, when Purchase Request 2107-14 covering 5,539 
tons of crushed stone, which cost $12,686, was i n i t i a t e d  by K ~ j o r  Arthur J. 
Buechler and approved by Colonel Ridlehuber, NOEM (Mobilization ~ r e r c i s e )  
funds were o i k d  thereon. Major Swart?, maintained he was following instruc- 
tions from Colonel Ridlehuber i n  c i t ing  these funds end when C0101161 
Ridlehuber was sham a copy of t h i s  Purchase Request ( a t  the invespigation) 
he clailred he did not r e c a l l  MOBEX - Why the KUBEX i s  there s l i p s  ngr 
memory r i g h t  now." 

7. Major Swartz was reasorably cer ta in  and f u l l y  awars from the 
s t a r t  t h z t  the f i n a l l y  approved design could not be collstructed f o r  
less  than $25,000 an2 f o r  the e s t i m t e d  cost  unless materials f o r  the sub- 
bqse could be obtained a t  Fort Lee. de made known h i s  bel ief  on several 
occasions t o  N s  superiors. Lieutenant Colonel J a r r e t t  maintains t h a t  hs 
informed the Office of The yuartermaster General tha t  the a i r f i e l d  could 
not be constructed f o r  t h s  funded costs contained i n  the original Project 
10-57. Mr. ?4acbamld, Ins ta l l a t ions  Livision, Office of Th6 tuartermaster 
General, maintains t h a t  Lieukn-mt Colonel J r r r e t t  told him many times tha t  
the a i r f i e l d  would not exceed $25,fXQ i n  funded costs. M r .  ~%icEonald be- 
lieved the project could be b u i l t  f o r  ltjss than the funded costs. Colon61 
Riulehuber s tated thnt  the cost l imitat ion was approximted from the f i r s t  
day m.?terials were purchesed f o r  it. 9e was aware that  it could not b6 
completed f o r  l e s s  thnn@25,000. Colonel Ridlehuber naintained tkt i t  was 
never intended that  the  project would be completed that  par t icular  Opem- 
tion, I mean a s  par t  of that projectn but would be completed over a long 
period of time, involving two or more a d d i t i o ~ l  projects and use of troop 
labor a s  a training project.  Najor Swartz was directed by ei ther  Colonel 
Ridlehuber or Lieutenant Colonel J a r r e t t  (depending on the part icular  pur- 
chase) t o  submit pnachase request8 u t i l i z ing  funds designated by them and 
he was imtructed on s w e  occasions not t o  include the project number on 
purcbse requests. He professed thnt  he did not know why. If the purchase 
request does not contain the oroject number then t h a t  expenditure i s  not 
costed t o  the project. Mqjor Swarta a l so  received instructions t o  order 
W t e r i a l  but not t o  code it t o  the project. Lieutenant Colonel Pyl?nt, 
who became Post Engineer on 6 July 1959, was aware of  this.  Colonel 
Ridlehuber con 61dsd t l m t  t o  the best of his  recol lect ion he did not issue 
such i r ~ . t m t ~ i o n ~ .  PunsclZ, Prq~er tyOffical.,M r .  Acoount.?blo 
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received in s t ruc t ions  from Hajor Swartz t h a t  i n s t m d  of m l t e r i a l  "going 
agains t  t h e  project,I1 i t  *was supposed t o  be procured from stock." Major 
Swartz admittbd t h a t  he w2s aware t h a t  nc t  p lac ing the  p r o j e c t  number on 
t h e  p u r c b s e  reques ts  I1wes not  proper procedure of c o s t  ncco~n t ing . '~  
Both Lieutenant Colonel J a r r e t t  and Major Swartz, i n  sxplc in ing t h e i r  
ac t ions ,  r e l y  s t rongly  on having followed in s t ruc t ions  received from 
Colonel Ridlehuber or Colonel Connor. Lieutenant Colonel Pylant  explained 
t h a t  he "was t o l d  t o  f i n i s h  the  job1) 2nd he takes  t h e  pos i t i on  t h n t  t he  
AC of S ,  G-b, provided him with a c i t a t i o n  t o  funds t o  complete t he  a i r -  
f i e l d  and the  money was spent  f o r  tkt purpose. Lieutenant Colonel J a r r e t t  
expressed t h e  view t h a t  there  was an  awereness on t h e  p ~ r tof " the  commandll 
a t  a c r i t i c a l  time i n  t he  summsr of 1959 t h a t  t h e  p ro j ec t  was c lose  t o  the 
expenditure l imi t .  When Lieutonont Colon61 J a r r e t t  moved up t o  t h e  d f f i ce  
of t he  hC of S ,  G-h, i n  J u l y  1959, he discussed Kith Colonel C O M O ~  ( i n  
connection with the  s igning by the  l a t t e r  of two purchase reques ts )  V h a t  
we wer6 probably i n  excess of t he  authorized amount and t h a t  c e r t a i n  condi- 
t i o n s  over which we had no contro l ,  had r e su l t ed  i n  the  excess of expendi- 
tures." Colonel Ridlehuber was aware of t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  of 625,000 - and 
claimed he was unawzre of any expenditures being made on t h e  z i r f i e l d  i n  
excess of $2k,9k8 unless expenditures f o r  f e c i l i t i e s  f o r  t he  109th  a r e  
associa ted  with t h e  a i r f i e l d .  Colonel Connor did not r e c a l l  t h n t  Lieutenant 
Colonel J n r r e t t  had t o l d  him t h e  funded cos t  c e i l i n g  was being ei.lproached 
because t h e  es lxbl ished c e i l i r g  was exceeded p r i o r  t o  t he  time tk?t he 
became AC of S ,  G-&, on 7 July 1959. He a l s o  denied i s su ing  in s t ruc t ions  
t o  omit p ro j ec t  numbers o r  t o  purchase m t e r i o l s  and no t  charge them t o  
t h e  projec t .  :ie did not take  a c t i o n  t o  a s c e r t a i n  t h e  amount t h a t  had been 
spent  a s  funded c o s t s  up to t h i s  time and he assumed tbt a con t ro l  of 
funds had been applied.  Thus, a t o t a l  of $15,256 (Purchase Requests 2005, 
2006, 111) wzs no t  c h ~ r g 6 d  to ProJect  10-57 because the p ro j ec t  number had 
been omitted although it was admitted by Colonel Hidlehuber t h a t  expand.- 
t u r e s  made under Purchase Requests 2005 2nd 2006 were expenditures f o r  the  
a i r f i e l d .  Lieutenant Colonel J a r r e t t  was c r i t i c a l  of the  accounting s y s t m  
i n  the Pos t  Engineer Section,  s t s t i n g  t h a t  the system does no t  g ive  the  
operating o f f i c i a l s  t he  inform.?tion they need f o r  day-to-day operations.  

8. On 1 6  Febru;..iy 1959, a l e t t e r  was wr i t t en  2nd disp-ltched f o r  
Hajor General k n n i s t o n ,  Comnding General, Headquerters rkuartermaster 
Training Comncnd and For t  Lee, by Colonel Ridlshuber t o  Sreputy, The Qusrter- 
master General. Therein, it was s t a t e d  t h a t  I t i t  w i l l  cos t  about $18,000 
( f o r  t r a i n i n g )  i n  FY 1959 t o  continue t h e  const ruct ion  proJect.. ..It looks 
l i k e  our only course of ac t ion  i s  t o  provide f o r  t h e  r e t u r n  of th6 company 
t h i s  yeor. 156 should t r y  t o  g e t  a second RepcirS and U t i l i t i e s  p r o j e c t  of 
l e s s  t han  $s,QOO approved a t  a l a t e r  d~te.... I have hopes t h a t  t h e  $18,033 
can be generated by cu t s  i n  o the r  a r ~ a s . ~ I  Colonel James C. Pennington, Chief, 
I n s t a l l a t i o n s  Division, Off ice  of The uu2r tern?s ter  General, by l e t t e r  dated 
f June 1959, addressed t o  Col.01~1 Ridlehuh6r, b r o l ~ l l tt o  h i s  a t t e n t i o n  th6 
* 25,000 l imiL2tion 2nd poj.nted ou t  t h ? t  t h i s  app l i e s  t o  t h s  e n t i r e  l f a i r f i e ld"  
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a s  one project.  "In o ther  words, t h e  p ro jec t  completed with $25,000 funded 
cost  must be a usable f a c i l i t y  i n  i t s e l f .  I understand tkt you a r e  about 
up t o  the l e g a l  l i m i t ,  now...i........." 


9. After  not ice  had been received e t  For t  h e  t h a t  a GAO team would 
a r r ive ,  Major Swartz t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  he was in s t ruc ted  by Lieutenant Colonel 
J a r r e t t  t o  remove from "the f i l e "  any information which hinted t h a t  a l l  
cos ts  ~dere not charged and t o  destroy the material .  These consisted of 
e s t i m ~ t e son work sheets  and penciled n o t ~ t i o n s  on costs .  Lieutenant 
Colonel J a r r e t t  i n s t ruc ted  Major bwartz t o  see  t h a t  nothing was i n  the  f i l e  
t h a t  would prove embarrassing t o  the command. Lieutenant Colonel J a r r e t t  
denied tbt he ordered m2terial  destroyed. Colonel bhirley,  Deputy-Post 
Commander u n t i l  31 bcember 1959, denied ever having issued ins t ruc t ions  
t o  screen f i l e s .  

10. An ex t r ac t  summary of the  discussion held during the  GUO e x i t  

conference contains a statement " that  a wr i t t en  note was found i n  the  

purchase order f U e s  t o  code t h e  mzter ia l  purchased t o  a code other than 

the  p r ~ j e c t . ~  Major awartz t e s t i f i e d  tk t  the note was t o  the  e f f e c t  

t h a t  c e r t a i n  mater ia l  would be u t i l i z e d  a t  t h e  a i r f i e l d  bu t  he d id  not 

b d i 6 v e  the  note sa id  the  m t e r i a l w a s  not  t o  be costed t o  the  a i r f i e l d .  

Major S w r t z  d id  not  know what hpppened t o  it - - he may have asked Yi. 

Fussel l  t o  des t roy it. Mr. Fusse l l  expressed the opinion t h a t  the  note 

had been giv6n t o  ila jor  bL~.rtz. 


11. The Comptroller, IIeadqu?rters Qar t ennas t e r  Training Commsnd, 

does not maintain any control  by individual,  spec i f i c  p ro jec t  t o  insure  

t h a t  expenditures do not exceed the  funded cos t  l imi ta t ion.  Colonel 

Ridlshuber meintained a t  t h e  investi&?tion t h a t  t he  Comptroller and 

himself always knew the  str . tus of funds and t h a t  he had n good d a i l y  

working knowledge, i n  n general way, of w k ~ t  funds were being u t i l i z e d  


I 
12. As escer ta ined i n  t h e  inves t igat ion,  t he  e n t r i e s  appearing on 

the  "su?pliesfl cos t  ledger  sheet  m a i n t a i ~ d  by hr. Edwin C. Miller,  GS-7, 
Accounts Maintenmix Clerk i n  t h e  Post  Engineer sect ion,  f o r  P ro jec t  10-57, 
t o t e l l e d  $10,171.38. Items included x r 6  concrete p ipe  culver t ,  tunnel 
l i n e r ,  concrete sand, angle i ron,  supplies,  and re inforc ing rods. The 
e n t r i e s  atpearing on the  tVontractual and Other bervicesI1 cos t  ledger  sheet  
t o b l l e d  013,159.20. This f igu re  included the  c o s t  of hot p l an t  mix, bi-  
tuminous, and service  to const ruct  pavement. The sum of these two f igures  
approximete the  f igu re  of $23,359.19 which Mr. h i l l e r  t e s t i f i e d  was spent 
f o r  m~. ter ia ls ,  supplies,  and services  f o r  P ro jec t  10-57. These amounts 
pe r t a in  only t o  funded costs  and do not include i n d i r e c t  cos t s  o r  the  
cos t  of mobik govsmmant ecluipn~aztrsnt.21 clmrgeable under paragraph 12, 
UR b20-17. 

http:$10,171.38
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13. Lxpenditures i n  a c e s s  of the funded cost  l imitat ion were i n c u r r d  
b u t t h e  cost accounting records do not re f lec t  this .  Purchase requests 
resulting i n  expenditures of ;39,1&3 i n  funded costs were in i t i a ted  by 
ei ther  Lieute~llnt Colonel Ja r re t t ,  Major hwartz, or Major Arthur Buechler 
signing f o r  Lieutenant Colonel Ja r re t t ,  and approved by Colonel Ridlehuber 
(except Purchase Requests 92-6 Rnu Ill, in i t i a ted  by Lieutenant Colon61 
Pylant end approved by Colonel connor). This amount was expended f o r  
materials an6 services but were not costed t o  Project 10-57. Iccording 
t o  the investigation report, a t o t a l  of 529,323 was personally approved 
by Colonel Ridlehub er. .. 

I&. The subject violat ions wer6 detect6d during the course of an 
audit conducted by the Gemral Accounting Office which ended on 9 December 
1959. Upon learning of the QAO's finding, the  Commanding General, Fort 
Lee, i s s u d  both oral  and written instructions t o  his  off icers  t o  be 
absolutely positive tha t  authorized ceilings on exp~nditures  a re  not 
exceeded, and anphasized the necessity f o r  accurate accounting, coding 
~ncl  r 6 c ~ d i n g  of fund expenditures. 

15. In  addition ta the  a i r s t r i p  project,  Project 72-59 was approved 
f o r  a metal hangar type buildirg a t  a t o t a l  ccs t  of 619,352.70. According 
t o  the project  just i f icat ion this building was required f o r  use by the 
Aerial Detachment f o r  the  temporary maintenance of a i rc ra f t  and f o r  
operational storage of a e r i a l  supply, cargo and training materials. Three 
projects fo r  an opsrations building, f i e l d  l ight ing and a f i r e  s tat ion 
total l ing 35,168 were approved by the Post Commander. Theae were l a t e r  , 
combined i n  Pro ject  18-60 fnr operational f a c i l i t i e s  t o  support the 
a i r s t r ip .  This project was rejected by the k p u t y  The k;?rtermaster -
General. 

1 

z6. The a i r s t r i p  was i n i t i a l l y  approved for  visual  f l i g h t  regulations 
by the A i r  Coordinating Committee, Airspace Panel, W~shington, D. C. When 
ths  project  was approximately &@ complete, request was made f o r  approval 
of both instrument f l i g h t  operations and visual  f l i g h t  operations. This 
request, howsver, was denied by the Deputy Chief of btaff f o r  Opera~ions 
because of the obstructions i n  the area. The position was a l so  taken 
that  a l l  new Army a i r f i e l d s  should b6 locsted and constructed so that  
ultim.lt6ly an instrument approaoh procedure could be implements8 f o r  
62ch a i r f i e ld .  It was recommended t h a t  e new s i t e  be selected on Fort 
Lee that  would meet btandard .Amy Airf ield c r i t e r ia .  Fort Lee advised 
t h i s  was not possible. 

I 17. Funds were not aUot6d t o  Fort Lee specif ical ly  f o r  the project. 

The project npprovol was transmitted from Ins ta l l a t ions  Division, O a G ,  

t o  the i n s t ~ l l a t i o n  with a l imitat ion on the mount t h a t  could be emended 

on the project from funds available to the Ins ta l l a t ion  Comm?nder from 


5' 


http:619,352.70
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. h i s  bulk allotment f o r  operations and maintenance. As an addi t iornl  
safeguard, a f t e r  learning of the a i r s t r i p  matter, the O W  Comptroller 
issued instructions tha t  an actual  Change Order be issued t o  the 
ins ta l l a t ion ' s  advice of allotment whenever a project was approved f o r  
the instal la t ion.  The Fort Lee Comptroller did not mai~itain axv control 
by specif ic  project t o  insure t h a t  expenditures do not exceed the funded 
cost  limitation. It was asserted, however, tha t  Colonel Ridlehuber and 
the Comptroller always knew the atatus of funds. 
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1. ¶hr e fr.. m u ,  hovn as Prom lo-57 w rpprard b* 
Q - r t a m r  Q.rwxml for a-tlon la H o m s b r  1937. Cozutnm-

tim .trrL.dinM 1958 .la intonsitfsutly rnrbil T a m  
~..*u%bh~naUomatrudioo-dbyordatofSmq~1.rtoma&ar

0.aurrl. 


P. 'Ib. drflolb ploJ.at H. appnmb for a Mooab (d $341,537. 
02 fbL total, &4,948 wrr i r - ia  anmta to ba urpoaded iron OperatLarv 

~ r h - a a ~#~6,* wlr ulivn~doosta for 
trPop mwr. per d i m  and tram1 uqmarw. of tlvwl, izniiriorrsa 02 
-r Q@ (u. 8.  Eqlnmr omed). Ibe lrotrnl oort d tb.
.irii.u u E n 1ts (81.161m ilPdDd 0-ts, dta ta n-
-r bdng tmftmbd dr &Q5,Q00 ai tmfuadd cost. for Pmjeat m-57 
y . p . - - - - u f o w l  

a. Cololwl Ualter Rldbhubor vao 0-h at Port L.inn 4 
~ l g g J t o ~ . l u l y l g g g v h r P n h o u a ~ ~ ~ C o ~ l J ~ ~ U .  
~ , V t r O l m l d t h o t ~ i t 5 o r r u J t i l 3 l , Q D t o ' S y ~ ~ b . n t k c . d .  

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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0.  hJor  8. M z wm en B4imer OMlaor in Poet 
I 

PIQiorr =Lor farm -t of w>7 mtl l  Saptazbr 1960 vbar b mtLrsd. 

f. C o h l  bui.8. *by m tbo Deputy Post CcmDIBndsr d 
Towt b.f~ April 1956 until  h b  rot-% cn 31 Daaodmr 1.59. 

8. Kr. Sfham Fusnall, a CS-10, vrne tha Property Offioor & tb. 
W f h  of tb Paet Bb&mer at Part b e  bur- tho  eotkv porLod of t h  
k qu.tlon. ;+ 

h. 	 Lk C o l a r s l  Great Esole;y wna Ozxptxw-r a t  Port In, f r a ~  
1958 rrntil Januauy 1%~. 

4. Uhcm WoJoat 10-57 qqwwed in H m t e r  195Tr C o a l  
m r in 0-4;colnnel ~axmtt,the P o u t  -kreor; and war Svartx, 
nm tb kdiviAuslu m o t  aaxexued vith tPIa -lmtlon oi the alrfhld; 
MIbJor h u t z ,  ln offeat, -tad an RPject OZLcer for the atrflald. 
&ptaahr l957 a post reqwst 10-57 for oa MfeU st Fort  Z6e van for-
Y.Cd.d to t h  O l l b  of llra Q.=irtazznst,art2zzra . l  witb m emtintatad 
t\nd.d oost of $37,0@ and a tutul cost uf $U0,095. Thlu reqwst van 
rubesqusatly xvt- and a m*&d Pmjoot 1 0 3  vas submitted. h 
thla rrv%aed 0aUPrata the length d the a i r s t r i p  ma ltnarsaeed and the 
vidth of tbs amphalt m w f a c a  vpa h u m ,  yot tDo f d e d  cost var rr-

f m  $37,009 to $25,000. lW6 r w t w d  PmJeak l@+ftotdfor o 
omt at $lk1,537 vas appmvcd by both thu office of '1Bs @artanamstar 
aaaenl and th.Off- of ths W f  oi lbglnmra. Iha revised Pro*& 
LO-97 uus baaed an tho pr& thnt P4-r troop Mor Muld be uaeb, 
parthbr1.y ia leykrs rophalt, and that local owhod, r~ekat Fort LM 
wuld b umA. HB1th.r of them otouxpt iqm provad to be c o r n d t  and 
than tb.cast ab tha drfiold van awidoiably. 

5. Bm m n n m t e r  G s ~ o m lapproved pmjoat ns pn w g e n w ,  ' 
meded a t a x y  aouatrudion projcat for oq=zs%tua of O&# W urd.r 
$25 000 vhlch ha wnr au43orirJd to & t&ar a provkione a? ID kCX ~ 4 .-tux-= oi -4 cooto -r vou~dla-t in a. 	 ~ ~ . O O O  

6. CaetnoPtlon pnweol~aon e&&ub oo far M aorrta uum eon-
o e m d  until l959, when it Wcs m t  tO %a lndivLduab am-
a d vith the projoot, that tha, cost lhit=.^rionvauld bo slo~ooded. Olr 
13 1959 tb. f i m t  dacoded Fudxu3o kiq=r;t intbo of 65,329 
for oruaked mt0m was ieswtl. Bubrequant to t P l o  6.- at laant five othsr 
Pudume Rsqusets vera also d s d d .  Xcan cf thee8 rlx Purebwe bquaot8 
ooDtrkred the proJeot mmbar bepita local m&tioaa mrbgt& p* 
Jmat nudmr to appa~ron rll Furclue Baw3ts-

7. lUmtlawxw ahmu CoLCPl P i " , ' 2 z r a  Colcml J m t t ,  -or 
-a, .rrd &.hraaeu, a l l  p..s&d~&tcd i25dtW"a l%c&ma R0qu.t. 
r&rrktb projeot u td" r*A c="-~~pLbnhZonQuKhMa. 
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.. Acmruhg to t& C o h l  JPnaft  and Ytajor ME,C o w l  
RldUnhr luud l r a t r u e t i o ~to tbern to asLf ths projaat number on 
wbpl Furobw Reqmsfs pnb appmwd four R u a m  Rsqtprst. for mt.rlu 
aid m m krtan&d for tho M i e l d  on U h tbo pmjwt amber bd 
. - - d t t . b . t h i . b k a o t i o n , u d t b o ~ & v b f & h . D o v ~ b , W  
ru, au@ to 0fh.r w,0e.rv5oe., -ud hmm=r& 

8. Lt C o b 1  Jarratt ~-4batr -S ta d t  t b ~  
pW& h 0.- bQUI)&l ccw~fiwESbr- .ab rSr-
d o o r  Lrklddfor th.rlrlblA ea4 6- OM Rewmt for -tor-
lal iortb.alrSh111driohb.LaovvouldbeD o o d w , a I m r g p d t a ~ n -
w r a S a Q d 8 .  

6 prrplusb~or bsd pm-d~ a mi&%&, * 
~ . wmrt.u RD.~mag&aor I h o o u n W  Ciffhr, for 
n ~ m u a ~ t b r l r C i o l b u d t r r J P ~ h h . ~ t h . p r o j s o t - ~  
rm 0 r i t t . d e  

8. m .aaith, t.rtinroa;r .hovs that ~t CO-1 ~~1.rrtiaitkt.a, 
a4Oafrarl CCmMr -, at baet t lm A r m h  Re- rhioh rPidmrOI 
hUutuu o n  la o a w m m  ab tbs mtat\rtory llnitotim for  materid mud 
w r r L # . t a b . u . d ~ t b . s k Z L s l d , v b i c h ~ R o q r v d r U D o t ~ -
t.k bb. proJIot mrbsr. C-1 -ley w p m  tbow Rmhan R.0 
w. 

9. W i t h  =spot to Pumharro R e p o t ,  rate to k. tus-ll 
8- (ial- of Mujar M e )  m f d  in fibs m - t l n g  
t b 8 8 C b r t . ~ o c m r r d b y t z 1 . P u m ~ R e o o q r r s s t v o u L d b o ~ ~-, kn uuod an tb .irti.U. l b l a  Mt.wu latar d i m m n d  
~ . ~ ~ t l a g O n i a o k r d i 1 , r r d ~ t o E g l o r ~ . *  
~ ~ a b t h L n 0 t . h M a b q Q e . m - l .  

ll. 'hr- dma t̂  a r 1-3 4Se pdd la qturfida, Wor 
omrrlDa;ntstos, t?;a c-2:.-; C.-:--act i?oA L-3, V l r ~ ,n a  & 

& tho Qfdt ef U-2 :::*c:: i13 t;ir=zal e o t h  to oaa-
~ ~ ~ ~ a a t u P a s i o 3 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ C b t h i . . k . l k l d .  
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12. b s t i r o n j  &QYO that no i n t e n d  .ubLt of mucumtm mmh u 
rmJ.ot ro-57 H.mA0 U n t l L  &tar the daSloF4Mlm. la t3r* pmm nrr 

by tb.-el Auoouatbg Offloe in Dwambr lgg9. IA Co-1 
Eerl.y, tba Poet Cauptmllsr, uaa tb.p f F M L p a l M  Offkr a h r @  
w%tb~ e a a a l l l P l b Y . ~ d O l t b L t l n g ,O L b i v l t h ~ ~ ~ y p o . o ?8Wh 
f ~ ' ~ u ~ ~ b t o i c u ~ ~ u 
u u t i l l v t i o r r  at flaaAa. 
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EXHIBIT40.-MEMORANDUM AEXPLAININGSTRAC MOBILITY TESTEXERC~SE 
(MOBEX) WITH CODE NUMBER DEFINITION.AND TITLEAND 

A mFM rnbility 'Past Erercioe (w~BB()is s tIuining aodmted 

for the parpose of detenninlng the cagability of 8TMC units to became a-edy 

tor,deploymnt. 'Phsee ererciaee are mnmlly coduatd once each year and 

u a  funaed Aam those O&M fcmds avoilsble fbr tmhing. R. Iee particip&ion 

in these exemitsea ~oasistsof insuriug that those m l t ~at Iee ~ W o haro 

cueociated with BTRIC ara wle of ~6pordbgta the exercise alerts. The 

Post ct4 Techniorl Bszvtces Orpjanizatian Aunishes logistics Eupport for these 

aremines. coatwwa incumd for tlwp novements, traasportation of things, 

psckhg and amting mterlpls, and other axpendsbles required in tbe mnduat oi 

tbia mrmcln by ~ ~ + A c i p s t i n gQM unitr. 
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Cm m TfiIE AP)DmnmTOA 

2000.0000 TACTICAL-

R m U e m  for  opentiug forces am3 c-nts thereof; opra-
t ion of t.etical nitcraft; spacial tactical activities, spe-
c i a l  f ie ld exercises; ard lndlgaous ~ ~ ~ o r tforces. 

2010.2000 Field M i s e n  

Rwl&a for ccaduct of -nt of the Azpy and US Continen-
tal Cermrrd birr- field exercises, local f ie ld exercises 
and usar-test e r c i n e s .  Includes coats over and abuve normal 
t r d l l b g  coats. (Scc AR 220-55. ) 

M & s  for those exercises directed cud supmvised by IRCORARC 
in furthem of -nt of the Arrqy prcacrikd training 
birsctioss. Include joint a d  c m b w  exercises. 

Prorl&a for logistical exercises dirrcted and supervlaed by 
IBCO1IARC i n  f u r t h e m e  of Departmmt of the Army prcscrikd 
traLning dirrctives. 

Provides f?r cwte incurred i n  connection with STRAC Mobility 
Earcise. 

Rrfomeace Factor - W u r e d  

.--_. 
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Reference k r f i e l d  R'oJect, Por t  Ire, 13-57, 1 Ju n a t  arhmledge 
t b a t  t k r e  hu been a r i o l a t i o n  of  adm1nirtrat:vr res r r l , - t ioa ,  bu t  i f  there 
bu been f o r  masons  uakmnm t o  me they verr not  v1l:fU.l or due t o  care,ese 
dimregard o f  h a t r u c t i o n .  

I & not hrc th? s l i&. tee t  suspjclon t h a t  my d e c l s l u m  i n  t b e  case 
i n  quest ion ven s v q e d  by any ?onslderat:un sthcr thsn  the bes t  i n t e r p e t s  
of the Vaited States. I dld not stand to ,  nor dea l re  t o  (p in  anJ-thlw, in-
c ludlng  prsa t jge ,  by thc e f f o r t s  devoted t c  a c c m p l i s t m c ~ ~ tof t h r  p m j e c t  
v i t h i n  tbc rewur-8 upe l lab le  and vi thFo t n e  s c o p  of the r a r i o u s  m g L a t i o n a  
u i n t e r p r e t d  by lu. 
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1 Chid, Chid, I1Doa M O  -tion, Fort t. 
h08 h. mt Dire 1959 
h ~ tD ~ T .  1. Iac lond  i.a copy o f .  m a q o  from Fort Iu 

oiltllniq the rrmilts of tho m c m t  U O  h p ~ c t i o n  
of oomtrpotion, a i o h  m a  routirr inspotion. 

Utbmgh t h e n  a m  mvm itQlsBm tmubla la nnticipated in a x p h l n b g  t h a  a*qt 
f o r  th a l r f i a l d  (indltldd in ita C of the -mago). O Q M  a p p m a l  IlsitA tb. 
furdad cost  to #25,000# .ad *en it n s  Soared th.t the work c o n ~ l a t e dd g h t  
W c a t o  othentiw, frequent check by t h i s  Bnncb r l t h  the 04, Port br, resulted 
in tb asauranco t h ~ tth. l in i ta t ion  would not be by Port br. A s  f o r  r 
ths TV PaoiliQ, rhich is also ineluded in 1- C it was novsr c o ~ i d e m dt@ab 

cammication p r o j w t  d g h t  b limited t o  #25B000. ., 
2. The proaoduro is that  Fort ke muat 001x3 a &t.iled m r t  of axplaaation 

o r  c-ctire action taken or anticipatad 10 mrkbg daya Jkr tho exlt interviw 
(9  Decmber 19591, *ich Mlld be 23 Deombr 1959. O W r r  report t o  DC;ICO i m  
duo 1 0  workin# day6 dtar that, which wuld be 11Jamax7 1%0. Office af Omera1 
h u w l  A l l  a d m e  PI tO f o m t  of r ~ p ~ r t .  
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NfJNNOn'AGl2ELB058 5-3 

L a  E. 

PP RUEPOG J * ,  - '  

' >  

CT 


DE RUELC 36A 	 u-- b) 
A .  

.w 	 2 " .r 
P 1021392 -
FM COQMTC FTLEE VA 


TO TQMG DA '?ASHDC 


DA GRNC 

\ .  

BT 


UElCLAS 0 5 9 4 2  FOR QMGGC FROM QMTSI), ADVANCE REPORT OF r.'AJOR 

;L,TIND~NGS OF GAO TEAM (FT LEE, VA). (RCS CSCAA-Z2) 
I .  

-	 THE EIGHT WEEKS' V I S I T  OF GAO TEA# VAS DEFIlIED AS PA3T OF GAn 

CHECK OF MILITARY C0NSTR:lCTION I!J EIGHT COr(PS OF EIIGINEER DISTRICTS 

MI9 THE kILITARY IllSTALLATIOIlS THEY SERVE. FINDI!IGS LISTED BELOT,' ARE 

,&LL TI!OSE PRESEtlTEB AT EXIT IINTmVIPt1 9 AIJ!! 7;HICH l!ILl. BE9 ' ~ ~ ~ 

REPORTED TO THEIR WASH, DC OFFICE, 

A. FEATURES OF RECE!IT !Ell COllSTPUCTIOll CO!ISIDERED IIOII-ESSE!ITIAL.+ -
"WERE INDIVIDUAL KITCHEE!S IN POP'S, 24-IIJCI! \'Ir)E C(rll7 IlIL!OUS CAP.!OPIrS 

EACH LEVEL 0 6  PIIJDOUS OR TE!I (10) PERNA!IEFIT EK BARRACKS, SlJElDECK 

..Cm05942 QMGGC Q'ITSD (RCS CSCAA-82) 9 A. 24- (1E) 
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PAGE TWO RLfELC 36A 

ON Om-STORY KITCHEN ROOF OF EACH OF TEtI (10) PERWANEIIT F1" BARXACKS, 

DEPJTAL LAVATORIES I J ~ ) L A T R I N E SOF EACH EM GARRACKS..- THE ABOVE ITEMS ~7 
_ i _ _ _ - L d . . _ - .__-_.A_ _____-- - - . - -- . - - -- _- --- --335t3,A_.. 

ARE DA DESIGN STAtlDARDS FOR SGPJZCT F A C I L I T I E S *  

CO~ISIDEREDTHAT ClIRITIllG, GUTTERS AIlD STREET PAVICJG, IEI CLOSE P9OXIMITY 
o perm,nc,lf fl...dqit,3 4 c 4  o_c ddrrdLkJ &>id L ) , J ~ c ~ J ~ ~ ~ /d 14 

&rrPU?BNEHIA~UlfhBTR.PJ S ~ O H C I I B S B R ~ B R C B B $ L % @ ~ ~ S  EEEil~ I J @ B J ? B ! ~ ~ ~ ~ Y H A U D  
&))addllon tka~$..?&(ll5 b-2 C (a , r > ~ - . , d  ?)d I . ) . n f ~  h r  + h d 4 p t .  .,c ~ ~ * ~ J  ~ 

INCLUDED I N  THE PROJECT FOR CONSTRUCTIO!I OF THE BllILDI!4GS, BlIT 


&EATED AS A SEPARATE L ~ I J EITEM OF PICA CO!ISTRUCTIOM. TXE IllCLUSIOll 


OF CURBSZ..GLITTERS AFJD PARKIPG F A C I L I T I E S  I S  STA?IDARD P5.4CTICE I I I  AI.1. 


DISTRICT ENGIPIEER BI!ILDIHG COFI$TRUCTIOII. 


03LICATlNG R I N X  FbR OTHER F A C I L I T I E S  OF ACTIVITIES. THESE ARE 


CLOSE9 CIRCUIT TV SYSTEM AFID FT LEE AIRFIELD. TI(E TV' SYSTEM I S  


COPISMERED A TRAItJING A 1 5  A!lD FACILITY ESSENTIAL TI) llISSIOEl OF QKS, 


.A!D ADDITIOI.IA?. F1:tIDS FOB I T S  ACPL'ISITION APID CDFlSTRIlCTIOPJ t ! R E  


PROYIDED BY TQKG I!J TVX, QYGi3F-0 401 HACKItIC, DATED 25 KAY 1959. TEE 


AIRFIELD, A DA APPROVED EIGINEEI? TXOOP TRAIbII!JG CO!JSTRLKTIO!I PROJECT 


LIKITED TO $259000. E l  OF OIM FUI.13S I BEPL! IRED APPPOXIFIATELY $30,BDL3.80 


ADDITIONAL OAK FL'NDS 04 ElATTRIALS DUE TO !lOII-AVAILABILITY OF SPECIAL 
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v 
.. 

PAGE THREE RDELC 36A '1 

DJGJPIEER TROOP UNIT AND UNSUITABILITY OF NATURAL MATERIALS AT THE SITE,  

AS ORIGIMALLY PLANtJED, ADDITIONAL MATERIALS AND FUNDS LlSfD MERE . 
IMPROPERLY CODED WHEII COSTED. COMMAND ACTION HAS BEEN TAKEN TO 

q 

PROVIDE S P E C I F I C  IFISTRUCTIONS REGARDING THE PROPER CODIN4 OF C ~ S F S* 
RELATIVE TO ALL PROJECTS, 

\ 'i 

D. IMPROPER RECbRDI!JG A!JD REPORTI?IG OF C O f l S  AtTrJ COPITROL O M  .': 
'. RVL PROPERTY RECORDS. FORWS 298 FUaNISHED BY AREA ENGINEER (NORFOLK 1-- ------	 - \ 355: 

II~S ' I 'RIC~ EEIGINEER) FOR NEW CO?ISTRUCTIOH DO !iOT PROPERLY COSTS,REJIEc?  . 
OF COMPOWENTS OF COIISTRUCTIO!J IM ADDITION TO COST OF EVILDINGS SUCl7 

AS COST)OP IRPROVED GSOUIIDS, COST OF ITTILITIES,  COST OF DESIG!l, 

' 	 IIISPECTION, OVERHEAD, ETC. PERIODIC REPORTS REFLECTIIJG INVENTORY OF 

~ A L '  THEREFORE, ARE !JOT FACTUAL. CORRECTIVE ACTIO!I HAS .SEEN ,PROPERTY, 


TAKEN TO HAVE MORFOLI{ DISTRICT ENGINEER REFLECT COST AND QIIAYTITP OF '3 


~ ~ I G I I J E E RTO REVIEW ALL PRIOR TRAMSFWS OF COIJSTRLrCTION AtlD CORRECT : 

, E. NCA SUB-ALLOTNENT. THEY INDICATED TEAT PROPEi2 COElTROL AND ' 


FOLLOW-LIP 011 STATUS OF FUNDS F D E  AVAILABLE TO T H I S  INSTALLATIOFJ ARE 


NOT NAINTAIlJE3 BY THE NORFOLK DISTRICT ENGINEER. SUB-ALLOTRESTS HAVE 


DEErl MADE AVALILAPLE TO THE SIGIlAL OFFICER FOR COMFIUNICATIONS AND TO 
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M G E  F0lIR RUELC 36A $2 3 ag!.,- , I., r 

--THE POST ENGI~IEERFOR C O V P L ~ I O I ~  RESIDUE OF TIIEOF G R ' o u ! ! ~ ~  8 e ~ ~ ; ' : h r ~  

SIB-ALLOTMENTS FOR COMIILVIICATIO!IS ].:AS DEE!! DEOBLIGATED AIlD ACTION 


HAS B$E1 INITIATED TO OBLIGATE OR DSOBI.IGATE TllE RESIDLE OF THE 


SUB-ALLOTMELITS FOR COKMUNICATIONS tIAS DEEll DEOELIGATED AND ACTION HAS 


BEEN INITIATED TO OBLIGATE OR DEODLIGTE THE RESIDUE OF TYE 


SUB-ALLOTMEYTS MADE AVAILABLE FOR IMP40VEWENTS TO GROLV~DSI 


F. RELOCATIOEI AND CO?WERSION O F  TWO EM DAR9ACKS FOR ilSE BY ALKC. 


GAO TEAM QUERIED IrS AS TO S P E C I F I C  P!ZlSO!l WHO AUTHORIZED T H I S  ..put"-' 
*.>-, 


f l .  
COIJVEilION. YE STATED THAT S P E C I F I C  PERSON WAS UHK!JOIIB d l l ~  TIIAT 

F' p ~ < . r r t -
REkOCATION A?iD CONVERSION OI'THE TbO EEI BARRACKS AUTHORIZED FOR ,P .ve 


G. GP.0 TEAh STATED THAT, I N  THEIR OPINION, THE LIEIITATION IMPOSED 

COST OF BAI?!ZACKS PER WA!l HAD BEEN EXCEEDED AND TJQUIRED AS TO WHO. 


WAS RESPOHSIBLE FO9 DESIG!JhTIHG THE EARRACKS AS 326'I.IAEI BUILDI?IGS. 


THEY WERE I!IFORt'ED Tl!AT THIS COKYAtlD HAD PI0 IDEA AS TO Tl!E 


BT 


CFM Fa. 1 9 5 6  G. 326-




- - 
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EXHIBIT44.-TELEGRAM FROM THE GENERAL, OF THEQUARTERMASTER DEPARTMENT 
ARMY,TO THE GENERAL, TRAININGCOMMAND,COMMANDING QUARTERMASTER 
FORT LEE, VA., APRIL 8, 1958. , -

8 A p r  58 

x DA 
CG W C  USA FT VA 


T W  DEFTAR WASH DC 


MR. GLASCOW WITH COLONEL JARRFlT 8 APR COHCERKtNG AlX3%IP. 

NO AIEEWWE S I T E  AVAIU3LE ON RESERVATION. T H I S  

REAW[ZW COST OF POST PROJECT 10-57 CANNUl' EXCEED $25,000 EXCLUSIVE 

OF TROOP IdBOR AND LOCAL WKRIAIS. I F  AFTER P3MJVAI. O F  O R G m  

W l l T R  AND CONSTRUCTION OF CWAINAOE SY5TEM IT IS FOUND THAT TEE T: 

SOlEEEASI EISD OF SFRP ADJOINING OLD POST COMBAT RANGE REQUIRE3 

ADDITIONAL -ATE BEYOND T& COIPTMPLATED I T  SHOULD BE POSSIBLE 

TO SHIPT CONSTINCPION NORTHWEST TOWARD ICED= m R Y TO 

PROVIDE A USABLE FACIIJ?l'Y. THE PARl' NOT CONSl'RUCTED CAN BE 

COMPLElEll L4TER AS A PARl' OF MCA PROJECT OR BY USE OF TROOP D  R 

AND LOCAL FBWURCES. MUCH CAN BE ACCOMPUSHEI) BY E N G m  TRWP 

UNTl WHICH WILL EXPEDITE THE DATE TEE COMPLE!l'E FACILITY WILL BE 

AVAILABLE TO THIS COMMAND. FACII;LTT ReQUIRED E A R U E P  POSSIBLE 

DATE I N  VIEW OF PLANS TO DISCOIWINUE OPERATIONS AT B L A m N E  
8 ~ p r1 6 0 0 ~ ~ ~  

ARMY AIR BASE AND FOR REASONS OF ECONOMY. STRONGLY RECOMMEND 
1958 

THAT NO CHANGE BE MADE I N  PLANS FOR CONSTRUCI!ION BY ENGINEER TROOP 

UNIT WITH113 I;IMITs OF APPROVED PROJECT. 

J. C. POWEU 
CWO, W-4, USA 
Asst A41 Gen 
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HEA WUARTERS 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

OFFICE OF THE QUARTERMASTER GENERAL 

WASHINGTON 25. D.C. 
pI-v-m 

cwrn-F 

Honorable William L. Dawson 
Chairman, Subcormnittee on Ekecuti 
and Iegislative Reorganization 
Governrent Oparations C d t t e e  
House af Representatives 

Dear Mi. Dawson: 

The purpose of t h i s  letter is t o  c l a r i fy  a particular portion of 
testimony given t o  your Subcod t t ee  on 20 March 1962, regarding the 

prefabricated metal building adjacent t o  the Fort Lee a i rs t r ip .  

I wish t o  say t h a t  my testimony was true t o  the bes t  of my memory 
a t  t h a t  time; but since I had only a one hour notice prior t o  my appearance, 
I had no time t o  refresh qy mmory from the f i l e s  related t o  the case. 
Although many of the f i l e s  w r e  made available t o  your Subcommittee through 
q y  office, I can not r e c a l l  actually looking a t  any of the correspondence 
within the l a s t  par or two. I had never read som at the local  Fort  Lee 
documents. I read Cole Ridlehuber 1s tkmorandum f o r  the Record dated 25' 
May 1959, of the telephone conversation of the sam date, for  the f i r s t  
t b  on receiving a copy of it from Fort Lee on 12 March 1962. I was 
frankly surprised a t  some of the statemrrts and d e w  any participation 
i n  "sayingtt what the project was, ltcallingttit by any particular nam, 
or saying "guessed we had bettert t ;  or, a s  msntioned in h i s  l e t t e r  at the 
same date, "not associating it with the 'Army Airfieldt1'. If these words 
mre used, they were used by the writer. In my opinion, Nemorandums f o r  
the Record are of value only as  a reminder and can be given l i t t l e  credence 
in representing th exact t ru th  since the writer can write anything he 
l ikes,  or e d i t  or s lant  h i s  writing by intentional or unintentional un-
t ru ths  or half t ru ths  in anyway he chooses. I made no record of this 
telephom conversation, but it is quite possible t h a t  I said sorething 
t o  the ef fec t  t o  send the project i n  and ws would see what could be done, 
simply because tha t  is w routine reply when projects are proposed. I 
do know tha t  I did not say the project would be approved, s h e  I did not 
have tha t  authority. The N.?morandwn may r e f l ec t  my f i r s t  thought on h i s  
mentioning such a project, without the benefit of referring t o  regulations, 
t ha t  it might be part  of the a i r f ie ld .  
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BGD-F 29 March 1962 

I have noted, a f t e r  giving my testimony, t h a t  the wording i n  Cole 
Bidlehuber's personal l e t t e r  of 25 Nay 1959 t o  Cola Pennington re fe rs  t o  
the building as  a "temporary hangar", and "for use i n  temporary maintenance 
of a i r c r a f t  and for  operational storage of a e r i a l  supply, cargo and train- 
ing materials". The l e t t e r  of 2 June 1359 from Col. Pemington t o  Cole 
Ridlehuber brought out par t icular ly t h a t  he was look7h for  the project 
f o r  the building mentioned in the l e t t e r  of 25 May l959. 

A s  t o  the project (PR 72-55') i t s e l f ,  I have a l so  noted, a f t e r  giving 
q y  testimony, tha t  the DA Form 5-25 s tated tha t  the building was t o  be used 
f o r  "temporary maintenance of a i r c r a f t n  and f o r  I1storage of a e r i a l  supply, 
cargo, and t raining materials". When I said in my testimony t h a t  the build- 
ing was approved a s  a storage building, I could r e c a l l  only the latter quote 
and had completely forgotten the f i r s t  quote. Since the Army has what is 
cal led a "maintenance hangar", it may be a matter of semantics as  t o  whether 
the approval by the Office of The Quartermaster Gemral af t h i s  building 
might have constituted approval of a combination hangar and storage build- 
ing or principally a storage building. I did say i n  my testimony somthing 
t o  the effect  t h a t  even if the building had been considered a hangar, it 
might s t i l l  have been approved a f t e r  consideration. 

Whether the building is a hangar, shop, storage building, or corn 
bination is  considered immaterial, since it was customary throughout the 
Department of the Arv t o  approve cer tain typs of f a c i l i t i e s  separately. 
The project f o r  construction of tke  building adjacent t o  the Fort h e  a i r -  
s t r i p  was approved on 9 June 1959 a s  a separate project f r o n t h e  project 
f o r  construction of tk a i r s t r i p  because, a t  tha t  t i m ,  the separabi l i ty  
of projects was evaluated on the basis of completely satisfying the need 
f o r  which it was t o  be constructed and the f a c t  t h a t  the f a c i l i t y  was com- 
pletely usable in i t s e l f .  The approval was based on the defini t ion of a 
project i n  June 1959 which was given by Army Regulation 420-10 a s  "work of 
a construction or repair  nature required t o  complete a f a c i l i t y  t o  the point 
necessary t o  provide f o r  the use f o r  which the f a c i l i t y  was designed or 
intendedu. The project f o r  constructing the a i r s t r i p  was considered t o  
completely sa t i s fy  the f a c i l i t y  needs fo r  a r r i v a l  and departure of a i rc ra f t  
a t  Fort Lee. The project f o r  the building was considered t o  conpletely 
s a t i s f y  the need f o r  operational storage of a e r i a l  supply, cargo, and 
training materials; an3 f o r  temporary maintanance of a ircraf t .  I n  June 
1759, no l c n m  requirenent existed :or considering the inter-relationship 
of a project f o r  constructing an a i r s t r i p  and a project f o r  constructing 
an a i r c r a f t  support fac i l i ty .  The defini t ion of a project contained i n  
Departmnt of Defense Directive 7040.2 dated 18 Jamary 1761, which was 
published a f te r  the project f o r  construction of the building was approved, 
re la tes  a project t o  "aqv separate physical structure or f a c i l i t y  a t  a 
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single instal la t ion,  which upon completion w i l l  be u t i l i zed  t o  serve a 
single functional purpose, o r  a group of simiLar structures or f a c i l i t i e s  
as, f o r  instance, a group of barracks buildings or a group of warehouse 
fac i l i t i esn .  To the best af my knowledge,, the f Frst  regulatory guidance 
published t h a t  required considering, a s  a 6lngle project, the construction 
of a new interdependent group, or complex, of f a c i l i t i e s  serving a single 
operational purpose is contaimd in Regulation b15-35 dated 21  September 
1961. The ,project f o r  the building was approved on the basis  s ta ted  in its 
submission; not in a snap judgment, but open and above board, honestly and 
s h e r e l y .  After I had discussed it with ry ass i s tan t  and Cola Pennington, 
q y  inmsdiate superior, the l a t t e r  agreed tha t  the projects were properly 
separable and t h a t  the approval should be written* 

To verify tha t  separation of cer tain interdependent projects was 
recognized throughout the Departmnt of the Arrqy, the Office of The Quarter-
master Gemral- was directed by the Amy Deputy Chisf & Staff f o r  Logistics 
(our b d i a t e  superior c o m n d  headquarters) on 3 1  January W59, a few 
months pr ior  t o  approval af tbe separate building a t  Fort Lee, t o  prepare 
separate minor construction projects a t  Sharpe General Depot f o r  an air-  
s t r i p  and a maintenance shop a d  t o  approve projects t o  acccnnplish anci l lary 
items connected thererdth. Such considerations were so  customary then t k ~ t  
it was not questioned by anyone. I am inclosing a copy of tkIs directive, 
not in an attempt t o  blame any person or Office but rrerely t o  show t h a t  a 
precedent had been established by high; authority and t o  confirm t h a t  
separation of ce r ta in  projects was considered proper. 

I hope t h a t  the above Wormation w i l l  be helpful. 

Sincerely yours, 

R. G. MllCDONALD 
Chief, Fac i l i t i es  Branch 
Instal la t ions Division 
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D l S P f Z I C 3 N m  
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 I 
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EXHIBIT46.-MEMORANDUM 	 GENERAL,FROM MAJ. GEN. R. V. LEE, THE ADJUTANT 
TO THE COMMANDING SECOND FORT GEORGE MD.,GENERAL, U.S. ARMY, G. MEADE, 

APRIL 14, 1961, WITH A REPORT INVESTIGATIONCONSTRUCTION
OF RE OF AIR-
FIELD AT FORT LEE, VA., WITH EXHIBITS AND TESTIMONY. 

(COPY) 

HEArQUARTERS 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL 
WASHINGTON, D.C . 

AGAO-OC 686 
(12 Apr 6 1 ) 1 ~  14 Apr 1961 

SUBJECT: 	 Report of  Investi ,ation r e  Construction o f  A i r f i e l d  a t  Fo r t  Lee, 
Virginia  

THRU: 	 Commanding General 
United S t a t e s  Continental  Army Command 
For t  Monroe, Virginia  

TO: 	 Commanding General 
Second United S t a t e s  Army 
For t  George G. Meade, Maryland 

1. Inclosed i s  a copy of  an approved r epor t  of  i nves t iga t ion  with 
exh ib i t s  and testimony. 

2. It i s  des i red  t h a t  ac t ion  be taken a s  indicated i n  paragraph 31a 
of  t h e  r epor t  of  i nves t iga t ion  and submit a r epor t  of  t h e  spec i f i c  ac t ions  
taken t o  The Inspector  General, Department of  t he  Army, Washington 25, D.C. 

3. Attention i s  i nv i t ed  t o  subparagraph 151b(3), Manual f o r  Courts 
Martial ,  United S ta t e s ,  1951, f o r  guidance involving use of  i n spec to r  
genera ls '  r epor t s  o f  i nves t iga t ion  i n  cour ts-mar t ia l  proceedings. The 
r epor t  of  i nves t iga t ion  with e x h i b i t s  and testimony should be r e t u n e d  t o  
the  Off ice  of The Inspector  General, Department of  t h e  Army, when it has 
served i t s  purpose. 

By Order of  t he  Secre tary  of  t h e  Army: 


/s/ R.V.Lee 


R. V .  LEE 
Major General, USA 

1	I n c l  The Adjutant General 
Copy RPt o f  Inves 
w/exhibits and 

testimony 



350 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

ATIG 333.1(14 Apr 61) 1st Ind 
SUBJECT: Report of Investigation re Construction of Airfield a t  Fort 

. Lee, Virginia 

Headquarters, United States Continental Amy Command, Fort Monroe, -

VirgLnia. 

2 l Apr 1961 

TO: Cammanding General, Second U.S.Amy, Fort George F. Meade, 


Maryland 

. 1. Inclosed copy of approved Report of Investigation, with exhibit8 
and testimonies, is  transmitted fo r  compliance with paragraph 2 of basic 
l e t t e r .  

2. It i s  directed that  action in  t h i s  matter be expedited and a 
report of the specific actions taken submitted through t h i s  headquartera 
fo r  forwarding t o  me Inspector General, Department of the hny.  

FOR COMMkNDER 

GORDON T. KIMBRELt + 

Colonel GS 
Acting Dep'Cbief of Staff 

(for) L.L. DOAN 
Major General, GS 

Chief of Staff 



A I A J A  (14 Apr 61) 2nd Ind 

SUBJECT: Report of Investigation r e  Construction of Airfield a t  Fort Lee, Va. 


HEWUARTERS SECOND UNITED STATES ARMY, Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, 20 Jun 61 

TBRU: Cornanding General, United States  Continental Army Comnand, Fort Monroe, Virginia 

TO: The Inspector General, Department of the Army, Washington 25, D. C. 

1. This matter has been coordinated with the  Department of Just ice under 
the  provisions of Army ReguLations 22-160 and the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Department of Defense and the Department of Justice. The Department 
of Just ice concluded t h a t  i n i t i a l l y  the en t i re  matter should be considered by 
c i v i l  authori t ies  and so informed the Department of the Army. 

2. Pending decision of the Department of Justice, in  order t o  prevent the 
Statute  of Limitations from barring possible prosecution of Colonel Walter R. 
Ridlehuber and Lieutenant Colonel William H. Ja r re t t ,  cer tain charges concerning 
alleged violations of Section 1001, T i t l e  18, United States  Code, were preferred 
by an off icer  of t h i s  headquarters and received by the Commanding Officer, 
Second United States Army Support Element. This l a t t e r  officer normally exercises 
sunrmary court-martial jurisdiction over personnel assigned or  attached t o  t h i s  
cornand fo r  disposition of charges. 

3. The Department of J w t i c e  has declined t o  i n i t i a t e  prosecution against 
any of the  individuals involved, mil i tery or  civi l ian.  

4. Careful consideration has been given t o  the evidence and the des i rab i l i ty  
of further procedures looking t o  t r i a l  by court-m-ial fo r  each individual subject 
t o  the  Miform Code of Military Justice. It i s  my opinion tha t  such further action 
i s  not warranted and tha t  the l e t t e r s  of reprimand administered by the Coramanding 
General, Quartermaster Training Ccmand, Fort Lee, Virginia, t o  the off icers  
concerned were appropriate disposition under a l l  the  circumstances. 

5. Accordingly, I have dismissed the charges against the  named off icers  
on determination tha t  no m h e r  punitive action should be taken by me against 
any of the individuals. 

6. I r e c m e n d  t h a t  t h i s  case be closed and tha t  flagging actions against 
personnel involved be removed. 

/ s / ~ i d g e l y  Gaither 
RIEELY GAITHER 

Lieutenant General, USA 
c m a n l i n g  
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ATIG 333.1 (14 Apr 61) 3d Ind 

SUBJECT: Report of Investigation re Constlvction of Airfield a t  Fort Lee, Va. 


Headquarters, United States  Continental Amy Command, Fort Monroe, 
Virginia 

27 Jun 15x51 
M: 	 Chief of Staff ,  United States  Amy, ATPN: The Inspector General, 

Washington 25, D.C. 

1. Preceding 26 inbrsement indicates tha t  the action directed i n  
pamgraph 2, basic l e t t e r ,  has been accomplished. 

2. Attached correspondence i s  returned i n  compliance with paragraph 
3, basic l e t t e r .  

FOR TB6 COMMANDER: 

/s/ Gordon T. Kimbrell 

f o r  L.L. WAN 
Major General, GS 

Chief of Staff 

GORWN T. KtMBRELL 
colonel CS 
Deputy Chief of Staff 
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EXHIBIT4'1.-DOCUMENTS TO IN OF LT. GEN. DAVID W.REFERRED THE TESTIMONY 
TRAUB,COMPTROLLER ARMY.OF THE 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER OF THE ARMY 

WASHINGTON 25. D. C. 

COW-A 	 MAR 3 0 1982 

SUBJECT: 	 Hearing by the  Sub-Committee of the House Cormittee on Govern- 
ment Operations on Construction of the Airfield a t  Fort Lee, 
Virginia 

1. In the  subject hearing held on 29 March 1962, General !kaub, 
Comptroller of the Army, i n  response t o  requests by the  Committee Chair-
man for  3 specific documents, s ta ted  he would furnish the requested docu- 
ments for  the  record. The documents are identified below together with 
references t o  Volume 6 of the  Report of Proceedings dated 29 March 1962 
wherein these documents were requested. 

a. Fact Sheet dated 7 July 1960 dealing v l t h  the report of vio- 
lat ions of cost l i d t a t i o n s  a t  Fort Lee, Virginia, signed by Major General 
R. T. Evans, Jr., Deputy The Quartermaster General (request, page 356, Vol-
me 6, Report of Proceedings), Inclosure 1. 

b. Pertinent comments dated 25 August 1960 by the Chief of En-
gineers on the GAO Draft Report (request, page 357, Volume 6, Report of 
Proceedings ), Inclosure 2. 

c. Memoraudum for record dated 12 January 1961 pertaining t o  
the o ra l  briefing of M r .  Brucker, Secretary of A r q y  on 10 January 1961 
(request, page 357, Volume 6, Report of Proceedings), Inclosure 3. 

2. The referenced documents are attached. 

FOR TEE COMPTROLLER OF TEE ARMY: 

3 Incl  
88 Colonel, GS 

Director of Accounting 

Copies furnished: 
ASA(m) - 1 

- 3  
DCSL'X - 3 
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1. In the subject hearing held on 29 March 1962, General Traub, 
Comptroller of the  Arv, i n  response t o  requests by t h e  Committee Chair- 
men fo r  3 spec i f ic  documents, a tated he would furnish the requested docu- 
ments fo r  the record. The documents are  ident i f ied below together with 
references t o  Volwne 6 of the Report of Proceedings dated 29 March 1562 
wherein these documents were requested. 

a. Fact Sheet dated 7 July 1960 dealing with the  report  of vko-
la t ions  of cost l imitat ions a t  Fort Lee, Virginia, signed by Msjor General 
R. T. Evens, Jr., Deputy The Quartermaster General. (request, page 356, Vol-
ume 6, Report of Proceedings), Inclosure 1. 

b. Pertinent cormmnts dated 25 Aogust 1960 by the  Chief of En-
gineers on the GAO Draft Report (request, pege 357, Volume 6, Report of 
Proceedings ), Inclosure 2. 

c .  Memorandum for  record dated 12 January 1961 pertaining t o  
t h e  o r a l  br ief ing of Mr. Bruclter, Secret- of Arqy on 1 0  January 1561 
(request, page 357, Volutue 6, Report of Proceedings ), Inclosure 3. 

2. The referenced documents ere  attached. 

a. E, fi. k~Yr'?.C:i! 
Colonel, 55 
Dlrss)or of hccoaitlnl 

3 Inc l  A. E. R. HOWARTR 
M Colonel, CS 

Director of Accountibg 

Copies furnished : 
ASA(PM) - 1 

- 3  
lmLm - 3  
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Inclosure 1 - Fact  Sheet, dated 7 July 1960. 

Incl 1 t o  COA Memo for  C U ,  Subj: 	 Hearing by the Sub-committee of the  House Committee 
on Government O~era t ions  on Construction of  the 
Airfield a t  ~ o r t  Lee, Virginia MAR .' .: !'%? 

Office of  the Quartermaster General 
Uashington 25, D.C. 

Or'fice of the  General Counsel 
Thomas J. O'Hara, Ext. 53502 
7 July 1960 

SEJ-ZT: I-P 37-20 .%port of Violation of Cost Limitations a t  Port k c ,  
Virginia 


1. PU22CsE 

The purpose of t h i s  Fact Shcet i s  to inform in te res ted  Amy 

s ta f f  elexents ,or' a report  of v io la t ian  or' cos t  l imitat ions on the use 

of Opcration a id  Kaintetiance, Amy, ~Zlnds f o r  minor construction i? 

connection witn the construction of an a i r s t r i p  a t  Fort  Lee, Virginia. 


.Is a p a r t  of a nationzl, survey of mi l i t a ry  constmction, the 

Gcncrzl l.ccounting Office reviewed construction pro jec t s  a t  Fort Lee, 

Virr inia  in the f a l l  of 1959. During an e x i t  interview on 9 Dccer?ocr 

19.59> +hc GcncrSl dccountinz Office rcpreaentztives d l e ~ e d  t h z t  Con- 

gressional l i n i t s t i o n s  on t h c  use of Operation and ihintenulce f ~ n l s  

for cons txc t ion  or  ̂cm air s t r i p  were excec2ed by chaping  costs  therefor  

t o  othcr f a c i l i t i e s  or ac t iv i t i es .  The Gcneral Accounting Ofi'ice repre- , 

sentatives s ta ted  tha t  a written notc uaa found i n  thc  purchase order 

PLles t o  c d c  i n t e r i d s  purchased f o r  the a i r  s t r i p  t o  other than the  

air s t r i p  project.  


Vhen inforned of .the Genera Accounting Office findings, tine 

Quarternaster Genera ordered h i s  Inspector Gcneral to m a k e  a invest i - 

gation. 3ased on the  Quartemaster Inspector Gcneralls report,  The 

Quartcrraster Gencral directed Fort  Lee t o  submit a report  of violct ion 

oi' the -'mti-3cficiency s t a t u t e  pdsuant  t o  Ad 37-20 and to take appro- 

p r ia te  act ion regarding accounting procedures and p r s o n n e l  ancerned. 


'Ice rcport  submitted by Fort  Lee s t a t e s  t h a t  the c o s t  l imita-  

t ion inposed on the ex~endriture or" Operation and Maintenance funds f o r  

the a i r  s t r i p  w a s  exceeded by $37,279.35. No allotment spec i f ica l ly  

iden t i f i ed  with t h e  project  was made t o  Fort  Lee. Some of the costs  

of the a i r  sLkip, however, were improperly charged t o  other  than t h e  

air s t r i p  project,  apparently t o  avoid chargicg the project  with a l l  L i e  


http:$37,279.35
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funds a c t u d l y  used on it. The air s t r ip 'p ro jec t  was approved by 
the Chief of Engineers a s  a troop t r5nf ie ' ' p ro jec t  a t  an estimkted cost  
of $l&l,537 and a t o t a l  expenditure of Opcration and Maintenance funds 
not to exceed $24,948. A2proval of tine project  was forwarded t o  Fort 
Lee by t i e  OTfice of Thc Quartenlaster Gcncral on 27 Movenibcr 19.57. '.~'.c 

' AR 420-10 aqd 10 USC 2&7 linit thc w e  of Operation and ~ h t e n a c e  

'funds f o r  riinor construction projects  t o  $25,OOO; accordingly, the  Office 

of the Quarternaster General's q p r o v d  spec i f ica l ly  inco~poratcd o limits-


, t i o n  on ex9enditure of Operation and Ilain.tenance funds f o r  the project  

t o  $24,948. The Fort Lee report  s t a t e s  t h a t  the  absence of  sui table  on-
post  f i l l  material,  adverse ricather conditions, the Enyincering Unit ' s  
l ack  of asphalt laying c q a b i l i t y  and other fac tors  l e d  t o  the  over expend- 
i t u r e  of Operation and Haintenance funds i n  order t o  bring the  project  t o  
~0IXJl~t ion.Fort Lee advises tha t  action has been taken t o  correct  cost  

codinp f o r  the project  and t o  develop procedures designed t o  preclude 

ally fu r ther  occurences of t h i s  kind. 


" 

Tilt Commanding General, Fort Lee, has issued written administra- 

t i v e  reprimands t o  the former k s s i s t m t  Chief of Staff ,  G-4; the present 

Assistant CLief of Staff,  G-4; the Pout Encineer; the Assist& Post 

Engineer; Chief of t h e  F a c i l i t i e s  Divcion, G-4; and tne Comptroller of 

his headquarters. The former Assistant Chief of Staff ,  G-4, now acs1,cned 

t o  Headquarters, Eiphth P n i y ,  Korea, Iran advised tha t  he i s  being held 

grincipall;. responsible f o r  the  violation. The Quartermaster Gencrd 
has issued a m i t t e n  administrative reprinand t o  t h e  Comandin~ General, 
F o r t  Lee, f o r  h i s  f a i l u r e  t o  es tab l i sh  and maintain effect ive means of 
control  over funds t o  preclude t h e i r  over obligation and over expenditure. 

The report  of an Anti-Deficiency violat ion submitted by Fort .-
Lee was transmitted t o  t h e  Deputy Chief of Staff  f o r  Logistics on 
22 June 1960. 

R.T. EVfiiS, Jfl. 
>Iajor General, USA 

Deputy The Quartermaster General 

SECY OF m'iY 

ASA(FI.I) 

~A(L0G)  

COFS 
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Inclosure 2 -- Conrments by Chief of Eugineers, dated 25 August 1960. 

I n c l  2 t o  COA Memo f o r  CLL, Subj: 	 Hearing by the Sub-Codttee of the House 
Committee on Government Operations on Construction 
of the Airf ield a t  Fort Lee, Virginia 

March 30, 1962 
3 112 

2 4 om 76930 
4 Asst (MP&RF) 

3 Processing Mr. C. E. Friend, Jr. 
GAO Draft Report "Review of Programming 

ENGMC -KC 	 & Financing of Selected Fac i l i t i e s  Constructed 
a t  A m ,  Navy, & Air Force InstaUations" 25 Aug. 1960 

X 
DIXUSSION 

1. The purpose of t h i s  action i s  t o  forward a memorandum addressed t o  Office, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties & Instal la t ions)  fo r  signature by the 
Assistant Secretary of the (Manpower, Personnel and Reserve Forces) in accordance 
with a memorandum request dated 3 August 1960 from the Acting Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Properties & Instal la t ions)  (Inclosure 1 )  which was transmitted by Deputy 
Chief of Staff f o r  Logistics Msposition Form dated 12 August 1960, F i l e  No. ~ o @ ; / ~ 5  
Zi'759-A (Inclosure 2). The memorandum requested the Secretaries of the three military 
departments t o  review the subject d ra f t  report and submit comments thereon not l a t e r  
than 22 August 1960. 

2. The General Accounting Office i n  the d ra f t  report s ta ted ( i )  tha t  more than 
$50 million of construction and construction type work has been accomplished by the 
military departments i n  FY's 57, 58 and 59 outside the mil i tary construction program. 
GAO takes the position tha t  Congressional approval of such construction was usually 
avoided by classifying the work as repair, rehabilitation, modification, a l terat ion o r  
replacement and by financing i t  from Operation and Maintenance Appropriations, and tha t  
the $25,000 limitation iwposed by 10 USC 2674 had been exceeded on the Ft. Lee, Va. 
airfield; ( i i )  that  construction costs f o r  specific l i n e  items exceed those presented 
Congress, even though i n  some cases the scope of the project was reduced; and ( i i i )  
tha t  through fai lure t o  secure additional. Congressional authorization necessary t o  
enable contracting f o r  the complete f a c i l l t y  desired, items were omitted which had t o  
be restored a t  a l a t e r  date a t  an increased cost. This l a s t  statement originated from 
GAO criticism of the Department of the Navy. Reconmendations relat ive t o  the above 
findings and conclusions were ( i )  tha t  Congress consider uniform definitions and basic 
policies t o  assure inclusion in Congressional presentations of complete information as  
t o  scope and foreseeable costs of aL1 construction work of the type t o  be specified by 
the Congress and tha t  the Secretary of the Army investigate and report t o  the President 
and the Congress, i n  compliance with Section 3679, Revised Statutes, the alleged viola- 
t ion of the Congressional Cost limitation i n  connection with the construction of the 
Ft. Lee, Virginia airf ie ld;  ( i i )  tha t  the Secretary of the military department concerned 
take prompt action t o  apprise Congress of changed conditions and the reasons therefor 
so tha t  Congress has an opportunity t o  pass upon the just i f icat ion f o r  a change i n  an 
i n i t i a l  estimate; and ( i i i )  tha t  when it i s  apparent tha t  a complete f a c i l i t y  cannot be 
provided, additional Congressional authorizations should be obtained i n  l i e u  of con-
tract ing for  f a c i l i t i e s  while omitting features which may have t o  be restored l a te r .  
It i s  t o  be noted tha t  the instal la t ion has submitted a separate report on the Ft. Lee 
item. That report i s  now being processed by the Comptroller of the AT. 

3. Cormtents on the GAO findings and recommendations are  furnished as inclosures 
t o  the memorandum f o r  the Assistant Secretary of Defense (properties & Installations). 
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ENGMC-KC 25 A U ~ U S ~1960 
SUBJECT: GAO Draft Repol-t "Review of Pmgrarmning & Financing of Selected Facilities 

Constructed a t  w,Navy, & Air Force Installations" 

RECOMMEXWATION 
That the Assistant Secretary of the Anqy (Manpower, Personnel & Reserve Forces) 

sign the inclosed memorandum (Inclosure 3) t o  Office, Secretary of Defense. 

COORDINATION 
OCLL, OCA. 

3 Incl  
1. Memo f r  AC~ASD(P&I) dtd 3 A% 60 E.C. ITSCHNER 
2. DF f r  DCSLOG dtd 12 Aug 60 Lieutenant General, USA 
3. Memo t o  OSD Chief of Engineers 

Aw. 25, 1960 

CONCUR 
SIGNED 


L.B.KWKEY -

Colonel, GS 

Assistant Director of 

Financial Operations 


-

. . 
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MEMORANmTM FOR: THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(properties & Instal la t ions)  

SUBJECT: GAO Draft Report Ti t led "Review of Programming and 
Financing of Selected Fac i l i t i es  Constructed a t  A m ,  
Navy and Air Force Installations". 

The subject GAO draf t  report has been reviewed as  requested i n  your 
memorandum of 3 August 1960. 

The report of violation of cost limitation i n  the construction of 
the a i r s t r i p  a t  Ft. Lee, Virginia has been submitted t o  Department of the 
AT Headquarters. It is  currently being processed and w i l l  be forwarded 
separately as soon as additional information necessary t o  complete the 
report is received. 

Although the GAO has identified the existing problem of defining the 
scope of work which can be performed under existing 0 & M authorizations, 
present Dzpartment of the Anqy policy pertaining t o  such projects is con-
sidered t o  bd i n  cbnsonance with the existing statutes. That policy is  
contained i n  l e t t e r  ~GAM-p(~)600.12 (5  May 1958) DCSLCG, dated 14 May 1958 
Subject: "Projects of Modifications and Minor Construction", (Inclosure 1). 
The basic questions raised by the GAO were not as t o  the "need" f o r  any of 
the projects c i ted but as t o  the "financing procedures". Operations and 
Maintenance appropriations are not used f o r  such projects t o  circumvent 
Congress, but are  used because the projects are urgently needed and the use 
of those funds i s  the only practicable method which offers the f l ex ib i l i ty  
required t o  meet the changing situations. I f  the related GAO recommenda-
t ion  were implemented, it would so increase the number of required project 
approvals tha t  both Congress and the military services would be subject t o  
a mass of increased detai l .  Having to 'ant icipate  the type of project i n  
question a t  l e a s t  two years i n  advance and securing required Congressional 
reconsideration of any changes i n  previously approved projects would un-
doubtedly eliminate a b i l i t y  t o  adapt t o  changing missions and changing re-
quirements. It would seriously impair the required conversion, rehabilita-
t ion and repair of existing fac i l i t i es .  To preclude increased restr ic t ions 
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SUBJECT: 	 GAO DRAFT REPORT TIT& "RFVIFN OF PROGRAMMING AND FINANCING OF 
SELeCTED FACILITIES CONSTRUCTED AT ARMY, NAVY AND AIR FORCE 
INSTALLA!tTONS." 

by Congress, it i s  suggested tha t  a common interpretation of existing 
s tatutes  be developed f o r  e l l  three military departments and tha t  a system 
f o r  internal  policing of t h i s  interpretation be implemented by each military 
department. It i s  considered tha t  more effective control over construction 
by Congress and the necessary f lex ib i l i ty  required by commanders could be 
achieved by a clarification of the language of Operations and Maintenance 
Appropriation Acts. 

With respect t o  construction costs i n  excess of amounts pres'ented t o  
the Congress, the fac t s  relating t o  the cases c i t ed  would seem t o  indicate 
tha t  adequate controls existed and were applied. The procedure followed 
i n  securing approval of the appropriation committees of the House end 
Senate, referred t o  i n  the "DA Position" item contained i n  Inclosure 3, 
i s  an example of an existing Congressional control. Should any restr ic-  
t ions beyond those now i n  effect  be considered necessary, it ' i s  believed 
that ,  i f  construction is t o  be a t  a l l  expeditiously accomplished, such 
restr ic t ions o r  controls should originate internally ?thin the &lit-
se+ces concerned. 

The detailed comments which were requested i n  your memoraidurn have 
been assembled i n  three sections corresponding t o  the format of the GAO 
report and are attached a s  inclosures 2, 3, end 4. 

4 Incls  
1. 	 L t r  AGAM-~(~)600.12 Dewey Short 


( 5 May 1958)DCS~o~ Assistant Secretary of the Amy 

2. 	 const w/o Specific (Menpower, Personnel and Reserve Forces) 

Cong apvl & violation 
of Stat  Limitation 

3. 	 Const Costs Far in Excess 

of A m t s  Presented t o  Cong 


4. 	 Excess Costs Incurred 
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DEPARTMENT OF TIIE ARITf 
Office of the Adjutant General 

Washington 25, D.C. 

AGN.I-P(M) 600.12 (6 ~ a y5e) DSCLOG 	 14 May 1958 

SUBJECT: 	 Projects of Modification and Minor Construction 

TO: 	 The Adjutant General 
Heads of Technical Staff 
Commanders i n  Chief 
US Anqy, Europe 

US A m ,  Pacific 


Commanding Generds 

US A m ,  Alaska 

US A m ,  Caribbean 

US m,Southern European Task Force 

US Continental Arm(y Command 

Zone of Inter ior  Armies 

Military Distr ic t  of Washington, US Anrly 


Superintendent 

US Military Academy 


Chief, US A r m y  Security Agency 


1. Reference is  made to: 
a. Section 408, PL 968, 84th Congress (DA Bulletin z13, 1956). 

b. Message, DA 542745, June 1957 

d. Chapter 12, 3 3  420-75-5 

2. The purpose of t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  t o  amend the provisions of reference 
l b  by delineating cer tain kinds of modification work which may be accom-
plished with operating and maintenance funds and tha t  worlc which must be 
accomplished with construction funds. 

3. The terms "project" and "estimated cost of a project" are defined 
i n  paragraph 3, AR 4~) -10 .  These definitions apply t o  approval authorities 
i n  paragraph 7 and Table I, both of AR 420-10. The cost of a project in-  
cludes unfunded as  well as funded costs. Cost of supplies includes instal led 
personal property (paragraph 4k, AR 735-5), but not "equipment i n  place" 
(paragraph 4s, AR 735-5, as  changed). Incidental expense such as engineeriw 
and inspection, i f  available without additional cost, i s  not included i n  the 
cost of a project . 

4. The statutory provisions of reference - apply t o  funded cost of 
a project, as defined under A C E  procedures. Agencies o r  ac t iv i t i es  not 
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using ACNS procedures will consider funded costs as excluding military 
labor and other resources not chargeable to current year or prior year 
fund accounts applicable to the type of work involved in Cne project. 

5. where projects involve maintenance, repair, or modification not 
of a construction nature (paragraph 8), as well as minor consixvction 
(paragraph 7), only the minor construction portion is subject to the pro- 
visions of reference la. 

6. Classification of work (i.e., operation, maintenance and mcdifi-

cation) will follow the principles currently established in Chapter 12, 

SR 420-75-5 (to be republished in other appropriate regulations). 


7. The following kinds of work, if over $25,000 in funded costs, 
must be programed in regular Military Construction budgets, or fran MCA 
Minor Construction fuads, if not in excess of $200,000and determined to 
be urgently required (paragraph 5d, Part VI, Installations Program, Target 
FY 1959): 

a. All new construction separate and apart frm existing 
facilities. 

b. Relocation of buildings or structures involving erection of 

new foundations. 


c. Additions or extensions to existing facilities. 


d. Alterations which convert a facility from one purpose to 

another, such as warehousing to administrative, housing to storage, bar- 

racks to family housing and the like. 


e. Alterations which affect engineering structural features, 

such as bearing walls. 


8. The following types of modification work may be accomplished frcan 
funds available for operation and maintenance the approval 
authorities for modifications in paragraph 7 and Table I,both of AR 420-10: 

a. Minor construction type work as indicated in par&aph 7, 

when the funded cost of the project is $25,000 or less and the work is 

determined to be urgently required. 


b. Installation of autonatic sprinkler systems. 


c. Mcdifications which provide or rearrange nonstructural fea- 

tures, such as nonbearing walls, other than for purposes in paragraph 7d. 


d. General improvement not contradictory to pcu-agraph7, such 
as instaUstionoP better sanitary facilities, improved lighting, lining 
of unlined buildings and the like. 
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9. You wiLl take qpza~riatnnetion i n  D m i n h i q j  t k e  M-
iicn$ion cnd g u i h c o  b irrstallotiom hpd act l r l t i ee  for d e b  you h v o  
commzJ3 maponaibfllty. 

Cqies Cwnislisd: 3. V. U.5 
Dcputy Chiafa of Staf f  kkJor b&amL8 mi /'
h o i s t a t  Cklvf of St-, b?rc%- %.a Lbdjutatit OeaaPPa 
Int.alll~(ence 


mqtroller of the Army 

&=ding General 

U3 -1 Mr D c s f u ~ eCsx!z2 
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!,.La S ~ z i e aL p ~ c l ; ~ . .Yet-*a 
Project 




CONSTRUCTION O F  AIRFIELD AT FORT L E E ,  VA. 

1. ~ 2 T 3 C T I O NWITHOUT SPECIFIC CGXGE-ZIOZU APP%OVA.L AND VIOLATION 
09 S2ATi'10XZ L I H I U T I O X  

a. WJcoa.~trwtionand conntruc~on typo projects have been 
d o s i p ~ t e daa W o r  repair#, r&bill tations or nodiMcstions and M-

c c q . U ~ L dmatside the cosretrcltion (par oo) progre3 au th r l t ios .  
Z 2 d l . a ~typo6 of C O M ~ N O ~ ~ O ~have baes acompliuhsd under both the 
I.'X.t?ayC o ~ t m t i o nprogram and the Operation & Udntaance p r o m .  
C 4 c::,-oprlationa wero ueed to o w 5 e t e  oolletruction projects. Z!b 
c n t  o f  pwocsgFng acd instdllng s o r t a h  typoo of collateral  e q d p m t  
w e m  2 8  considere4 u part of the coastruction progroa. Thoro is 
ovidrr.:~ that Colrg~eauhas bean rd r i ced  ond peIEitted to r e r i s r  4 
e ~ 3 r o ~ 0  Therefore the Wtary C o ~ t r a c t i o nouch bdlti&al project& 
csthorieation pmeetses established by Congroan to control and llnit 
tLe extent of ~ ~ t r u o 9 i o n  Doepita the l i n i t a t i o ~  are being avoided. 
L ? p ~ a dby S~cedcm3733 Rerieod Statutes, 41 U. 5. C. 12 relative to 
ater ip= into aontnwta for  publlo bprormsllta in ozcess of the 
ciwunt q.pxw@ated for tho ipecific purpoae and dospSte the $a,a(X) 
U t a t i a r a  hpsd Q 10 U. 9. C. 2674 on the us@ of Operation mi 
k i n t w o o  irmas for  urgently needed bpro*aan t  p j e a t a ,  ratioas 
typacr of coaetruction and construction tgpo work are b e b g  finanowl 
outaide tho Y i t a q  Construction pgr@lr i t h  Operation md lkhtc 
mnc4 fundo in sxooaa of the 83,000 Ilnitation. Lkla in part  to a 
&ok of cazy overall &dsnoe by tho W3 t o  estuUE3. uulform tend-
nology rith respsat to project claasifluatioa the definitions adopted 
by each of tho  military dspprtplonts u e  varied and inolude i l aaa t  
ang Qpo of pubUc inprove~rent,short of now conotructi~n. 

bj Im. P.parbant of the haa been cohtructing m Js-
f i d d  a t  ?t. LQO, V i r g i n l a  vithout s p d f i c  prior approvel of Congcem 
and hes exceedad the 8e.000 limitation i apoed  by 10 U. 6. C. 2674 
for use of Operation a d  Ihinteosmae f  h  for urgently needed p j r o t m .  

1. We iril3J recogniza that the d e p m  of aontrol to bo 
exarcised by the Congress, or throughita d t t e e s ,  i m  a matter 
of policy for  the Congress to detambe. Hoveror, to strongthon 
prop= dlnaloauro, revlev and control in 6dlitarJ aoaatruction 
authodmua ~ C O W 3 0 0 3d to -6 - a t - t  m g of dU 
constmcticm eaoh of the U t c u y  deprtactnk, r e  auggoat that the 
Cong~oiproorddsr eetabli.bing uniform definitions aad bade pol idea,  
-the anaatPnnt of -to legislation or othervi.e,-uhlch 
w i l l  govazP U t u y  oanstruotioa prom p r o e e n t a t l o ~  the oilltary 
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C e g z r k c n t s  azld asGure inclucioa thercik of c o q l o t o  info-xa'cicn as to 
s,u?o d Zoroscoablo c o ~ t  of dl conttruction wosk of tS3 t o  bo 
c_ncdPi& by tho C o w e m .  In thic r e q g c t  tho C s r ~ o = sev wish to 
kz?o ths rrrlli'l;cr;t. d ~ p e r t a u ~ bInclude i n  t he i r  preccatct icx  rot only 
a l l  ce-3 rrajer coa3tz'cctica hclurGhg dl oqdui'mcut req.ired k U o 
t 2 a  PL-iUty cswble  of pe.rfo&g tho p L v s a  intcAcli, >at a k a  m o o  
~ O ~ S C ~ A  ccmer t  on &tbq to cmthor,t%ch f a d u t y  frcs oae &-we 
si2iicz%lozuor  reh&iUkrt.ions wUch eu?is+%neSallJ d t e r  o r  lnci-ease 
t Y 3  v d r a  of an uxLu+&g f ac i l i t y ,  e x t o d o ; ? a  or dditiors t o  d o t i n g  
z ' d U t'eeo, a d  coastruction vork of a ~e.-ancct nature a c c c a a k o d  
in rlc io  or  in wt by n i l l b r y  percmnel. I n  this way ,  tho CoWoaio, 
Ln tLa C C ~ ~ C O  the ~AlltPryc o ~ t r u a t i o a  wo311dof rev%- prop-, 
havo bel"cire it a m e t e  reprooontation of the fb l l  scope' ancl aaU,dL 
p t s d  cost  of e d  p j o a t  rewdleaa of the  oeozrs by w U c h  the w w k  
aq ult-tely bo fitmacad. 

2. L'e roceaond #at tho Socrehry  of tho Amy p~x3t ;L  
investi@to PZa reprt to tho Residezit and to tho Congresz, in cce-
pllanco with tho r a q u i r a m t o  of Secticn %n,Eedoed G k C ~ t s s ,3l 
U. S. C. 665, tho r io la t ion  of the,Congrecd.0- cost lindtaticn 
tfd4 wctrred in the oomtruotion of the Tort Lea l i r f l d d .  

m r 

Bz f i o d  year 1957, Pubfia k w  693, ' t i t le  111, Psiat-e 
and CQe:~tion, provided: '5br expeneos, not othorvirro providqd for ,  
aoccmzz.y fo r  *** al tera t ion ,  a t e d o r r ,  and r+ of s9ructurea a d  
-arty ***." The Et. BUw, man arA Wiladalphia (Po.) Qaarter-
~ z s - 2 ~  reBpt wnvw.sian projwtti ( m e 3  22, 23) were a c c ~ ~ e d  

a .altwati031~uadoq ,the above notad au.ut]tority. 

fir f i ~ c d Lyeora 1 9 9 ,  1S;5gr atad 1960, Publio k w a  85U7, 
85724 &166, EtJ.0 m, operation and hintenaneo* pwvfaear 
T o r  ex~cmea,not o t k d s o  provided for ,  necessary for  the operation 
and rmbteaanoe of the w,including *** r o a  of f a d l i t l e a  ***." 
k c m s  of. the aoro r c s W c t i v e  and l e m  d~finitirs1Pn-o ia tha 
195- ~ J D ,in terpre ta t ion  WM obtabe;l fropa Lo@ fivlsor, C a p -
troUez of the Irsj. Tho interpretat ion obtained ups diwosinrted b 
f idg  cccnzndms aa 811 pollay in let* PAC~-~(I)b . 1 2  (5  l 4 g  .lS58) 
lSL95,  Dubjoatr V r o j e c h  of FdifPsrrtLoo and b r  Coqstruction," 
14 I f e J  19.58. 92a Ft. 8 U ,  0khhaz.a ( p w  24 of tho OAO ~ a p o r t ) ;  
Fc. BUM, Tom5 (page 26 of tho Q:Q m t ) :  and Ft. Sill, UQM 
(330,27 of tho ahO ~jport)it- wore a c - q a h e d  under the - f lseal  
ym 19-60 lam am inteqmted. &e histoq of the Ft. S i l l *  O U -
h a  (we24 of tho Report) itea indioatos tbat tha b d l d i o g  
Involved WM ooastrwtod ae 8 h a t  ac-o in 19U..nd 6 m e d  f o r  
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tELa ~ ~ ~ p o s o  converted fo d d d s t r a t i y eu n t i l  Soptmber 1956 waaa i t  w a n  
q e c o .  sine0 tbe  projuct  Fn puooi~.os,*.Ach wms c b g d  ta YY 1959 
waration d Hnintonance f a ,  YM n 0 c 6 s r ) q  f o r  c o n t b a s d  -0 of tho 
b u i l d i q  f a r  oQJnistratlre purposoa, the  work in ro l red  i a  mt  c o d d a r e d  
ws a l lcon~ers ioan .  

%he fav d @ f i c a n t  p r o j e c t s  which have bean cox.c.tr\?cted by 
f . ~  prograatmow h v e  boen iacludcd in tho Ubxy Coastruct io~l&-

;p%C preoeakd to Gongroam; e. g. IKflo (TlXDWIrXE) k r q e s .  


Caastnrctlon r c q d r m c n t e  row p r - s ~ u t o d  hicludr  all o q u i - ~ e a t  
& ~ i h ~ t a s r yf o r  t h e  builc?in~o r  structure t o  function f a r  the gcnb-d 
F . = ~ ~ A . U provided, to house c r  sq-wta f a c i l i t y  catcgwy. Iji;ch 
e t~n: - ; r t ea  a r e  defined u C q u t a e n t  of Ihfeaw I n s t r ~ c U o v .  ZqA:+ 
Z*EC pecsliar t o  a w p c d a l l d  a c U v i t y  cad p r t n b l e  arc f h " . c w  citk-
LI ~ j r o r a t i P ( jSUdgeta. 1ke St,~tlctures (uld Kech3l?lce iabjratory, 3c-Lstcco . ~ = o w d ,fisrbcm (pslgtr 34 of t h s  (U.0 Report) w u  con.st:uctad v l W n  e21r 
~i r : ;o r i ty  of 3nt3.0 Law Section 102 ( C l . = ~ d i i r d  Y d l i C s y  1s-
sk2latiorss 9.iW178j,000). 'he apportioned kcount f o r  tM.3 it= 3jr52G1-
W uac c px-t o f  an o v e r a l l  requo.>t of W,225,C7@3. tq~.*rticaorl 
crxmtt can c~ndderedM app- t o  coastruct iou d o n e  m d  ~ d tb cql;irp 
s a t  P d h e d  by the  U~ingS m L c a .  v?Le dotomLaaUon cw f~ w h t  6qbi.p-
~ e n tFb tQ 50 considered aa part of construction v a  based up?:  
P ~ ~ u l a t i o n4 1 5 1 0  parrqtapte  2f ma 2ge The final c o s t  o f  8%,96l,384 
rwp-tcxi f o r  comtruc t ioa  of i tm &Jc702.bM and charged U t  the  
U A  a u t h d z a t i o n  ia far coa.stmction only. 

%a al leged v lo la t ion  of tho coot Usi ta t ion  I n  oonneetion 
with the construction of an girfleld at IiY. Jko,  Virdula ( m e  36 
of tho W papart) I s  being handled in A 6 ~ p a r a t e  r e p r t .  Bat  r u s r t  
i a  n o w  b a h g  pawcsoaed by tho b g t r o l l e r  of t!zo Amy. 

I14 kUITION: 

With respect  to the uee of Operation and Ylcnintenosrce nutbor9zaUons 
D:, tmae . d t h  tho p s o i b l e  exceptior, of tho Ft. Lee a%-a.:ri-i_8pro jec t ,  e a -
pUcd v i t h  what w a s  d e t e r a h a d  t o  be tho i n t e n t  of Cow-esa a d  tho 
s"h%utory Urnitationre. With reupact to gcneral p rocdu-os  it is con-
sidored t'aat; there is reeao3aSle ~ m i f e u ; d t y  ia the sannar in which the 
th ree  d o p a r ~ e a t sgresunt t h e ailitary eorutmctioa: ruqubrmente. llho 
0.A b u s  estabU&ed a spsdf lc  p U c y  re'aakivo to financing ~ r o j e c t e  of 

'moLificcMoa a d  ainar ooaotructfon a.6 ov i&nccd  by wd.t&.$is l e t t a r  L W C  
, p(p0 600.12 (5P .  1958) DCSJAG, 1 4  Ray 1958, subject; IiProjectc of 

V!Aificattun and &or Chetructioa." Pro jsc ta  of thorn t ~ p aBPQ Be-
fined and dollnoat& thorein. k n s t r u c t i o n  of a p e m e n t  na'curs rn-
f o m d  b;r uilitery p ~ r s o n n e la r e  of  r ttoop trdtbg n a t w e  ncd s o  not* 
i n  tile cahe of operat ix .  =a oaictenanco type pro jec t s ,  ~ e l l e v e dt o  be 
s i , p i f i c m r  oreugh t o  justify tho a t ton t ion  of tho Ccngre~a. LPlo DA 
c o w d s r s  t a t  ;he c o n t r c l ~  per se p o e e n t l y  es tab l i sh& by the Congram 
mad tho S b c r c t u ~of &fens@ &re adequate and t h a t  no cb-ve,lse i n  those 
C m ' i r o l ~(U r re ,  m66BrJ. ~~~~~~~~, &7 h U c a t e d  ill the  a B s - ~ t ,it 
bslioved t h :  cue eolut ion to  the  "dofir i t ion" ?roblea worild be t o  have 
~ L Ew o h d i ~  t :.:w Operation and Haintenmce approprintions -re cloarZy 
derisa the t y ~ u3f projects to be .financed by thoso f h .  

r 

http:puooi~.os
mailto:W,225,C7@3
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2. 	 C3>?SZT:iZTIC-!l CC;ST:; FAR IN EXCTSS GF !r-'ICiriPS P?dTS!ZTZI) TO CC;?ZT-TSS 
G!IO /I,ki:?KL'IGJ: 

Construction costa of individual fecilities bctnz built bj thc 'l\mg 

hcva far ~~ceedcd 
thc acounte proscntcd to Con~reos for spccific line itca 

a': the ti= the construction nutl-.orizction was bcine sougl~t evcn thouzh in 

sos2 inatnntce the scope of work r:cs rcduccd. In othcr ca3cs the scope of 

cork xrzs substantially inceased ovcr that prcsentcd to Con2rcss. con-

struction worlrwae accoqliohed withla the ovcrzll Con~rcoaional auchoriza- 

ticn by dcL'crring line itcms irsludcd in the authorization. 


Gt3 PdTC~lT.!?!!TI@N: We recorarnd that, in caacs %&era there cra ~ 1 d e  
and ci~nifiicznt varioncee in scope or cost, or both, betvoea thc initial 
estimtcs prcsontcd to Conzrcss and the latest 1inm.m estimtes, t11c Sccrc- 
tary of thz rdlitary department concerned take praqt action to epprioe t!~e 
CC~CLCSSof thc changed condition and the reasoils therefor. 60 that t:le' 
Con:raso GL!~ ba given an opportunity to pass u p ~ n  tkc Justification for the 
cbanze in tho initial estimate. 

m.e Btotenent thzt the cost of tho Fort Dix, 1:cx Jersey, Il~s')it21 
(pase 41 of the G M  Kcport) uas $12.4 Pillion o r  a 5CO-bed capncicy 50::- 
pitcl as ccqarcd to the $8.3 million e&c,ixitc for a 750-bcd czpacity pzc-
sontcd to Con~rcss is corrzct. Public Law 155132 providod thct tha IT 52 
Fort DL% :::I Trogrm of 829,952,CGJ could if neccsaury be exccoded by 10% 
without liziting thc perccntnpc m y  single facility at a station d z h ~  
mcccd th- bcCget estate for that fxillty. T~IUS the ctatutorj liGt for 
tila:: pnirticulrr prozraa bccaos $32,047,030. The total cost 02 all sclnted 
facilities vaa $1,417,0GO lesn than that lirftoeion. The original Ti 52 . . 

. p r o ~ ~ ~ v c s 
prepcrcd in FY 53. Bim3iag as vcll as plans und spcciCfcztions 
arc sc3Ject to review by the Office of tha Sur;;con G-ncral, Degartt:.snl: oi' 
Cofcr-e escl the Eureau of the Eudzc:. h a  to dcfcrx:nt, rcinstateccnt of 
decizn a d  criteria c h ~ n ~ c s  by tha reyircd reviexs,. a dcsi~n occasio~o-d 

accentabla for dvartising was not coq-~lc~cl Changes
cntil October 1956. 
in dcsi~n which rcoultcd in a 500-bcC cqacity instead of thc original 750-
bed cz2nci'ip aad rsdificctions to includi: ~uch itcxi as air conditionin;: ad 
a ccatral ilccting plant were authorized by aggropriate hi~her euthority such 
as Dr2uty Chief of Staff for Logistics, Eqarer.:nt of 9efcnse =ad Zureau of 
the Cud~et. On 30 October 1956 nn a??ortisn=nt requcst for $12,119,000 was 
rcqx;tcd and granted in l:ovco5sr 1555 fs1lor;in~a confcrace vith D03 a d  
9% rr?rescntotivcs. From 3 Deccr3er 1356 nr.=il coqleted, thc SLT of 
$293,G00 was authorized for changes rotpired by the Surgeon CcneraE otber 
ncccoooy revisions to plans and specizications wkich did cot bccoeo apparent 
r~irilconstructionwas mder way. The final cost cpon ~o-~?lctioa in February 
19GO. ap~zosinatelf 10 yema after the budget eotiraatc was prcparzd, wns 
$12.412,0GO. 
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Tlio seat&-ant timt the cost of tilc Hain Post 2rchangc at Redotone 
,2racael, Alabxa, (P=e 41 of tho GAO Zeport) FIRS incrcaocd Broo. $220,000 
t o  $23,000 is correct. An i n c r e a ~ e111 acopc f r o s  10,1C3 square fec t  t o  
11,700 aqua', fcot wne opprovad by tha Deputy Assistant S~crc ta ry  of 
3cfcase provi2ccl that any additional costs wcrc absorbcd rrithin tho to ta l  
21;rda opporticned t h i s  budget catasory. %Ic Curtent Working C s t i x t c  fo r  
thin itc.a is $328,008 and is within tho station's t o t a l  permitted -mxler 
Fi 1G1/8&. Tile increased cost i s  within thc authority provided by thnt 
lax. 

I:-\ PO2ITIC:I: 

I t  i s  :ha desire t o  prasent to the Congrossioiml Comitteca reviPJing 
military conotr.uction the la tes t  known astin-tc3 of cozt. Accordingly 'ths DA 
no:r has bu2cc'i e a t h a t e s  and i n i t i a l  rcvicv3 of cost eotimarcs prcpzred by 
f i c ld  azcncics beeore presentations arc made t o  the Concress. Whencvcr the 
cicgartacnt dctcrniues that  a new or dEferc lc  t y ~ c  of constructiou i o  advisable 
ard thc r c s u l t i n ~  chagcs i n  the scope of tho project increase the c s ~ h t e d  
coot liy m r c  tkan $25,000, the approval of tile rppropriation comittcco a3 
the H~ucea d  Ccnntc a rc  secured beforc p r o c e c d i ~ . ~  Other-v i t h  construction. 
w i o c  Lo Soisrcncc to  the C o d t t e c s ,  changco i n  e c t h t e s  adtcr oubmission to 
Coa~ress are  limited t o  those of ~ c e p t i o n a l  cignificance. Tile Dcpdrmant of 
t5.a Aray doer, not coneider i f  necessary o r  practicable t o  C I ~ B I ~ ~ C  the currently 
effect ive proceeures. 
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3. EXCESS COSTS I';IWR?XD 

Ezccss c o ~ t s  voro incurred by the Dcpartncnt oP the Hnvy because a 
contract 1::s awarded for  nn incor~plcte faci l i ty .  (to stny vi thin tho nruilable 
authorization l i d t a t i o n )  without p r o q t l y  rcqucs t in~  the nceded additional 
euthorieation from Congress. Ontttcd itcms subsequently restored by c b n s e  
order a t  considerably greater -st than originally bid. 

Tl~nt part of the GA0 reco=mcndation that might have hp l ica t ions  for  
tbc Iicpeztnsnt of the Army was: 

r i  .r-

We further rccomend that i n  order t o  preclude additional costs 
being incurrcd on future projccts when i t  is apparent that a c o q l e t c  fac i l i ty  
ca13oz Lo provided within autlzlrined liwitationa, the Department of the E n v y  
p r o n ~ t l y  rcquest ailditional c ~ ~ r e s o i o n c l  authorization t o  met 4a1s~n-1o r  plmncd 
rcquiree:cr:ts and not to  contract fo r  f a c i l i t i e s  omitting features uhich a y  huve 
t o  bc rcstored l a t e r  a t  a ~ r e n t l y  increased cost." 

It is the policy of thc Chief of Engineers i n  directing the construc- 
tion prozrsa of the Departmant of the Amy to  murd contract6 which assure i n  
ccch instance the provision of a co;n?letc, opcrablc faci l i ty .  I f  mthorization 
is  houf i ic ien t  t o  prwide e l l  iterz.9 a t  on instal la t ion,  one o r  Tore i t cas  zay 
bc daferrcd un t i l  Con~ress acts favorably on the rcquest for  additional authori- 
zation. The aaditional o r  "deficiency" authorization is requested p r o q t l y  i n  
the next a-nual request t o  Congees. 

DA PCSITICN: 

T i  DA c~mplies  with the GA!2 recormendation. 
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Inc losure  3 -Memorandum F o r  T h e  Record, dated 12 J a n u a r y  1961-
Brie f ing  of the  S e c r e t a r y  of the A r m y  . 

Inc l  3 t o  COA Memo f o r  CLL, Subj: 	 Hearing by t h e  Sub-committee of the  House Committee 
on Government Operations on Construction of the 
Airf ie ld a t  Fort  Lee, Virginia  MAR 3 0 I%? 

HEADQUARTERS 

U. S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 


Washington 25, D. C. 


ARAUD-O(D1) 	 12 J a n u a r y  1961 

MEMORANDUM FOR T H E  RECORD 

SUBJECT: 	 Br ie f ing  of t h e  S e c r e t a r y  of the A r m y  o n  the  Special  
Audit R e p o r t  on the  Construct ion of a n  Airf ie ld a t  
U. S. A r m y  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  Tra in ing  Command,  
F o r t  L e e ,  Virginia  

1. P u r p o s e .  Date  and Attendance: T h e  U. S. A r m y  Audit 
Agency briefed the  S e c r e t a r y  of the A r m y  f o r  t h e  purpose  of . 
bringing to h i s  a t tent ion the r e s u l t s  of the  spec ia l  audi t  of the  
cons t ruc t ion  of a n  a i r f i e ld  a t  the  U. S. Arm'y Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  
T r a i n i n g  Command,  F o r t  L e e ,  Virginia ,  on 10 J a n u a r y  1961 ai 
1600 hours .  T h e  s p e c i a l  audit w a s  reques ted  by the S e c r e t a r y  on 
1 5  November 1960 dur ing  a br ief ing by Genera l  A. T. McNamara ,  
T h e  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  Genera l ,  on  a G e n e r a l  Accounting Office 
R e p o r t  c i t ing  a violation of Section 3679 of the Revised  Statutes. 
r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of t h e  a i r f i e ld  a t  F o r t  Lee.  T h e  
at tendance a t  t h e  br ief ing is shown i n  Attachment  A. 

2. Background: The  m a j o r  points  covere! dur ing  the 
br ief ing were :  

a. An a i r f i e ld  which had been proposed  and reques ted  
f o r  au thor iza t ion  a s  a s ingle  p ro jec t ,  to  be f inanced f r o m  Mi l i t a ry  
Construct ion,  A r m y  funds,  w a s  subsequently sp l i t  into s e v e r a l  
subpro jec t s  which individually would f a l l  within the  $25,000 l imi -  
t a t i ~ nes tab l i shed  by 1 0  USC 2674 f o r  f inancing cons t ruc t ion  with 
O&M, A funds ;  

b. In  t h e  approval  p r o c e s s ,  the  funded c o s t  e s t i m a t e  . 
f o r  the  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  of these  pro jec t  e s t i m a t e s  w a s  r e v i s e d  un-  
r e a l i s t i c a l l y  downward to below $25,000 while a t  the  s a m e  t i m e  
t h e  scope of work  w a s  substant ial ly  i n c r e a s e d ;  

c. T h e  funded c o s t s  of th i s  p r o j e c t  exceeded $25,000 
and the  r e c o r d s  w e r e  fals i f ied i n  a n  effor t  to  concea l  the fac t ;  
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ARAUD-O(D1) 
SUBJECT: Br ie f ing  of the S e c r e t a r y  of the  A r m y  on the  Special  

Audit R e p o r t  on  the C o ~ i s t r u c t i o n  of a n  Airf ie ld a t  
U.  S. A r m y  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  Tra in ing  Command,  ' 

F o r t  L e e ,  Virginia  

d. The  a i r f i e ld  which h a s  c o s t  about $586, 000 to d a t e  
i n  funded and unfunded c o s t s  would c o s t  a n  e s t i m a t e d  additional 
$1. 1 mil l ion to complete  a s  a n  al l -weather  a i r f i e ld ,  but would 
s t i l l  not m e e t  A r m y  s t a n d a r d s  because of i t s  obs t ruc ted  location; 
and  

e. V a r i o u s  off icials  of the  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  C o r p s  w e y e .  
cognizant o r  should have been a w a r e  of the  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  s u r -  
rounding the  construct ion '  of the  a i r f i e ld  p r i o r  to the GAO audit. 

3. Discuss ion :  At the  conclusion of the briefing, c o m m e n t s  
of s ignif icance w e r e  made  by those  p r e s e n t  a s  follows: 

a. Major  Genera l  A. T .  M c N a m a r a ,  T h e  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  
Genera l ,  p r e s e n t e d  h i s  v iews  which w e r e  s i m i l a r  to  those  s e t  f o r t h '  
i n  h i s  memorandum dated 30 Decembqr  1960 on  the audit included 
i n  t h e  USAAA spec ia l  audi t  r e p o r t  a s  Appendix A. 

b. B r i g a d i e r  Genera l  C. E. Straight ,  OJAG, stated. 
that  he  did not bel ieve that  the  admin is t ra t ive  r e p r i m a n d s  a l r e a d y  
a d m i n i s t e r e d  would be a bar  to  t r i a l  by c o u r t - m a r t i a l ;  that  the  
p r o p e r  authori ty  f o r  genera l  c o u r t - m a r t i a l  act ion i n  t h i s  c a s e  is the  
Commanding Genera l ,  Second U. S. A r m y ;  and that  he did not a t  
t h e  p r e s e n t  t i m e  r e c o m m e n d  that  the  m a t t e r  be tu rned  over  to  the  
D e p a r t m e n t  of J u s t i c e  unt i l  the  A r m y  e x p l o r e s  e v e r y  possibi l i ty  of 
t h e  c a s e .  

c. Lt .  G e n e r a l  Colg laz ie r ,  T h e  Deputy Chief of Staff 
f o r  Logis t i cs ,  e x p r e s s e d  the  view that: 

(1) The  s e p a r a t e  individual O&M, A f inanced p r o j e c t s  
f o r  the  cons t ruc t ion  of the  a i r f i e ld  a t  F o r t  L e e  need  not be cons idered  
a s  a s ingle  ent i ty  and a c a s e  could be m a d e  f o r  c lassifying the eight 
individual  O&M,A f inanced  p r o j e c t s  into t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  p ro jec t s .  

(2)  T h e  F o r t  L e e  c a s e  should not be the  b a s i s  f o r  
taking away the  p r e s e n t  f lexibi l i ty  the  A r m y  now h a s  i n  t h e  u s e  of 
O&M, A funds f o r  cons t ruc t ion  p u r p o s e s  by placing a n a r r o w  definition 
of what cons t i tu tes  a p ro jec t .  
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ARAUS- O(D) 
SUBJECT: Briefing of the Secretary of the Army on the Special Audit Report 

on the Construction of an Airfield at U. S. b y Quartermaster 
Training Command. Fort Lee, Virginia 

(3) The pertinent regulations possibly should be zmended since a 
portion of the di£€iculty in the Fort Lee case arose out of the definition a s  to what 
constitutes a project. 

(4) He thought that the construction of an airfield at Fort Lee could 
be classified a s  a project of an urgent nature. 

(5) An examination of the many OSrM, A financed projects would 
reveal that the use of OSrM, A funds in this manner was not at all unusual but 
was the commonly accepted way of handling minor projects. 

d. The Secretary of the Army stated that: 

(1) He was much concerned over the alleged falsification of records. 
a t  Fort Lee in connection with the construction of the airfield. 

(2) He wanted the construction of airfields within the Army on an 
installment basis using O&M, A funds stopped. (He later enlarged this statement 
to include all other types of construction upon the suggestion of the Under 
Secretary. ) 

(3) Matters of tlds nature must be considered at the proper level 
at the time of their inception, not four o r  Iive years later. 

(4) Whatever construction work is performed within the Army must 
be done within the intent of the law; and, we must abide by the law because it 
is our protection and if we attempt to undermi~~e it, we a re  going to be in pretty 
bad shape. 

(5) He wanted whatever action taken that was necessary to stop , 

the construction of airfields (all constructioii) on an installment basis, but that 
he thought that lack of clarjl?r of Army Regulations was a lame excuse as 
justification for improper aciions. 

(6)  He co@d not condone trying to do indirectly that which could not 
be done directly. 
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ARAUD-O(D1) 
SUBJECT: Briefing of the Secretary of the Army on the Special 

Audit Report on the Construction of an Airfield a t  , 
U. S. Army Quartermaater Training Command, 
F o r t  Lee, Virginia 

4. Decisions: Secretary Brucker directed that the Office 
of the Judge Advocate General review the results  and the working 
papers of the U S U A  audit anrl the Quartermaster IG report  on the 
construction of the airfield nt or t  Lee to determine what, i f  any, 
additional disciplinary action would be appropriate and to brief 
him on the pertinent portions of the evidence py712 January 1961. 

1 Incl 
Attachment A Major General. USA 

Chief, U. S: Army 

DISTRIBUTION: 
1 - Ea Conferee 
2 - SGS 
1 - CLL 
1 - JAG 
1 - CofEngrs 
1 - XO, OCA 
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ATTACHMENT A 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

Hon. W. M. Bruclcer - Secre tary  of the Army 
Hon. H. M. Milton - Under Secre tary  of the Army 
Hon. G. H. Roderick - Asst  Secretary of the Army (FM) 
Mr. P. K. Robinson - Deputy Asst  Secretary of the Army (FM) 
Lt. Col. J. F. Ladd - Military Assistant to the Secretary of the Army 
Lt. Col. W. J .  Steichen - Military Assistant  to the Under Secretary 

of the Army 
Col. A. D. Chaffin, Jr. - Chief, Proper t ies  and Installations Division 

Office, Asst  Secre tary  of the Army (MBBRF) 
f' 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF LEGISLATIVE LIAISON 

Col. W. M. Smoak - Chief, Congressional Investigation Division' 
Mr.  C. C. Fenn - Special Advisor to the Secre tary  of the Army 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

Lt. Col. E. J. Tinar i  - Executive, Asst  Secretary of the General  Staff 

O F F I C E O F T H E J U D G E  ADVOCATEGENERAL 

Brig. Gen. C. E. Straight - Assistant J A G ' E O ~Ciyil Law 
Col. K. J. Hodson - Chief, Military Jus t ice  Division 

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 

Lieut. General  R. W. Colglazier, Jr. - The Deputy Chief of'staff for  
Logist ics 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS 

Brig. General  W. C. Hall - Director of Personnel  

OFFICE OF THE QUARTERMASTER GENERAL 

Maj. Gen. A. T. McNarnara - The Quar termaster  General  
Mr. R. M. Lemke - General  Counse'l 
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ATTACHMENT A 

OFFICE O F  THE COMPTROLLER O F  THE ARMY 

Lieut .  Gen. D. W. T r a u b  - Comptro l le r  of the Army  
Col. A. E. R. Howarth - Di rec to r  of Accounting 
Mr .  R. L. T r a c y  - Lega l  Advisor  

U. S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

Maj. Gen. L. R. Dewey - C h i e f ,  U. S. A r m y  Audit Agency 
Mr.  P. S. C a r t e r  - Chief, Audit Division No. 1, Office of Audit O p e ~ a t i o n s  
Mr.  S. Rubin - Audit Division No. 2, Office of Audit Opera t ions  
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FOR OFFlClAL USE ONLY 

m t 	 &=lag; by th.Sub-ttee of the W u ~ eCDmRfttee at Cwurn-
Pbnt aperatiocia oa Co~tructtoaof the MriielA at F'ort he, 
virglni. 


1. fn the 1ub3.ct hearing beld oa 29 Warcb 1962, Oaosrrl Paub, 
cm@mUer of the m, la respame t;o raqu8ata by the W t t s a  Cbetr-
ram for 3 spcif ic  &ommento, eta- be would furnish the requestel docu-
m e n t ~for the rceml. are idcntifiod below togetbor w i t h  
rci4lsncac to Vhlw 6 o? the R e p w t  of Roceedhga c law 29 bearch 1362 
vharsin W e  doMBsnts YIII re~uemted. 

a. h c t  Wsat &tad 7 .hrly 1$& hal ing  with the repart of vio-
bticm Oi coot liciitaticm at Fort Lth, Virginia, 11- by KaJw General 
R. T. fiaar, 2., lbpxty Ttm Qurrtermanter Gonsral  (repueet, prgs 336, Vol-
m e  6 ,  hport of ~fwcadinga),3nclorun 1. 

b. mimt eomenb dated 4 Awgurt lf410by the mef of Eb-
ginecm on tbe QAQ matt spat (request, 357, V o l m  6, Report or 
FFOeeedings), Iaclaeure 2. 

c. !ki~161.d\ lmfor record &&& 12 Jan- 1961 port- ta 
the mel briefing ef &.LhYcker, Secretary of Am$ on 10 Ja7uaa-y 1963. 
(roquwt, page 357, V & w  6,  bpt of m a d i n g o  ), f n c b v r e  3. 

1. I. R. KOWASTH 
Colonel, OS 
Direelor ui A o c o u a l l n ~  



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 379 

HEIiDQU!3TPS 
J)Di&T>ElT Od' EG klj;K 

Orfice of the Quartermaster General 
Washington 25, D.C. 

TACT SE3T 

Office of the  General Counsel 
' 

Thomas J. OtHara, Ect. 53502 
7 July 1963 

SLiZJ'ECT: 	 ii.2 37-20 Report of Violation of Cost Limitations a t  Fort Lee, 
Virginia. 

The purpose of t h i s  Pact Sheet i s  to inform in te res ted  Brny 
s ta f f  elements of a report  of violat ion of cost  l imitat ions on the use 
of Operation and Kaintenance, h y ,  funds f o r  minor construction in 
connection witin the construction of an a i r s t r i p  a t  Fort Lee, Virginia. 

As a p a r t  of a nat ional  survey of mi l i t a ry  construction, the 
General Accounting Office reviewed constructLon projects  a t  Tort Lee, 
irircinia i n  the f a l l  of 1959. Durin:: an e x i t  interview on 9 Sece~ibcr 
19.5'9; the General Accounting Office representztives alleljed t h s t  Con- 
pressional l i r l i t a t ions  on t h e  use or' Operation and i~Iaintenmce f ~ n l s  
for construction 01an a i r  s t r i p  were excecded by chra'ging costs  therefor  
t o  othcr f a c i l i t i e s  or ac t iv i t i es .  The General Accounting Office repre- 
sentatives s ta ted  that  a written note was found i n  thc ?urchase order 
f i l e s  t o  c d c  materials purchas9  f o r  the a i r  s t r i p  to  other than the  
a i r  s t r i p  project.  

VJhen i n f o n e d  of the Genera Accounting Office findings, the  
Quarternaster Genera ordered h i s  Inspector Gcnerd t o  ndse n invest i -
@ion. 3ased on t h e  Quartemaster I n g e c t o r  Gcneralts report,  The 
C u a r t c ~ a s t e r  General directed Fort Lee t o  submit a report  of violat ion 
of the Anti-Deficiency s t a t u t e  pursuant t o  Ad 37-20 and to t & e  appro- 
p r i a t e  act ion recmding accounting procedures m d  ~ r s o m e l  ancerned. 

The rcport  submitted by Fort  Lee s t a t e s  tha t  the c o s t  l i n i t a -  
t ion iriposed on the expenditure of Operation and >:3intenance funds f o r  
the a i r  s t r i p  xas exceeded by $37,279.35. No allotment spec i f ica l ly  
iden t i f i ed  with the  project  was made t o  Fort Lee. Sone of the costs  
of the air s t r ip ,  however, were improperly charged t o  other  than t h e  
air s t r i p  project,  apparently t o  avoid charging the project  with dl1 the 

http:$37,279.35
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7 ~ u l y1960 
SLT3JECT: rlR 37-20 Report of Violation of Cost Lindtations a t  Fort Lee, 

Virginia 

funds actual ly used on it. The air strip:project was approved by 
the Chief of Engineers a s  a troop t ra in ing  project  a t  an estimated cos t  
of  $u,537 and a t o t a l  expenditure of Operation ard Iaiaintenance funds 
not  to exceed $24,948. Approval of the project  was forwarded t o  Fort 

' Lee bj t h e  Office of The Quartenlaster General on 27 Novexber 1957. 
b20-10 and 10 USC 2Q7 limit the use of Operation and M-atenance 

'funds f o r  minor construction'projects t o  ;;25,000; accordingly, the  Office 
of the Quarternaster General's approval spec i f ica l ly  incorporated a limits-

, t i o n  on expenditure of Operation and Naintenance funds f o r  the project  
t o  $24,948. The Fort Lee report  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  absence of  sui tablc  on-
post  f i l l  material,  adverse weather conditions, the Engineering Unit ' s  
l ack  of asphalt laying capabi l i ty  and other  fac tors  l c d  t o  t h e  over expend- 
i t u r e  of Operation and Maintenace funds in order t o  bring the  pro jec t  t o  
completion. Fort Lee advises t h a t  action has been talcen t o  correct  c o s t  
coding f o r  the project  a d  t o  develop procedures designed t o  preclude 
any fur ther  occurences of t h i s  kind. 

The Cornanding General, Fort Lee, has issued written administra- 
t i v e  reprimands t o  the former Assistat Chief of Staff ,  G-4; the present 
Assistant Chief of Staff ,  G-4; the Post Engineer; the  Assistat Post 
Engineer; Chief of t h e  F a c i l i t i e s  Divsion, G-4; and the Comptroller of 
his headquarters. Tne former Assistant Chief of Staff ,  G-4, now a s s i g e d  
t o  Headquarters, Ei&th hmy ,  Korea, was advised t h a t  he i s  being held 
pr incipal ly responsible f o r  the violation. The Quartermaster General 
has  issued a written administrative reprinand t o  t h e  Connnanding General, 
F o r t  b e ,  f o r  his f a i l u r e  t o  es tab l i sh  and maintain e f fec t ive  means of  
control  over funds t o  preclude t h e i r  over obl igat ion and over expenditure. 

The report  of a n  Anti-Deficiency violat ion submitted by Fort  
Lee was transmitted t o  t h e  Deputy Chief of  Staff  f o r  Logistics on 
22 June 1960. 

R.T. EVANS, JI1. 
Wajor General, USA 

Deputy The Quartermaster General 
DISTRIBUTION 

SECY OF AF2T 
ASA(Fi.1) 
JSA(LOG) 
COFS 
COk FOR OFFICIAL USE ONIX 
DCSLOG 
DCsm 
JAG 
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3 Processing Mr. C. E. Friend, Jr. 

GAO Draft Report "Review of 
Programr@ing & Financing of Selected 

ENGMC- KC Fac i l i t i e s  Constructed a t  Army, 25 ~ u g u s t  1960 
Navy, & Air Force Instal la t ions" 

A 


DISCUSSION 
1. The purpose of t h i s  action i s  t o  forward a memorandum addressed t o  Office, 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties & Instal la t ions)  for  signature by the 
Assistant Secretary of the Arqf a an power, Pers.onne1 and Reserve Forces) i n  accordance 
with a memorandum request dated 3 Aue;ust 1960 from the Acting Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Properties & ~ n s t a l l a t i o n s )  (Inclosure 1 )  which was transmitted by Eputy  
Chief of Staff for  b g i s t i c s  Disposition Form dated 12 August 1960, F i l e  No. b $ ~ 5  
27759-A (~nc losure  2). The memorandum requested the Secretaries of the three military 
departments t o  review the subject d ra f t  report and submit comments thereon not l a t e r  
than 22 August 1960. 

2. The General Accounting Office i n  the d ra f t  report s ta ted ( i )  tha t  more than 
$50 million of construction and construction type work has been accomplished by the 
mil i tary departments i n  FY's 57, 58 and 59 outside the mil i tary construction program. 
GAO takes the position tha t  Congressional approval of such construction was usually 
avoided by classifying the work as repair, rehabilitation, modification, a l terat ion o r  
replacement and by financing it from Operation and Maintenance Appr~rLat ions,  and t h a t  
the $25,000 limitation imposed by 10 USC 2674 had been exceeded on the Ft. Le.e, Va. 
a irf ie ld;  ( i i )  tha t  construction costs f o r  specif ic  l ine  items exceed those presented 
Congress, even though i n  some cases the scope of the project was reduced; and ( i i i )  
t h a t  through fa i lu re  t o  secure additional Congressional authorization necessary t o  
enable contracting f o r  the complete f a c i l i t y  desired, items were omitted which had to 
be restored a t  a l a t e r  dak a t  an increased cost. This l a s t  statement originated from 
GAO cri t ic ism of the Department of the Navy. Recommendations relat ive t o  the above 
findings and conclusions were ( i )  tha t  Congress consider uniform definitions and basic 
pol icies  t o  assure inclusion i n  Congressional presentations of complete information as 
to scope and foreseeable costs of all construction work of the type t o  be specified by 
the Congress and tha t  the Secretary of the Army investigate and report t o  the President 
and the Congress, i n  compliance vith Section 3679, Revised Statutes, the alleged viola- 
t ion of the Congressional cost limitation i n  connection wlth the construction of the 
Ft. Lee, Virginia airf ie ld;  ( i i )  tha t  the Secretary of the mil i tary department concerned 
take prompt action t o  apprise Congress of changed conditions and the reasons therefor 
so tha t  Congress has an opportunity t o  pass upon the just i f icat ion f o r  a change i n  an 
initial estimate; and ( i i i )  tha t  when it i s  apparent tha t  a complete f a c i l i t y  cannot be 
provided, additional Congressional authorizations should be obtained i n  l i e u  of con-
tract ing fo r  f a c i l i t i e s  while omitting f e a t m s  which may have to be restored l a te r .  
It i s  to be noted tha t  the ins ta l l a t ion  has submitted a separate report on the 3%. Lee 
i t e m .  That report i s  now being processed by the Comptroller of the Army. 

3. Comments on the GAO findings and recommendations are furnished as inclosures 
t o  the memorandum for  the Assistant Secretary of Defense (properties & ~ n s t a l l a t i o n s ) .  
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E>IQilC-KC 25 A W S ~  1960 
SLTBJECP: GAO D r d t  Report "Revleri Of PrOgmmUlDg & Financing of Selected Facilitiek 

Constructed a t  hmy, Navy, & Air Force Installat ions" 

RECOMNWTMXON 
That the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Manpower, Personnel & R e s e m  Forces) 

sign the inclosed memorandum (Inclosure 3) t o  Office, Secretary of Dzfense. 

3 Incl  E. C. ITSCBNER 
1. f r  AC~ASD(P&I) Lieutenauk General, USAdtd 3 Aug 60 
2. DF f r  DCSIOG dtd 12 ~ u g60 Chief of Engineers 
3. Memo t.a Om 

CONCUR 

L. B. MARKEY 

Colonel, GS 

Assistant Director of 

Flnaucial Operations 
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C q i e 3  02 ti12subject M report to cO23X58 %=re sent to 
tlx&q,Uavy end hir Fowo by tLe CCCLT-~ A c m t i n i j  GfNcy, De:'cnsa 
kcow-t:cg aod hditing Mvinlm. A q y  of  the July s,19.~3G M  
1CZtcx tziimittin&t h  dX?d?t Wrt to td %cmteUy of Dcfc!nM is a t  
ixdlez -0 fez- your I a l f ~ t i ~ .  

It iS JXqU2sM YOU x*,i~ d &t Y S l rthis h f %w Z %  
c m c o  i.&crzato rccch a s  offlca Lot hi+&- t h ?R-Ct 22, 1 9 .  
Ycjr C u t 5 h u Z d  indJd3 C O U Z C ~& h X i . h  CG3Ca%Xhg 
tians ia t h  zqcrt. pe;- to year C , - g m e .  
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I SOPIECIGI) firs;: He,?Ort ~ 5 X e d'.jievirj: :ji. :~. . ;<rrn~r=1 c$Fz&,,G{
I 

$$;.';t;:s;;;Cj;:;:;z i:L.::s tIYJctcci Ck bIT:i, 
J ---	 -

iil FROM 	 CGNUtHT NO. 1ajjb 12m:~: of &&i~drr~ DAYE 

:.r.P & I c Y / ~ ~ ~ ~ L  

1. keferences: 

I c;. Dp - A s  office b t e d  2 ;rilJ A, fils Ih;S>, &ubJcct8s above,! taick SOL-~ULF.B 	 ,.,-" 1c a g e s  of subject rep:.:).. 
1 

b. Lopls t ics  D1reci;iv.z i.5~.123-L dat.25. ji %tic 59, s?.~;rcG: ''Assi~1~91;t 
02 .Z?cpnziLi:ity for  P re .wa t ion  of ic: i(cb2.ios -aXllerdL Accorzi:ing Ei ' ice 
Cavcr- :i.?.iieu of icelY. Reports 02 f'jcfilmtion''. 

2. lc,2..:.:h;ncd msy of ne..r&r.jcz?d i m m  liewt&i~.n'Lsf Ceie::~c k n p s o s  ai 6 - U - ~ C231';8 32 ,?&q-mt 1.546 ?or C C ~ ~ & : I + ;  of .!rp~yy oa  sii3Ject repert  Ico~.~ ien ts  
Cb.ir?f of Sf-fl  k s  required tihe.= c~ru;er.tu3c 2.his cE:.icc: :'y LC August lw. 1 

3. Ec:;~>.;stt!2nt you prexce l k s a r t n e ~ too:: &-;I &csitior. on the  re;?or';, i;l 
;;=:ccoc&eacr- L ~ Coii ~'orazr&y: w irifice, Sc7etu-y of Defense.." T ~ i o v e  rei'erences, 

. E,,cS z ~ z yYeeL 2 ~ bos m ~ t z d~ (1) iY2Bl.G f.sr approvdj ( 2 )  Ciriei or' 
Z t d f  Zsr q?;:r~val; (3) CozrtmUer a;' &:. >LT+ :'c?T a&(4) , b z i s . -~ 8 x ~ ~ & s s l ~ g ;  

z!t &~cet;l-j o i  'de Anzy (UII;Ieticz) 1'311 &i-j;atLre. 


5. .Ze e'&;lchd coyj  of nezreuda for SecreZa-j  of YL:.;Any, 3 B~i&st 
G\% 'I$sistsut Eacrek-g of Defense :&stoc ettached t o  S u u a - y  Sleet 

cs Irslozu-s I, elox vitb a c o x  o f  z i ~ erepxi. 

1 
1 	 SAWEL T. RBODS 

M330~.GS 
.-<,.. . ...,.r;r . r ,dtd 	 dct:il# Assistant chid 

Ccr..?and ho-m & 
3iutlget Div:Jion 

>. . 	 - iI 	 .._, :--..;. 
F~=*-IOS~U-M~VM.LDP (1.1 c L +.-,., .....R....I..-,,..LDP,LDPLDP 

1%::. 15z3, 




:2:3PUr.?!3I1PI mX: !lllZ ASSISTfBT SLC?ZTPZ! CP C5:rEL:SE 
(Properties & Icstal la t ions)  

SV~JELT: G f O  Draft Repsrt T i t l ea  "~CVLCJIof Pro;r&n; a d  
P i n a c i n ~of Salcctcd Fzc i l i t i cs  C o z s t ~ c t s d  .st A r q ,  
Navy and tdr Force Xnstailatio~s:'. 

Tkc subjcct G!O BrSt  regciri ?as bacn reviewed as requecitcd i n  yaur
.-.-..-. of 3 jagst 1.166.-.--artr~+a 

'21:- report of violat ion oi cost  l i ~ i t r t i mi n  the  construction of 
th3 alzairi;) a t  Ft. Lee, Vir::irLn has h c ~ a-c5ri t tcd to Deportment of the 
L r ~ yr'rccfycrtcrs. It is currcr;tly bcir?g piiocesscd a d  w i l l  be fonmrded 
tc?arctcly a s  soon a8 mddLtfosa1 f n f o m t i o n  necessary to copplcte the 
rcaore is received. 

Altil~:zh the G6B O s  idcnt i f icd rhc czistir& p r c b l a  of dcfining the 
scspc of ~ur:crhich can be pcrior.:.:nd cn::cr c;l:isting 0 f PI autlsrizationa, 
pzcseat Depsrtmnt of the .4rcy poricy ~ z r ; s L n i ! ~ ~t o  ssch pzojscte fs con-
6Liare3 t o  be i n  con?lomcc tilth the cxist iz : : ,  st=';rrtcs. 4Ltf policy is 

(5 y ~ y  -';'csnta;nscl i n  letter AGC&pa:)c23.12 2;:;)  ~s,LX, d ~ f c 616 MY1993, 
Subject: ' 'Projccts of I I ~ d i f i c ~ C i o = s  Com~ruction",<Zxlosurc I).t;l?J iikor. 
T2c Ecsic p e s t i o n s  r d s c d  by tha G!.G t:crc not as t o  tilo "cccd:' f o r  nny of 
tl2e pi-aj~ci.Lzci ted b-at as t o  the ' : f ihzxin3 grsccduccs". Ccci-zzions a.ad 
Eintcn?zxe zppropristions ere  cot use?. Loor scch project8 t o  cir-czxxvent 
Ccno,ress, L2t are  used because tkc pra:s-"; s c  ui-zcntly nccdcii snd CEe UEe 
of thosz Zuds is the only practi-ale ;:.,-tkd whic$ s f fc ro  the I l cx i5 i l i ty  
rcguirad t o  woet the cl~r,riginc_~ i t ~ 3 t i c ~ ~ .I f  the rclotcd GPLI r e ~ o ~ o c d a -

:--It:oa were i q l a e n e a d ,  it weald insrcs?:;c thc m A c r  of rc.quircd profect 
a;?rovaLa that  both Congrens ;rcS t';s r d l i r r L y  services vsuid be subject to 
a -zztso of i n c r a e d  de ta i l .  Zcv.J;:=,~t o  ant:ciy~aCo tke type of project i n  
qu ,~s t iozat  lcaat  etro y a r s l n  d x n c c :  an;? s c c u r i n ~  required C w ~ ~ r c s s i o z t l  
rcconsidoration of any ehanecs in previously approved projects ~ o u l d  un-
dcubtedly eliwfnate a b i l i t y  t o  ela2t  to  clxxxing nissions sr.d chm.glnp re-
quirescnts. It would eeriously i~?ai- thf roq-aired coirv~;:s5c:?, rchabilita-
eion and repair of &sttag f a c i l i t i e s .  To preclude incre=;scC res t r i c t ions '  
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SUBJECT: 	 GAO DRAFT REPORT TITLED "IIEVIEW OF PROGRAMMING AND FINANCING OF 
SELECTED FACILITIES CONSTRUCTED AT ARMY, NAVY AND AIR FOFCE 
INSTALLATIONS." 

by Congress, it i s  suggested t h a t  a common interpretation of eldsting 
s ta tu tes  be developed f o r  all three mil i tary departments and t h a t  a system 
f o r  internal  policing of this interpretat ion be implemented by each military 
department. I t  i s  considered t h a t  more effect ive control over construction 
by Congress and the necessary f l e l d b i l i t y  required by commanders could be 
achieved by a c la r i f i ca t ion  of the  language of Operations and Maintenance 
Appropriation Acts. 

With respect t o  construction costs  i n  excess of amounts presentedto 
the  Congress, the fac t s  relat ing t o  the cases c i t ed  would seem t o  indicate 
t h a t  adequate controls eldsted and were applied. The procedure followed 
i n  securing approval of the  appropriation committees of the House and 
Senate, referred t o  i n  the "DA Position" i t e m  contained i n  Inclosure 3, 
i s  an example of an existing Congressional control. Should any restr ic-  
t ions  beyond those now i n  e f fec t  be considered necessary, it i s  believed 
that ,  i f  construction i s  t o  be a t  all expeditiously accomplished, such 
res t r i c t ions  o r  controls should originate internal ly within the mil i tary 
service concerned. 

The detailed comments which were requested i n  your mcgorandum have 
been assembled i n  three sections corresponding t o  the format of the GAO 
report and are  attached a s  inclosures 2, 3, and 8. 

4 Inc l s  
1. 	 Lt r  ~~AM-p(~)600.12 Dewey Short 


( 5  May 1958) DCSlOG Assistant Secretary of the Army 

2. 	 Const w/o Specific (Manpower, Personnel and Reserve Forces) 

Cong apvl & violation 
of S ta t  Limitation 

3. 	 Conat Costs Far i n  Excess 

of A m t s  Presented t o  Cong 


4. 	 Excess Costs Incurred 
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DEPAR'IMENT OF TRE ARMY 
OFFTCE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL 

WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 

I N  REPLY REE'ER TO: 

AGAM-P (34) 60O.Q (6 May 58) DCsm 14 May 1958 


SUBJECT: 	 Projects of Modification and Minor Construction 

TO: 	 The Adjutant General 
Heads of Technical Staff 
Comariders in Chief 
US AW, Europe 

US Army, Pacific 


Commanding Generals 

US Army, -ka 
US Army, Caribbean 

US Army, Southern European Task Force 

US Continental Army Colmnand 

Zone of Inter ior  Armies 

Military Distr ic t  of Washington, US Army 


Superintendent 

US Military Academy 


Chief, US Army Security Agency 


1. Reference i s  made to: 

a. Section 408, PL 968, 84th Congress (DA Bulletin #I31 1956)-

b. Message, DA 542745 ,27 June 1957. 

d. Chapter 12, SR 420-75-5. 

2. The purpose of t h i s  l e t t e r  is t o  amend the  provisions of reference 
l b  by delineating certain kinds of modification work which may be accom-
plished with operating and maintenance funds and tha t  work which must be 
accomplished with construction funds. 

3. The Yzrms "project" and "estimated cost of a project" are defined 
i n  paragraph 3, .Q 420-10. These definitions apply t o  approval authorities 
i n  paragraph 7 and Table I, both of AR 420-10. The cost of a project in- 
cludes unfunded as well as flmded costs. Cost of supplies includes instal led 
personal property (paragraph 4k, AR 735-5), but not "equipnent i n  place" 
(paragraph 4s, AR 735-5, as changed). Incidental expense such as engineering 
and inspection, i f  available without additional cost, is not included in the  
cost of a project. 

4. The statutory provisions of reference apply t o  funded cost of 
a project, as defined under A m  procedures Agencies o r  ac t iv i t i es  not 
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using ACMS procedures w i l l  consider funded costs as excluding mil i tary 
labor and other resources not chargeable t o  current year o r  pr ior  year 
fund accounts applicable t o  the type of work involved in the project. 

5. Where projects involve maintenance, repair,  o r  modification not 
of a construction nature (paragraph 8), as well as minor construction 
(paragraph 7) ,  only the minor construction portion is  subject t o  the  pro- 
visions of reference la .  

6 .  Classification of work (i.e., operation, maintenance and modifi- 
cation) w i l l  follow the principles currently established i n  Chapter 12, 
SR 420-75-5 ( t o  be republished i n  other appropriate regulations). 

7. The following ldnds of work, i f  over $25,000 i n  m d e d  costs, 
must be programed i n  regular Military Construction budgets, or from K A  
Minor Construction funds, i f  not in  excess of $200,000 and determined t o  
be urgently required (paragraph 5d, Part V I ,  Instal la t ions Program, Target 
FY 1959): 

a. A l l  new construction separate and apart i h m  existing 
f a c i l i t i e s .  

b. Relocation of buildings or structures involving erection of 
new foundations. 

c. Additions or extensions t o  existing f a c i l i t i e s .  

d. Alterations which convert a f a c i l i t y  from one purpose t o  
another, such as warehousing t o  administrative, housing t o  storage, bar- 
racks t o  family housing and the l ike.  

e. Alterations which a f fec t  engineering s t ruc tura l  features, 
such as bearing w a l l s .  

8. The following types of modification work may be accomplished from 
funds available fo r  operation and maintenance, subject t o  the  approval 
authorities fo r  modifications i n  paragraph 7 and Table I, both of AR 420-10: 

a. Minor construction type work as indicated i n  paragraph 7, 
when the funded cost of the project is $25,000 or  l ess  and the work is 
determined t o  be urgently required. 

b. Instal la t ion of automatic sprinkler systems. 

c. Modifications which provide or  rearrange nonstructural fea- 
tures, such as  nonbearing walls, other than for  pwposes in  paragraph 7d. 

d .  General improvement not contradictory t o  paragraph 7, such 
a s  instal la t ion of be t te r  sani tary f a c i l i t i e s ,  improved lighting, l ining 
of unlined buildings and the  like. 
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AG>.?F? (H)620.32 ( 5  Y ?  % j  E 3 T T  14 Y47 lm 
STS332m: ProJock~of YbdlPication =?L .%nor Co&ruction 

9. You w i l l  t&e uppzvps1at.a &ion In m i o h i n 8  &om clnrl-
fic.?^,ion end guiQMcs to iPcltalLations apb tbctitrltfes for dhlch wu have 
o o r s l d  r6qpomibility. 

Copies M & e d :  Fl. V. UZ 
i;rp~?ymioia or  Stan kaSdor r.EamM, I?.% ,/' 
h a i e t e c t  Chic? of S t m ,  mot- SIhe wu%5ultmwpa%

I.ut.ulligence 
CoqtrolLer of the  Amy 
cG=nanding OellePsl 

US A m y  Edr I M u z e  Csm!zd 
.-f.,ui.,? 

!z&d lol-ceo Lificla wb'asp~8 

Project 
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1. 	 C C S S ~ C T I O YIJITCCUT SPECIFIC GO:!WISSIC!;>L P2XiOVi.L AND VIOLATION 
OF STJ'.T'i';Y,:.3 XLrTATIOid 

a. : b y  co~otrrrctiona d  construc&on typc projects  hove been 
decipsited KU rr\jor repairs ,  r&bili.taticne o r  a o d i f l c a t l o ~  end (M-

ccz-n?l~L~lsatdbe, tho cc3cetnzt io~ (psr na) p r o s e 9  autboritioo. 
Sidls-- t w a  of construceion hayo bza= accc=pUched rtildm bath the 
ELlltit7 Cautraction pro@- ond the Opzc'dca & : . ; A n t w c o  &-ozsza. 
c-,, c:-;,prlationa wcro used to c q z a t e  csaatruction projects.- 2  a o  
cc-t of pocoozhg  a d  ht i l l i rs  a e ~ t a htypo8 of col la tera l  ocs ipopt  
wwo =: c o d d e r e d  M part of tho cc.iir;trur,tion prop-a.  'hero i s  +o 
o%iC:::s that C O ~ W Ohas been & v i e d  etd pornittcd t o  r u d e r  ~ 1 3  
c y ; p t o  ;rzk i z 3 v ' ~ C . t e . l  projecta. ~ e r e f o r othe k'llltnxq Con-c;trnctioa 
u t h o ~ n t i o aF ~ @ w m jes t ab l i~hodby C3ripoen to co l t ro l  fnd lir=if 
tBe ~; .~ iat  m i t e  the l i ; r i tat iosa of cazatmatio3 a r e  baing avoided. 
kpscii by S w t i o a  3733 Eerie& Statutes,  41 U. S. C. l2 re la t ive  ta 
c - i t o a - into cazL-prcts fo r  publlc in,provwcats in  oxaess of t h  
taunt q.~m@atcd for  the opociflc purpooe snd dcqxlto tho bS,COO 
U h t i o m  bqoeod by 10 U. S. C. 2674 on the w e  of Oporation i d 

Z!hC6::~oo  funds fo r  urgently naedd hgroreslailt p o j e a t s ,  v a r i o a  
lq-pee of c o a s h c t i o a  conntruct i~ntype work are be* f inao%-.d 
outside the Y i t a r y  Conotruction p m ~ mv i th  Opera'don r;rd Y ! t a -
w o o  funds i n  ezaeas of the 825@0 Umitation. Pa in p-t to  a 
lack of w q  o r e ~ a l lguidance by the DaJ t o  4staUch l l f o m  t e d -
~ o l o g yvivi rrespoot to projoct c h e i f l c a t i o a  ths  dofinitions eieptwl 
by oach of tho mili tary dsprutraants are  v d e d  and lnclurla crli2oct 
cl;lg type of pubUc ~ r o v ~ e n t ,  short of new comtructio;l. 

(

b. 119ro D q ~ u b m tof the kay has been w h t r u c t i n g  air-
i i d d  a t  Pt. Lag, Virginla  Yithout c p c i f i c  pr ior  approval of Ccagroaa 
and h azceedod the $25,Oo l imitat ion lmpoeod by 10 U. S. C. 2674 
for use of Oporation and #eintezlanae funQ for urgently neoded projeota. 

1. We fu l ly  reco&w that tho devoo of control to  be 
C X Q F C ~ S ~by the Congrsw, or  tbm@ ib c a z l t t e o o ,  i c  a ca t to r  
of policy for  the Congrees to deteraim. Howover, to  strongtinon 

U o a l w o r o ,  revlev a d  conkc1 is a t c r y  cumtruction 
wdtko~zztLonprocoeees, and to i n a r e  c o ~ & t a t  handling of all 
c c ~ t w c t i a aby each of the military d o y u t n ~ ~ ~ t o ,we ewqost t ha t  tho 
G ~ ~ O S L Sc o d d ~ reestnbllahiog d f o m  d o ~ t i o n s  and basla poliales, 
L Zthe snautmoslt of p p ~ a kl e g i d a t i o n  o r  otherwho, which 

govern 0onshI0ti0n pr0- W S O ~ ~ ~ O M  tho 
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Csgsrk-mta o3d w u r e  i n c l ~ o u  theroi2 of coqlc te  info--2tica a to 
smpo foreseeable coot of all conztrcctioa uork of th  t ~ at o  bo 
s p o c i f i d  by tho Confresa. In  t 3 . s  r e s ~ e c t  tho Ccrgrors c q  ~5ri1b 
he70 taa ~ILttcrJdopsrtP~rt3jmcludo In their  p r e a e s k i t 5 . c ~WL 

rrc ~ j o ro o ~ t r P ~ t i o ~  ta 1220inclr%~,c aL?. sqdpcn"cre~.lrefl 
t 2 a  P c L X t y  w b l e  of pez f0&~3  tha p:~yosao intcdc-3, but &o tkooo 
>Wf3==3 d A ~ hC G ~ V &  M 8Xbths f a c f l i t ~f m  030 &-C.C~J ~ w t h a ,

ri-...:.-3' ,..A- or r e ~ ' k i U t a f i o ~ sv u c h  txbs6pr;*dally d t o r  cr  ILsr~ase 
tChv<,.t:a of 88 d m * . ; L 3 B  faaiUty, c x t s d o = a  or &ditiol-z~ t o  e d o t h g  
fcL.19 zies, a d  c ~ m t m c t i o nwork of a pcszanost ratura ac=c.:l:~LLcd 
Fn ::'j3:0 cr in part by pez~omal .  Xn this w - ~ ,  *ks C o ~ . y ~ . c s ,  
h tLa conroo of r~~ the military coutruotior:  p-wp-, w ~ 2 . d  
kiztxi bscore it a w s e t o  represantation of t h e  Full G C O : ~ '  4 u q d k  
p t ~ dccot of ezch proJoot rogardlcss of the m c p u  by w X &  QQ work 
ma ultiznta1.y be f h c e d .  

2. Fe re-and that tho Secretary cf the A z q  pr=.3tJ3 
b:cst i@a c t d  reprt to tha Prasldesit a d  tj tho Congrssa, in a-
p3;;snco 6 t h  tbo raquirmmta of S e c t i a  35F3, iieevioed Sht.aird;zs, 3 
U. 6. C. 6 5 ,  the violat ioa of the C o w e d o a l  cost Ut.st%aa 
vX& o:-fiOd 19 the 00~16trawtion of th@ klort Lea sirfield. 

f i n d  year 1557, ~ u b l i ok w  639, a t l a  111, ~ h f a x c a  
ETAQ2xiti01, proridod: w Z ~ rsrpezooss cot othcrvise providsd fC, 
roccsn;z fo r  *** dterat ien,  c%trar;ios, and r o w  of etxueturm d 
p c - p r t y  The Pt. Rilo7, -38 m1 Ehiladelphia (Pa.) -tar-
CL~L-X~WDzrst converdon p j w t o  (pjgm 22, 23) ware accoqlioiiod as 
slr81o.tio=o &ar.the above not& &utLsrlty. 

Tsz f i c c d  yeoro 1 9 9 ,  1959, c d  1S50, ~ u t U oh w a  85-U.7, 
85724 ~zi65-166, k i t l a  111, @;.mtdc-, ar-d !ihntonmce, provfdea r 
T J ~o;r?cmeo, not utkondso pA-ovi&edfor ,  rcoesccq for  the operation 

ncia teaxas  of the hrq, incll;&g *** rap*s of faci l i t ico  ***." 
BectzP.xaof t i e  w r e  raotrictiue ard l ee s  d a f k l t i v e  l c r t g u a ~ oFa ths  
195- ~ J O ,  obtdnml froa LcrJ Cmp-in te rp r s t a tL~n  A ~ ~ ~ % o r ,  
troller of tho Amy. 'Pile intcrp-etation oStnin& t . 3 ~dioamLmted to 
Piold c c z x d a z s  os EA p o l l q  ia lettez d.t-,?:-t(~) h . 1 2  ( 5  i r !  19%) 
E a O ,  2rrbjoctr rrh-ojwka of Ilz.3ilcc.kAax a d  k h r C~nstmction," 
I k  :;q19-9. me Ft. Sill, O l i k & = x  (ST+- 24 of t t o  QA9 ~ c p r t ); 
FJL. n c s ,  PCXCW(page 26 of the C--91~?opart);and rt. Sill, G ' z l & a  
(:yLw 3 of tha ahD &port) i t ccs  wore tcccqkishsd undor t3z f i z ea l  
y c z  1 9 ~ M Qlaw as intex-pretd. 2ae bisbry of t3'3 I%. Sill, 0'a.a-
h c a  (pge  24 s f  tho GAD &port) i t a m  M e a t e s  that the bdl-
in-Jolvad van u0a~truot.daa a Paat Exchange in 1- Prrd nerved for  

2% 

http:Co~.y~.cs
mailto:@;.mtdc-
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this purpose until September 1956when it was converted to admhistrative 
space. Since the project in question, which wss charged to FY 1959 
Operation andMaintenance funds, was necessary for continued use of the 

building for administrative purposes, the work involved is not considered 

as a "conversion". 


The few significant projects which have been constructed by 
Army troops have been included in the Military Construction Army propam 
and presented to Congress, e. g. Rifle (TRAINFSRE)Ranges. 

Construction requirements now presented include all equipment 
necessary for the building or structure to function for the general 
purpose provided, namely to house or support a facility category. Such 
categories are defined in Department of Defense Instructions. Equip- 
ment peculiar to a specialized activity and portable are financed with- 
in operating budgets. The Structures and Mechanics Laboratory, Redstone 
Arsenal, Alabama (page 34 of the GAO ~eport)was constructed within the 
authority of Public Law 968184, Section 102 (classified Military In- 
stallations $200,783,000). 'Phe apportioned amount for this item $5,526, 
000was a part of en overall request of $12,225,700. The apportioned 
amount was considered as applying to construction alone and not to equip-
ment m i s h e d  by the Using Service. The determination as to whet equip- 
ment is to be considered as part of construction was based upon Army 
Regulation 415-10 paragra~hs 2f and 2g. The final cost of $4,961,384 
reported for construction of item 803-702.120 and charged against the 
MCA authorization is for construction only. 

The alleged violation of the cost limitation in connection 
with the construction of an airfield at Ft. Lee, Virginia (page 36 
of the GAO ~eport) is being handled in a separate report. That report 
is now being processed by the Comptroller of the Army. 

With respect to the use of Operation and Maintenance authorizations 
DA has, with the possible exception of the Ft. Lee airstrip project, com- 
plied with what was determined to be the intent of Congress and the 
statutory limitations. With respect to general procedures it is con- 
sidered that there is reasonable uniformity in the manner in which the 
three departments present their military construction requirements. The 
DA has established a specific policy relative to financing projects of 
modification and minor construction as evidenced by multiple letter A M -
P(M) 600.12 (5 May 1958) DCSLOG, dated 14May 1958, subject: "Projects of 
Modification and Minor Construction." Projects of those types are de- 
fined snd delineated therein. Construction of a permanent nature per- 
formed by military personnel are of a troop training nature and are not, 
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in thzcase of operatidn and maintenance type projects, believed to be 
significant enough to justify the attention of the Congress. The DA 
considers that the controls per se presently established by the Congress 
and the Secretary of Defense are adequate and that no changes in those 
controls are necessary. However, as indicated in the GAO Report, it is 
believed that the solution to tine "definition" problem would be to have 
the wording in the Operation and Maintenance appropriations more clearly 
define the types of projects to be financed by those funds. 
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2. 	 C~1~~ST3TE-?1 CGSTS PAP. It7 EfC-PS CP Rr'7a?TS PRXSETZD TO CC::??.YS 
c:..Q &L :;/::IG;?: 

Co:zstruction costa of ineivi lsal  f e c i l i t i e s  being bu i l t  by the 
h v a  f a r  excccdcd the mounts presented t o  Caaeress for  saecific 1ir.c i t c a  
a t  the ti= Eke construction authorization uzs bcing sou;ht evcn thouzh i n  
coca inatancca the scope of work r:ao rcducod. In  other cnocs tha scope of 
cork \!as substantially increased ovor that presented t o  Coqrcss. T1..c con-
struction r:os-1: was accomplished witkin the ovcrzll Con~rcseional authoriza- 
ricn by Coforrhg l ine  itcms included i n  tho authorization. 

----G M  Y:.'7!7lZ?D?.TIO?T: b?e recomncn2 thot, i n  cases v;hcre there are wide 
2r.d ci:,nificant variances i n  scope or  cost,  o r  both, tetuocn thc i n i t i a l  
a z : i - ~ t c s~zcscnted t o  Congress and the la tes t  Itnorm e s t i v ~ t c s ,  the Sccrc- 
t a iy  of tL2 r 5 l i t a r j  departmnt concorned toke p r o q t  cction to eppr i se  t!:e 
Conzrcss GE the chneed condition =d thc reasons thcrcfor, so t b t  t i le '  
Cony-ss ~y ba given an opportunity t o  pass u?on the justiEication for the 
chan;" i n  tkc i n i t i a l  estimate. 

l7:c s t a t a n t  that  the cost of the Port Dk. 1- Jersey, I Iosp i t~ l  
( p c ~ c  41 of the GAO Paport) was $12.4 n i l l ion  fur a SCO-bed capacity hos- 
?its1 a s  cc;;.~?ared to the $8.3 nillioil  e s t i ~ = t e  fo r  4 750-bcd cc?xirf PIC-

scntcd t o  Con~rcss i o  correct. Fublic Lm7 155132 provided t::at t!~a IrY 52 
Fort D i x  1:i:i Program of $29,952,000 could i f  necessary be excceGcd by 10Z 
wit'r.o.s; 1:r:lting the perccntazo any single fac i l i ty  a: rr stat ion PLI:.~~ 
c;;cccci th: 'ond:,ct es t i ra te  Lor that fac i l i ty .  Taus the statutory lir;$t Eor 
thn; particular prograsl bccaae $32.907,0C0. The t o t a l  cost of e l l  rclatcd 
f a c i l i t i e s  wzs $1,417,OGO leso than that  1ini;otion. The orininal LFX 52 
.pro;i~%was prcpared i n  FY 53. findin3 es well as  plans cnd opcciEicatians 
are  s-bject t o  review by the Office of the Surgcon Gcn?ral, Dcpartcnt of 
DcPcnse nzcl the Bureau of the Badgct. + t o  lefe&nt, rcir.ststcrm'c of 
dc~i;l ad c r i t c r i a  chanses occasior.cd by the required revicvs, a d e s i ~ n  
acccgtablc for  dvcr t i s in t ,  was not coq lc ted  un t i l  OctoScr 1956. Chanecs 
i n  d c s i g ~which resulted i n  a 500-bcd capacity instead of thc ori:;insl 75C-
bed czgacity sad mdif icat ions t o  include such itc-zs a s  a i r  c o n d i t i s x i ~  cr:d 
a ccreral heating plant were authorized by appropriate higher ei l thxi ty such 
a s  Cc?uty .:;icf of Staff f o r  Lozistice, Dcpartrsnt of Defense and Ptrcau of 
thc I -~dnet .  On 30 October 1956 an o~portion-znt requcst for  $12,119,000 was 
rcq~cs tcd  and granted i n  Eovcnber 1956 follovinz a con£erance with Ij03 a d  
BOD rcgrescntetivco. Prom 3 Deccnber 1956 un t i l  completed, the sun of 
$293,000 t7ss authorized f o r  changes roquired by the Surgeon General azqd ozher 
ncccssary revisions to plans and specificatiom rjhich did not bcsoas apporent 
mtil construction was under way. The f ina l  cost upon coqlc t ion  i n  February 
1960. approxirmtely 10 years a f t e r  the budget estiinata was prcparcd, vas 
$12,412.030. 
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...,.+.. Tlia etatcr.cnt that  the cost of tlla l a i n  Pos: 2;cl lz~?cat Padotone 
--,-.lal, Alobann, (Pa:e 41 of the GACJ Report) was i:lcreescd LFron $220,000 
to $323,(jCKl is correct. An incress= in scope fron 10,lCD s<uzrc feet  t o  
11,7CO square fcn-t was npprovad bj thc Deputy A33ie:Lailt Sccnt3ry of 
Dcfc-se providcd that  any edditioaal costs r r s e  cbsorbd rritl~in tho tots1 
r'uda apportioned t h i s  budget catezory. 52c CLlrrcnt Ir'0rkiil2 C s t h t c  fo r  
th i s  i t c m  is  $228,009 aii i e  wit l~in tha station's t o t a l  pemittcd under 
PL l G l / U r r .  The increased cost is  u l t u n  the authority provided by that  
law. 

It i s  tho desire to  proseat to the C o n ~ r o s s i o ~ l  Cornittees rcviewinl: 
nilitil-iy ccnztructfon the la tes t  knorm estinotcs of cost. Accordinsly khc DA 
nc:i has bu",ct cn t imtes  and i n i t i n l  rcvicr~s of cost es t imtco  prcpnsed by 
f i c ld  czcacrcs bcfore prcsentatio~ls are ma3 t o  tke Conzrecs. TZ~cr.cver the 
dcpor i~cn td c t e r ~ i n e stht a ncu or dUZercnt ~ j p coB construction i s  cdvisable 
a-d thc rezultin; chaugea i n  the scope of the project increccr Cr.c eothotcd 
cost li; norc than $25,000, the approval of the o:>propriatiou conlittees OK 
the Fause ad GLqate are s c c ~ r e d  before procecdlng 'czith constructlan. Cther-
wise iu dcL:scuco to the Co.mittecs, changes i n  ectSr~?iteo a f t e r  ccSnLssion to 
Con~rc-sare limited t o  t h s o  of crceptFom1 significmce. Dcpzrbsnt of 'il~ 
the i s r q  ddcca not consider it necessary or practicable to  change the currently 
ef2cctiva ix~occturcs. 
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3. EXCiSS COSTS Il?CURRED 

GAO ULCG!2TION: ' 

L ~ c c r s  coats wore incurrcd by the Dcpartrr.ent of the IInvy because a 
contract t:=s hrvarded for  an i n c o ~ ~ l c t efzci l i ty .  (to s t ry  within tha available 
authorization l i d r a t i o n )  without p r o q t l y  rcqucsting the nceded additional 
euthorization fron Congress. OnCttcd i t e m  subsequently restored by change 
order a t  considerably greater cost tl lm originally bid. 

Elzt par t  of the GAO r e c o ~ ~ n d a t i o nthzt might have iuplications for 
the Dcp~rteeilt of the Army was: 

,/'\ 

'Tc further r c c o a n d  that i n  order t o  preclude additional costa 
being incuner! on future projccts tihen i t  is apparant that a c o q l e t e  faci l i ty  
c3lmot be provided within authorized lindtations, the Departrnzi~t of the Navy 
procptly request additional, con:ressional autltorization t o  m c t  In- o r  planned 
requirerccats on8 not t o  contract fo r  f a c i l i t i e s  aittix features which mry hove 
t o  ba rcstored later a t  a ~ r a n t l y  increaeed cost." 

It is the policy of the Chief of Xngincers i n  directing the construc- 
tior: prGriR of the Depnrtnznt of the Aray to mzrd contrccte shich assure i n  
csch i r i s tace  the provlsion of a c o q l e t c ,  opcrmblc faci l i ty .  If zuthorization 
i s  iilsufiicienc to  provide 811 itc&:s a t  on instal la t ion,  onc o r  more i tens m y  
bc dcferrcd unt i l  Con~ress acts f~vorably on the rcquest fo r  additional authori- 
zztion. 'EICadditional o r  "deficiency" authorization is requested p r o q t l y  i n  
the next ~nnue l  request to  Con:ress. 

DA PCSITIOI?: 

The DA c o q l i e s  with the GA3 rccomendation. 
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HEADQUARTERS 

U. S. 'ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 


Washington 25, D. C. 


12 January  1961 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: 	 Briefing of the Secre ta ry  of the Army on the Special 

Audit Report on the Construction of an Airfield a t  

U. S. Army Quar te rmas te r  Training Command, 
F o r t  Lee,  Virginia 

,/' 

1. Purpose.  Date and Attendance: The U. S. Army Audit 
Agency briefed the Secre ta ry  of the Army for  the purpose of 
bringing to his  attention the r e s u l t s  of the special  audit of the 
construction of an  a i r f ie ld  at  the U. S. Army Quar te rmas te r  ,
Training Command, F o r t  Lee ,  Virginia, on 10 January 1961 at 
1600 hours. The special  audit was requested by the Secretary on 
15 November 1960 during a briefing by General  A. T. McNamara, 
The Quar te rmas te r  General,  on a General  Accounting Office 
Report citing a violation of Section 3679 of the Revised Statutes. 
resul t ing f rom the construction of the a i r f ie ld  at  F o r t  Lee. The 
attendance a t  the briefing i s  shown in  Attachment A. 

2. Backg'round: The major  points covered during the 
briefing were: 

a. An airfield which had been proposed and requested 
f o r  authorization a s  a single project,  to be financed f rom Military 
Constructian, A r m y  funds, was subsequently split  into severa l  
subprojects which individually would f a l l  within the $25, 000 Limi- 
tation established by 10 USC 2674 for  financing construction with 
O&M, A funds; 

b. In the approval p rocess ,  the funded cost  es t imate  
f o r  the most  important  of these  project es t imates  was revised un- 
real is t ical ly  downward to below $25, 000 while a t  the same tim'e 
the  scope of work was substantially increased;  

c. The funded cos t s  of this proje.ct exceeded $25,000 
and the r e c o r d s  were  falsified in  an  effort to conceal the fact ;  
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ARAUD-O(D1) 
SUBJECT: Briefing of the Secretary of the Army on the Special 

Audit Report on the Col~struction of an Airfield at 
U. S. Army Quartermaster Training Command, 
F o r t  Lee, Virginia 

d. The airfield which has  cost about $586,000 to date 
i n  funded and unfunded costs would cost an estimated additional 
$1.1 million to complete a s  an all-weather airfield, but would 
st i l l  not meet Army standards because of i t s  obstructed location; 
and 

e. Various officials of the Quartermaster Corps were .  
cognizant o r  should have been aware of the circumstances sur-  
rounding the construction of the airfield pr ior  to the GAO audit. 

3. Discussion: At the conclusion of the briefing, comments 
of significance were made by those present a s  follows: 

a. Major General A. T. McNamara, The Quartermaster 
General, presented his views which were similar to those set  for th '  
i n  his memorandum dated 30 December 1960 on the audit included 
i n  the USAAA special audit report  a s  Appendix A. 

b. Brigadier General C. E. Straight, OJAG, stated 
that he did not believe that the administrative reprimands already 
administered would be a bar to t r ia l  by court-martial; that the 
proper authority for  general court-martial action in  this case is the 
Commanding General, Second U. S. Army; and that he did not a t  
the present t ime recommend that the matter be iurned over to the 
Department of Jus t ice  until the Army explores every possibility of 
the case. 

c. Lt. General Colglazier, The Deputy Chief of Staff 
fo r  Logistics, expressed the view that: 

(1) The separate individual O&M, A financed projects 
f o r  the construction of the airfield at F o r t  Lee need not be considered 
a s  a single entity and a case could be made for classifying the eight 
individual O&M,A financed projects into three  separate projects. 

( 2 )  The F o r t  Lee case  should not be the basis for 
taking away the present flexibility the Army now has in the use of 
O & M ,A funds for  construction purposes by placing a narrow definition 
of what constitutes a project. 
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ARAUS-O(D1) 
SUBJECT: Briefing of the Secretary of the Army on the Special Audit Report 

on the Construction of an Airfield at U. S. Army Quartermaster 
Training Command, Fort Lee, Virginia 

(3) The pertinent regulations possibly should be amended since a 
portion of the difficulty in  the Fort Lee case arose out of the definition a s  to  what 
constitutes a project. 

(4) He thought that the construction of an airfield at  Fort Lee could 
be classified a s  a project of an urgent nature. 

(5) An examination of the many O&M, A financed projects would 
reveal that the use of 0&M, A funds in this manner was not at all unusual but 
was the commonly accepted way of handling minor projects. 

d. The Secretary of the Army stated that: 

(1) He was much concerned over the alleged falsification of records: 
a t  Fort Lee in connection with the construction of the airfield. 

(2) He wanted the construction of airfields within the Army on an 
installment basis using O&M, A funds stopped. (He later  enlarged this statement 
to include all other types of construction upon the suggestion of the Under 

Secretary. ) 


(3) Matters of tllls IiatUre must be considered at the proper level : 
at the time of. their inception, not four o r  five years  later. . 

(4) Whatever construction work is performed within the Army must 
" be done within the intent of the law; and, we must abide by the law because it 

is our protection and if we attempt to undermine it, we a r e  going to be ixi pretty 
bad shape. 

(5) He wanted whatever action talten that was necessary to stop , 

the construction of airfields (al l  consLTuction) on an installment basis, but that 
he thought that lack of clarjly of Army Regulations was a lame excuse a s  
justification for  improper actions. 

(6) He could not condone trying to do indirectly that which could not 
be done directly. 

%.,, 
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ARAUD-O(D1) 
SUBJECT:.  Br ie f ing  of the S e c r e t a r y  of t h e  A r m y  on  the Speciai  

Audit R e p o r t  on the  'Construct ion of an Ai r f ie ld  a t  
U. S. A r m y  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  Tra in ing  Command,  
F o r t  L e e ,  Vi rg in ia  

4. Decisions:  S e c r e t a r y  B r u c k e r  d i r e c t e d  that  the Office 
of the  Judge  Advocate G e n e r a l  r e v i e w  the r e s u l t s  and the working 
p a p e r s  of the  USAAA audit  and the  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  IG r e p o r t  on the  
cons t ruc t ion  of the a i r f i e ld  at E'ort  L e e  to  d e t e r m i n e  what, if any, 
addi t ional  d i sc ip l inary  ac t ion  would be appropr ia te  and to brief 
him o n  the  per t inen t  por t io  

1 Incl  
Attachment  A Major  Genera l ,  USA 

Chief, U. S: A r m y  

DISTRIBUTION: 
1 - E a  Conferee  
2 - SGS 
1 - C L L  

1 - J A G  

1 - CofEngrs  

1 - XO, OCA 
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ATTACHMENT A 

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  SECRETARY O F  T H E  ARMY 

Hon. W. M, Bruclcer - S e c r e t a r y  of the A r m y  
Hon. H. M. Milton - Under S e c r e t a r y  of the A r m y  
Hon. G. H. Roder ick  - A s s t  S e c r e t a r y  of the  A r m y  (FM) 
Mr .  P. K. Robinson - Deputy A s s t  S e c r e t a r y  of the A r m y  ( F M )  
Lt .  Col. J .  F. Ladd  - Mil i ta ry  Ass i s tan t  to  the  S e c r e t a r y  of the A r m y  
Lt .  Col. W. J. Steichen - !Military Ass i s tan t  to  the Under S e c r e t a r y  

of the A r m y  
Col. A. D. Chaffin, Jr. - Chief. P r o p e r t i e s  and Instal la t ions Divis ion 

Office, A s s t  S e c r e t a r y  of the A r m y  (MPalRF) 

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  CHIEF O F  LEGISLATIVE LIAISON 

Col. W. M. Srnoak - Chief, Congress iona l  Invest igat ion Division' 
M r .  C. C. F e n n  - Special  Advisor  to  the  S e c r e t a r y  of the  A r m y  

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  CHIEF O F  STAFF 

Lt .  Col. E. J. T i n a r i  - Executive,  A s s t  S e c r e t a r y  of the  G e n e r a l  Staff 

O F F I C E O F  T H E J U D G E  ADVOCATEGENERAL 

Brig.  Gen. C. E. Straight  - Ass is tan t  JAG f o r  Ciyi l  L a w  
Col. K. J.. Hodson - Chief, Mi l i t a ry  J u s t i c e  Divis ion 

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  DEPUTY CHIEF O F  S T A F F  FOR LOGISTICS 

Lieut .  G e n e r a l  R. W. Colg laz ie r ,  Jr. - T h e  Deputy Chief of'staff f o r  
L o g i s t i c s  

O F F I C E  O F  THE CHIEF O F  ENGINEERS 

Brig.  G e n e r a l  W. C. Hal l  - D i r e c t o r  of P e r s o n n e l  

O F F I C E  O F  T H E  QUARTERMASTER GENERAL 

Maj. Gen. A. T. McNama::.. - T h e  Q u a r t e r m a s t e r  Genera l  
Mr .  R. M. Lernke - G e n e r a l  Counsel  
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ATTACHMENT A 

OFFICE O F  THE COMPTROLLER OF THE ARMY 

Lieut. Gen. D. W. T r a u b  - Comptrollez of the Army 
Col. A .  E. R. Howarth - Direc tor  of Accounting 
L M ~ .R. L. T r a c y  - Legal  Advisor .. 

U. S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

Maj. Gen. L. R. Dewey - Chief, U. S. Army  Audit Agency 
Mr.  P. S. C a r t e r  - Chief, Audit Division No. 1, Office of Audit Operations 
Mr.  S. Rubin - Audit Division No. 2, Office of Audit Operations .' 
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EXHIBIT48.-MEMORANDUM OFFICE THE GENERALFROM KARL KABEISEMAN, OF 
COUNSEL,DEPARTMENT THE ARMY,TO THE OF THE ARMY,OF COMPTROLLER 

SEPTEMBER FORT LEE AIRSTRIP. 
7 ,  1961, RE THE 

(COPY) 

Fort  Lee Ai r s t r ip  
QMCCC 

W G  
Comptroller of the  Army 
ATTN: M r .  Trace1 7 Sep 61 

Legal Advisor Mr.  ~abeiseman/fhr/71~72 

1. Pursuant t o  your request of 18 August 1961, copies of the  not ices  of 
exception f i l e d  by the General Accounting Office i n  connection wlth the  Fort  Lee 
a i r s t r i p  a re  forwarded. 

2. The Norfolk Regional Offic:;, G.A.O. by l e t t e r  dated 28 November 1$0 
declined t o  remove the  exceptions a s  requested by Lt. Col Sam T. Wilson, Chief, 
Finance and Accounting Division, For t  Lee. The G.A.O. s t a t ed  t h a t  notwithstanding 
there  was no association i n  the  contracts,  disbursing vouchers, o r  supporting 
documents with the  construction project  over-al l  l imita t ion,  the  f a c t  remains t h a t  
the  actual  costs  incurred were i n  excess of the  s t a tu to ry  cost  l imita t ion a s  s t a t ed  
i n  the  exceptions and no bas i s  i s  known f o r  removal of the  exceptions. 

3. So f a r  a s  t h i s  Office is  aware, the  inclosed documents represent the  only 
notices of exceptions f i l e d  by the G.A.O. i n  connection with the  a i r s t r i p  project.  
It i s  therefore concluded t h a t  these a re  the  only amounts the  G.A.O. considers must 
be charged t o  the  funded cos t  of the  a i r s t r i p  project ,  i n  addition t o  the $25,000 
expended within the  s t a tu to ry  l imita t ion.  Approval of the  project  with fuuded MCA 
costs  i n  the  amount of $66,604.25 i s  therefore required so t h a t  the  MCA appropria- 
t ion properly may be charged. By obtaining t h i s  project  approval and the  necessary 
MCA funds, a bas i s  e x i s t s  f o r  requesting removal of the  not ices  of exception and f o r  
adjusting the  appropriations so t h a t  they accurately r e f l ec t  only the  costs  properly 
chargeable. ..,. 

4. A revised DA Form 5-25 i s  forwarded t o  be subst i tu ted f o r  the'one inclosed 
with the  DF from t h i s  Office requesting af ter- the-fact  approval. The revised form 
has been submitted by Fort  Lee t o  show the f r e i g h t  cos t  of s t e e l  planking and ware- 
house issues, labor  and contractual services inadvertently omitted from the form 
previously submitted. There i s  a discrepancy of $891.73 between the  amount included 
on the  revised DA Form 5-25 (Rev 2) a s  addi t ional  funds required and the  amount of 
the  exceptions when added t o  the  $25,000 project  cei l ing.  Information i s  not 
avai lable  a s  t o  what the  GAO included i n  the  $25,000 funded costs  t o  which excep- 
t i ons  were not taken. It may be t h a t  no vouchers were involved t h a t  would t o t a l  
precisely  $25,000 and the  discrepancy i s  the  difference between the  sum of the 
vouchers considered t o  be within the  $25,000 ce i l ing  and $25,000. 

FOR TFIE QUAPJERMASTER GENERAL 

3 I n c l  
1. Notice of Exception 100001 
2. Notice of Exception 1'90002 KARL KABEISEMAN 
3. Revised DA Form 5-25 Office of the  General Counsel 

CONCURRENCE 
fhr I n s t a l  Div / s / ~ c ~ e t t  QMC Compt / s /  B 
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EXHIBIT49.-PRIORITY SCHEDULE FISCAL 	 CONSTRUC-OF THE YEAR 1960 MILITARY 

TION APPROPRIATION FORT LEE, VA., ITEMS ESTIMATED
PROGRAM, 	 AND COST. 

FY 1960 MCA PROGRAM For t  Lee. Virginia 

PRIORITY I= 	 ESTIMATED COST 

1 	 QM SCHOOL TECHNICAL TRAINING BUILDINGS $3,778,000 

This facility is required to house classrooms; laboratories; 

conference rooms; and other service  facilities for the airborne, 

maintenance, and petroleum departments presently occupying 

temporary buildings constructed in 1941. The existing temporary 

buildings a r e  not designed for and do not meet minimum standards 

a s  established for schools. 


2 	 TRAINFIRE 1 RANGES 100,000 

Trainfire ranges a r e  required by DA policy a s  se t  forth in 

FM 23-71 (September 1957) to replace existing known distance 

ranges and to conduct marksmanship and combat training of the 

individual soldier.  Trainfire type of training will be implemented 

in FY 1960. This range must be constructed to meet c r i t e r i a  of 

trainfire. 


2a 	 EW BARRACKS (Deferred from FY 1959 MCA Program)  Pr ior i ty  291.000 

phoned by Lt. Col. Cumming 25 March 1958. 434,000 


3 	 AVIATION FACILITIES FOR AIRSTRIP 

Runway (Extension to 3.000 ft. ) $42.180 

Taxiway and Engine Runup  Area 206.820 

Hangar w/o Shop 5,350 S F  96.300 

Aircraft-Parking Apron and Wash 73, 781 

Fuel  Storage a n d B  LO, 000 Gals. 15,000 


--.---	 434,081 

Let ter  QMGID-F 600.12, 30 January 1958, subject: FY 1960 

Military Construction, Army Program, recommended that above 

facilities bg considered for inclusion in this program if they could 

not be provided within locally available resources  pr ior  to F Y  1960. 


4 	 CONVERSION OF HEATING PLANTS AKD EXTENSION O F  GAS 

DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 


This project is for the conversion of the heating plants in 
twelve shop buildings (SP-14) and one ( 1 )  inclement training 
hangar (6022) and extension of gas distribution system. These 
buildings a r e  heated with hand-fired coal.-fueled boilers which 
a r e  operated by civilian firemen. The project includes connection 
to  the gas distribution system which is now being installed under 
the FY I958 MCA Program. This project will eliminate approx- 
imately 25 civilian boiler firemen. $'5.036.000 

N o T E . - T ~ ~  letter referred to in exhibit 49 under priority 3,January 30, 1958, appears as exhibit 6 
in the appendix on p. -. The  handwritten insert 2a was placed in this exhibit by the Depart- 
ment of the Army. Priority items 5-18 were not pertinent and have been placed in the 
subcommittee files. 
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HEAIQUARTERS 
QUARTEBWLSTER TRAINING COMMAND, U. S. ARMY 

Fort  Lee, Virginia 

In reply 16 February 1959 
r e f e r  to: 
OMTSD 

Brigadier General R. T. Evans, Jr. 

Deputy The Quartermaster General 

Department of t he  Army 

Washington 25, D. C.  

Dear Buz: 

Your l e t t e r ,  QMGBF 121, 9 February 1959, concerning "Actions 
Required t o  Remaln Within Annual Funding Program" r a i s e s  a question 
concerning future  courses of action on construction of t h i s  Fort  Lee 
Amy Air Fie ld  by Engineer Troops from Fort  Belvoir. 

Company A, 87th Engineer Group (construction) worked on the  
i n i t i a l  construction of the  A i r  F ie ld  between May and December 1958 
against  an approved R&U project  of s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than the  mandatory 
l imi ta t ion of $25,000. The company made outstanding progress, 
considering the  bad weather during the  sprlng and ea r ly  summer months. 
The drainage f o r  the  area and base f o r  the  i n i t i a l  2500 foot s t r i p  
were nearing cainpletion when work had t o  be stopped on 19 December 
1958. The work accomplished l a s t  year i s  valued a t  about $450,000. 

The Chief of Engineers has approved the  continuation of the  
construction during the  period 4 May - 15 August 1959 (see copy of 
l e t t e r  attached.) We had planned t o  have the  company move back t o  
Fort  Lee i n  ea r ly  April  i f  there  i s  a break i n  the  weather. The 
company i s  anxious t o  get  back on the  job and May 4th i s  not a 
mandatory date. 

The cost of t r a in ing  the  u n i t  on t h i s  project  has been absorbed 
i n  the  over-all  operating program f o r  Fort  Lee and i s  not charged 
against  the  $25,000 R&U project.  The cost  f o r  t r a in ing  covers 
t r ave l ,  per d i m ,  transportation, expendable supplies, f i e l d  mainte- 
nance (other than Engineer, which i s  furnished by For t  Eust is ) ,  and 
some troop supplies. The cost  of construction materials i s  charged 
t o  the  project,  and with the  possible exception of a few minor new 
requirements these have been purchased. 
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It w i l l  cost about $18,000 (for  training) i n  FY 59 t o  continue 
the construction project. We can expect t o  get a usable, 2500 foot 
runway with blacktop f in i sh  on or  about 1August 1959, i n  addition t o  
parking aprons and a base f o r  temporary f a c i l i t i e s  t o  make the f i e l d  
operational for  l igh t  a i rc ra f t  i n  good weather. 

I have just learned tha t  the f i r s t  increment fo r  construction 
of the permanent Amy A i r  Field f a c i l i t i e s  which were included i n  the 
MCA program for  FY 60, amounting t o  $1,301,000 on the Engineer Budget 
drawing (as compared with our i n i t i a l  estimates of $749,000), has been 
deleted from the program. I do not know the detai ls  but the prospects 
of getting the f i e l d  finished under MCA within the next f ive or more 
years do not look good. It looks l ike  our only course of action i s  t o  
provide for  the return of the company t h i s  year. We should t r y  t o  get 
a second R&U project of l e s s  than $25,000 approved a t  a l a t e r  date, 
and prevail upon the Chief of Engineers t o  keep an Engineer Company on 
the job as  a training project during construction seasons f o r  the next 
few years unt i l  we have a usable, 3500 foot runway and minimum essential 
supporting ground fac i l i t i es .  

I have given you the facts  and the only possible solution I see. 
I feel  tha t  the work should not be deferred under any circumstances 
and that  we have no choice other than t o  t r y  t o  keep the Engineer 
Company on the job. The present shortage of funds should not be 
a3lowed t o  cancel t h i s  project. I have hopes tha t  the $18,000 can be 
generated by cuts i n  other areas. 

I would l i k e  t o  have your dews, and those of General McNamara 
i f  you consider it necessary, on the problem. I shall handle t h i s  i n  
a confidential manner a t  present. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ DENNY 
ALFRFD B. DENNISMN 
Major General, USA 

Commanding 

1	incl. 
copy ltr, ECGC-PO, ~q uSP! 
Eng Gen & Ft Belvoir, Va 
14 an 59, Lee AFld " ~ t  

Trp Censt Proj ." 
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HEADQUARTERS 

QUARTERMASTER TRAINING COMMAND 


FORT LEE. VIRGINIA 


IN R r r L v  
RCPlR TO, 

QkUSD-F 600.1 

SUBJECT: FY 1958 Hlitary Construction Program, 

TO: The Quartermaster General /'Department of the Army

Washington 25, D.  C. 
, \ 

1. Reference TkRl QlGI0-F 130, Mfioe of The Quartar0%aterGonerd, \ \ 
d a t d  13 January 1956. \ . n 

2. The top priority project8 l istad i n  Inatallation Conetmotlon 
F'mgram (DA Form 726) have been revlewd againat bpartment of the 
guldelinea, a d  the i t e m  lleted on Inclosure No. 1 are selectad for *e 
FY 1958 Mlitary Comtwtlon Rogram. 

FOR THE COlMANDER: 

i 

2 Incl 
1. A/s GLEN N. B O N W  

2. Justlfit%tlon for CWO. USA 
Asst AG 



408 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

FJI 1958 MCA PROGRBH 

1 s  

Acquisition of 3.73 acres of l a d  

dnmrmition storage 

signal -ding I 

Hospital (150/300 bed). -
Central Heating Plant 

Nurses Q&/rters 

Barracks, 127 EM Medical 

Barracks, 90 EU WACc 

Electrical Distribution System 

Quartemaster School Academic Bui'lding 

Regimental Headquarters Building 

2 Barracks, 326 EM 

Quarternaster School Food Service Building 

Quartermaster School General Classroom Building 

Battalion Motor Park, complete 

Air Strip 

Post Chapel 
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1. Act of .;ug. 3, 1956, sec .  408 (70 S t a t .  991, 1016). 

SEC. 408. 

( a )  Under such regulat ions a s  may be prescribed by the  Secretary of 
Defense, the Secre ta r ies  of t h e  m i l i t a r y  departments may expend out  of 
appropriations available f o r  mi l i t a ry  construction such amounts a s  may be 
required f o r  the  establishment and development of mi l i t a ry  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  
and f a c i l i t i e s  by acquiring, constructing (except family quarters) ,  con-
vert ing,  extending, o r  i n s t a l l i n g  permanent o r  temporary public works 
determined t o  be urgently required, including s i t e  preparation, appurtenances, 
u t i l i t i e s ,  and equipment, fo r  p ro jec t s  not  otherwise authorized by law when 
the  cost  of the  pro jec t  i s  not  i n  excess of $200,000, subject  t o  t h e  f o l l m i n g  
l imi ta t ions :  

(1)  No such project ,  the  cost  of which i s  i n  excess of 
$50,000, s h a l l  be authorized unless approved i n  advance by the  
Secretary of Defense. 

( 2 )  No such project ,  the  cost  of which i s  i n  excess of 
$25,000 s h a l l  be authorized unless approved i n  advance by the  
Secretary of the  mi l i t a ry  department concerned. 

( 3 )  Mot more than one allotment may be made for  any 

project  authorized under t h i s  sect ion.  


( 4 )  The cos t  of conversion of ex is t ing  s t ruc tures  t o  

family quarters  may not exceed $50,000 i n  any f i s c a l  year 

a t  any s ing le  f a c i l i t y .  


( b )  The Secre ta r ies  of  the m i l i t a r y  departments may expend out  of 
appropriations available f o r  maintenance and operation amounts necessary t o  
accomplish a pro jec t  which, except for  the  f a c t  t h a t  i t s  cost  does not exceed 
$25,000, would otherwise be authorized t o  be accomplished under subsection ( a ) .  

( c )  The Secretary of each department s h a l l  report  in  d e t a i l  semiannually 
t o  the  inned Services Committees of the  Senate and t h e  House of Representatives 
with respect  t o  the  exercise of the  au thor i t i es  granted by t h i s  sect ion.  

( d )  Section 26 of the Act of ;.upst 2, 1946 (60 S t a t .  853, 856; 

34 U.S.C. 559)) i s  repealed. 




410 CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 

2. Act of Aug. 20, 1958, Sec. 511 (72 Sta t .  662). 

SEC. 511. 

Section 408 ( a )  of the Act of .;ugust 3, 1956 (70 Sta t .  991, 1016), i s  
amended by adding the following new subsection a t  the end thereof: 

"(5) No determination tha t  a project  i s  urgently required sha l l  be 

necessary fo r  projects, the cost of which i s  ;.ot i n  excess of $5,000." 


3. Act of Sept. 2, 1958, Sec. 1 (51) (72 Sta t .  1437, 1459; 10 U.S.C. 2674). 

SEC. 2674. 	 Establishment and development of mili tary f a c i l i t i e s  
and ins ta l la t ions  costing l e s s  than $200,000. 

( a )  Under such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe, the 
Secretary of a mili tary department may acquire, construct, convert, extend, and 
ins ta l l ,  a t  mili tary ins ta l la t ions  and f ac i l i t i e s ,  urgently needed permanent or 
temporary public works not otherwise authorized by law, including the  prepara- 
t ion of s i t e s  and the  furnishing of appurtenances, u t i l i t i e s ,  and equipment, 
but excluding the construction of family quarters. 

(b) This section does not authorize a project costing more than $200,000. 
A project costing more than $50,000 must be approved in  advance by the Secretary 
of Defense, and a project  costing more than $25,000 must be approved in advance 
by the Secretary concerned. 

( c )  Not more than one allotment may be made fo r  any project authorized 
under t h i s  section. 

(d)  Not more than $50,000 may be spent under t h i s  section during a f i sca l .  
year t o  convert structures t o  family quarters a t  any one ins ta l la t ion  or facil i ty.  

( e )  Appropriations available for  mili tary construction may be used for the 
purposes of t h i s  section. In addition, the  Secretary concerned may spend, from 
appropriations available fo r  maintenance and operations, amounts necessary for 
any project costihg not more than $25,000 tha t  i s  authorized under t h i s  section. 

( f )  The Secretary of each mili tary department sha l l  report i n  d e t a i l  every 
s ix  months t o  the Committees on .;rmed Services of the  Senate and House of 
Representatives on the  administration of t h i s  section. (Added Pub. L. 85-861, 
Sec. 1(51), Sept. 2, 1958, 72 Stat .  1459.) 
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4. Act of Sept. 2, 1958, Sec. 34 (72 S t a t .  1437, 1568; 10 u.S.C. 101 note)  

SAVINGS AND SEERABILITY CLAUSES 

SEC. 34. 

( a )  In sect ions 1-32 of t h i s  Act, it i s  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  purpose t o  r e s t a t e ,  
without substantive change, the  law replaced by those sect ions on the  e f fec t ive  
da te  of t h i s  Act. However, laws e f fec t ive  a f t e r  December 31, 1957, t h a t  a r e  
inconsistent  with t h i s  Act s h a l l  be considered a s  superseding it t o  t h e  extent  
of the  inconsistency. 

(b)  References t h a t  other  laws, regulations, and orders make t o  the  replaced 
law s h a l l  be  considered t o  be made t o  t h e  corresponding provisions of sect ions 
1-32. 

( c )  Actions taken under t h e  replaced law s h a l l  be considered t o  have been 
taken under the  corresponding provisions of sect ions 1-32. 

(d: I f  a p a r t  of t h i s  Act i s  invalid, a l l  val id par t s  t h a t  a re  severable 
from the  invalid p a r t  remain i n  e f fec t .  I f  a p a r t  of t h i s  Act i s  invalid in one 
o r  more Of i t s  applications, the  p a r t  remains i n  e f f e c t  in  a l l  val id applicat ions 
t h a t  axe severable from t h e  invalid applicat ions.  

5. T i t l e  31, U.S.C., "MQNEY AND FINANCE" 

SEC. 665. Appropriations. 

( a )  Expenditures o r  contract  obligat ions in  excess of funds prohibited. 

No o f f i c e r  o r  employee of the  United S ta tes  s h a l l  make or  authorize 
an expenditure from or  c rea te  or  authorize an obligat ion under any appropriation 
o r  h d  i n  excess of t h e  amount available therein;  nor s h a l l  any such o f f i c e r  
o r  employee involve t h e  Government i n  any contract  o r  other  obligation, f o r  t h e  
payment of money f o r  any purpose, in  advance of appropriations made f o r  such 
purpose, unless such contract  o r  obligat ion i s  authorized by law. 

X * Y * + *  

( i )  Administrative d i sc ip l ine ;  rzpor t s  on violat ions.  

(1 )  In addit ion t o  any penalty o r  l i a b i l i t y  under other  law, any of f icer  
o r  employee of the  United S ta tes  who s h a l l  v io la te  subsections (a ) ,  (b ) ,  o r  (h)  
of t h i s  sect ion s h a l l  be subjected t o  appropriate administrative discipl ine,  in-
cluding, when circumstances warrant, suspension from duty without pay or  removal 
from office;  and any o f f i c e r  o r  employee of t h e  United S ta tes  who s h a l l  lmaringly 
and w i l l f u l l y  v io la te  subsections ( a )  , (b), o r  (h) of t h i s  sect ion sha l l ,  upon 
conviction, be fined not  more than $5,000 o r  imprisoned for  not  more than two 
years, o r  both. 

( 2 )  In t h e  case of a violat ion of subsectiors (a ) ,  (b), o r  ( h )  of t h i s  
sect ion by an of f icer  o r  employee of an agency, o r  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of  Columbia, 
the  head of the  agency concerned or  the  Commissioners of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, 
s h a l l  M e d i a t e l y  report  t o  t h e  President, through the  Director of t h e  Bureau of 
the  Budget, and t o  t h e  Congress a l l  per t inen t  fac t s  together with a statement of 
t h e  act ion taken thereon. 
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6 .  	 Ti t l e  18, U.S.C., "Crimes and Criminal Procedure", Sections 2, 3, 4, 371, 641, 
653, 1001, 2071, 2073, 3282. 

SEC. 2. Principals. 

( a )  Whoever commits an offense against the United States o r  aids, abets, 
counsels, commands, induces o r  procures i t s  commission, i s  punishable as a 
principal. 

(b)  Whoever wi l l fu l ly  causes an ac t  t o  be done which i f  d i rec t ly  performed 
by him or another would be an offense against the United States, i s  punishable 
as a principal. 

SEC. 	 3. Accessory a f t e r  the fac t .  

Whoever, knowing tha t  an offense against the United States has been cornnittea, 
receives, relieves, comforts o r  a s s i s t s  the offender i n  order t o  hinder or prevent 
h i s  apprehension, t r i a l  o r  punishment, i s  an accessory a f t e r  the fac t .  

Except as otherwise expressly provided by any Act of Congress, an accessory 
a f t e r  the  fac t  sha l l  be imprisoned not more than one-half the maximum term of 
imprisonment o r  fined not more than one-half the maximum f ine  prescribed for the 
punishment of the principal, or both; or i f  the principal i s  punishable by death, 
the accessory sha l l  be imprisoned not more than ten years. 

SEC. 	 4. Misprision of felony. 

Whoever, having knowledge of the actual  commission of a felony cognizable 
by a court of the  United States, conceals and does not as soon as possible make 
known the same t o  some judge o r  other person in c i v i l  or mili tary authority under 
the United States, sha l l  be fined not more than $500 or imprisoned not more than 
three years, or both. 

SEC. 371. Conspiracy t o  commit offense o r  t o  defraud United States. 

I f  two o r  more persons conspire e i ther  t o  commit any offense against the 
United States, o r  t o  defraud the United States, or any agencythereof i n  any 
manner or for any purpose, and one or more of such persons do any ac t  t o  effect  
the object of the conspiracy, each sha l l  be fined not more than $10,000 or 
imprisoned not more than f ive  years, or both. 

I f ,  however, the offense, the conanission of which i s  the object of the 
conspiracy, i s  a misdemeanor only, the punishment fo r  such conspiracy sha l l  not 
exceed the maximum punishment provided for  such misdemeanor. 
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SEC. 641. Public money, property or records. 

Whoever embezzles, steals,  purloins, or hnyingly converts t o  h i s  use 
o r  the  use of another, or without authority, se l l s ,  conveys or disposes of 
any record, voucher, money, or thing of value of the  United States or of any 
department o r  agency thereof, or any property made o r  being made under con-
t r a c t  for  the  United States or any department o r  agency thereof; o r  

Whoever receives, conceals, or retains the  same with in tent  t o  convert 
it t o  h i s  use or gain, knowing it t o  have been embezzled, stolen, purloined 
or converted--

Shal l  be fined not more than $10,000 o r  imprisoned not more than ten  years, 
or both; but i f  the value of such property does not exceed the sum of $100, he 
sha l l  be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, or 
both. 

The word "value ' means face, par, or market value, or cost price, e i ther  
wholesale or r e t a i l ,  whichever i s  greater. 

SEC. 653. Disbursing off icer  misusing public funds. 

Whoever, being a disbursing officer of the  United States, o r  m y  department 
or agencythereof, or a person acting as such, i n  any manner converts t o  h is  am 
use, o r  loans with or without in teres t ,  or deposits in any place or in any manner, 
except as  authorized by la?, any public money intrusted t o  him; or, for  any 
purpose not prescribed by law, withdraws from the Treasury or any authorized 
depositary, or transfers, o r  applies, any portion of the public money intrusted 
t o  him, i s  gui l ty  of embezzlement of the money so converted, loaned, deposited, 
withdra>m, transferred, or applied, and sha l l  be fined not more than the  amount 
embezzled or imprisoned not more than ten years, or both; but i f  the amount em-
bezzled i s  $100 or less,  he sha l l  be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned 
not more than one year, or both. 

SEC. 1001. Statements or entries generally. 

Whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction of any department or agency 
of the United States knowingly and wi l l fu l ly  fa ls i f ies ,  conceals or covers up 
by any tr ick,  scheme, o r  device a material fact, or makes any false, f i c t i t i ous  
o r  fraudulent statements or representations, or makes or uses any fa lse  writing 
or document knowing the same t o  contain any false, f i c t i t i ous  or fraudulent 
statement o r  entry, sha l l  be fined not more than $10,000 o r  imprisoned not more 
than five years, or both. 
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SEC. 	 2071. Concealment, removal, or mutilation generally. 

(a)  Whoever wi l l fu l ly  and unlawfliLly conceals, removes, mutilates, obli ter-
ates,  o r  destroys, or attempts t o  do so, or, with in tent  t o  do so takes and carries 
away any record, proceeding, map, book, paper, document, or other thing, f i led  or 
deposited with any clerk or of f icer  of any court of the United States, o r  in any 
public office, o r  with any judicial  or public of f icer  of the  United States, sha l l  
be fined not more than $2,000 or imprisoned not more than three years, o r  both. 

(b: Whoever, having the  custody of any such record, proceeding, map, book, 
document, paper, or other thing, wi l l fu l ly  and unlawfldly conceals, removes, 
mutilates, obli terates,  f a l s i f i e s ,  or destroys the same, sha l l  be fined not more 
than $2,000 or imprisoned not more than three years, or both; and s h a l l  fo r f e i t  
h i s  of f ice  and be disqualif ied from holding any office under the United States. 

SEC. 	 2073. False ent r ies  and reports of moneys or securit ies.  

Whoever, being an officer,  clerk, agent, or other employee of the  United 
States o r  any of i t s  agencies, charged with the duty of keeping accounts or 
records of any kind, with in tent  t o  deceive, mislead, injure, or defraud, makes 
i n  any such account or record any f a l s e  or f i c t i t i ous  entry or record of any 
matter re la t ing  t o  or connected wit11 h i s  duties; or 

Whoever, being an officer,  clerk, agent, o r  other employee of the United 
States o r  any of i t s  agencies, charged with the duty of receiving, holding, or 
paying w e r  moneys o r  securit ies to, for, or on behalf of the United States, or 
of receiving o r  holding in  t r u s t  for  any person any moneys o r  securit ies,  with 
l i k e  intent,  makes a fa lse  report of such moneys o r  securities-- 

Shal l  be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than ten years, 
o r  both. 

SEC. 	 3282. Offenses not capital .  

Except as  otherwise expressly provided by law, no person shal l  be prosecuted, 
t r ied ,  or punished for  any offense, not capital ,  unless the indictment i s  found 
o r  the information i s  ins t i tu ted  within f ive  years next a f t e r  such offense sha l l  
have been comitted.  

7. 	 T i t l e  10, U.S.C. "Armed Forces", Ch. 47 - "Uniform Code of Military Justice" 
Sections 843 (Ar t .  43), 878 (kt.78), 880 (Art. 80), &31 (Art. 81), 892 (&t. 92), 
907 (.-. 1071, gC8 (Art. l m ) ,  909 (Art. log), 934 (Art. 134) . - ,. > , '  

SEC. 843. Art. 43. Statute of l imitations.  

( a )  A person charged with desertion or absence without leave in  time of war, 
o r  with aiding the enemy, mutiny, or murder, may be t r i ed  and punished a t  any 
time without limitation. 
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(b) Except as otherwise provided in  t h i s  ar t ic le ,  a person charged with 
desertion in  time of peace or any of the offenses punishable under sections 919- 
932 of t h i s  t i t l e  ( a r t i c l e s  ll9-132) i s  not l i ab l e  t o  be t r i ed  by court-martial 
i f  the offense was committed more than three years before the receipt of sworn 
charges and specifications by an off icer  exercising summary court-martial 
jurisdiction over the command. 

( c )  Except as otherwise provided in  t h i s  ar t ic le ,  a person charged with 
any offense i s  not l iable  t o  be t r i ed  by court-martial or punished under section 
815 of t h i s  t i t l e  ( a r t i c l e  15) i f  the offense was committed more than two years 
before the receipt of sworn charges and specifications by an off icer  exercising 
summary court-martial jurisdiction over the command or before the imposition of 
punishment under section 815 of t h i s  t i t l e  ( a r t i c l e  15). 

SEC. 878. A r t .  78. Accessory a f t e r  the fac t .  

Any person subject t o  t h i s  chapter who, knowing tha t  an offense punishable 
by t h i s  chapter has been committed, receives, comforts, or a s s i s t s  the offender 
in order t o  hinder or prevent h is  apprehension, t r i a l ,  or punishment sha l l  be 
punished as a court-martial may di rec t .  

SEC. 880. A r t .  80. Attempts. 

( a )  An act, done with specific intent t o  commit an offense under t h i s  chapter, 
amounting t o  more than mere preparation and tending, even though fail ing,  t o  ef fec t  
i t s  commission, i s  an attempt t o  commit tha t  offense. 

(b)  Any person subject t o  t h i s  chapter who attempts to  commit any offense 
punishable by t h i s  chapter sha l l  be punished as  a court-martial may direct ,  unless 
otherwise specifically prescribed. 

( c )  Any person subject. t o  t h i s  chapter may be convicted of an attempt t o  
commit an offense although it appears on the t r i a l  t ha t  the  offense was consummated. 

SEC. 88i. .*t. 81. conspiracy. 

Any person subject t o  t h i s  chapter who conspires with any other person t o  
commit an offense under t h i s  chapter shall ,  i f  one or more of the conspirators 
does an act  t o  effect  the object of the conspiracy, be punished as a court-martial 
may di rec t .  

SEC. 892. Art .  92. Failure t o  obey order or regulation. 

Any person slibject t o  t h i s  chapter who-- 

(1)  violates or f a i l s  t o  obey any lawfi l  general order or regulation; 

(2)  having knowledge of any other lawful order issued by a member of 
the armed forces, which it i s  h is  duty t o  obey, f a i l s  t o  obey the order; or 

(3) i s  dere l ic t  i n  the performance of h i s  duties; sha l l  be punished 
as a court-martial may di rec t .  
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SEC. 907. Art. 107. False o f f i c i a l  statements. 

Any person subject t o  t h i s  chapter who, with intent t o  deceive, signs any 
f a l s e  record, return, regulation, order, or other o f f i c i a l  document, knowing it 
t o  be false,  or makes any other f a l s e  o f f i c i a l  statement knowing it t o  be false,  
sha l l  be punished as a court-martial may direct .  

SEC. 908. Art. 108. Military property of United States-- 

Loss, damage, destmction, or wrongfkl disposition. 


Any person subject t o  t h i s  chapter who, without proper authority-- 

(1)s e l l s  or otherwise disposes of; 

(2) w i l l m y  or through neglect damages, destroys, 

or loses; or 


(3) willf l l l ly o r  through neglect suffers t o  be los t ,  

damaged, destroyed, sold, or wrongfWly disposed of; 


any mi l i ta ry  property of the  United States, sha l l  be punished as a court-martial 
may di rec t .  

SEC. 909. Art. 109. Property other than mili tary property of 

United States-- Waste, spoilage, or destruction. 


Any person subject t o  t h i s  chapter who willfully o r  recklessly wastes, spoils, 
o r  otherwise w i l l m y  and wrongf'ully destroys o r  damages any property other than 
mi l i ta ry  property of the United States sha l l  be punished as  a court-martial may 
direct .  

SEC. 934. Art. 134. General a r t ic le .  

Though not specifically mentioned in  t h i s  chapter, all disorders and neglects 
t o  the prejudice of good order and discipline i n  the  armed forces, aU conduct of 
a nature t o  bring d iscredi t  upon the  armed forces, and crimes and offenses not 
capital ,  of which persons subject t o  t h i s  chapter may be guilty, sha l l  be taken 
cognizance of by a general, special, or summary court-martial, according t o  the 
nature and degree of the offense, and sha l l  be punished a t  the  discretion of 
t h a t  court. 
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Department of Defense Directive 

SUBJECT M i n o r  C o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d  R e l a t e d  A c t i v i t i e s  

publ ic  Law ?68, PLth Conpsess 
li270.6, sub jec t  as  above, December 7, 1956 

(cancel ied herein)  
( c )  	DOD Instruction L165.12, "Prior  Approval f o r  Real  Property 

Acticnv * 

I. PURWSZ AND CANCELLATTON 

To prescr ibe  po l icy  guidance f o r  p r o j e c t s  authorized under 
Reference (a).  Reference (b)  i e  hereby superseded a d  cancelled. 

TNs d i r e c t i v e  applies t o  acquis i t ton ,  s i n o r  construction, con-
version, extension, improvement and i n s t a l l a + d o n  of permanent 
o r  tanporary f a c i l i t i e s  under the  a u t h o r i t y  of Reference (a).  

A. 	 P r o j e c t s  q u a l i f y  f o r  accomplishnent under Reference ( a )  -when: 

1. 	 the  des i red  f a c i l i t y  can be developed through acquiring, 
coristructing, converting, extending, i a p r o v i ~ ,  o r  in- 
stalling t h e  requ imd permanent o r  temporary i t a s ;  

J 2. 	 t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  such tbt i t  could not reasonably have 
been an t ic ipa ted  i n  t i n e  f o r  inc lus ion  i n  t h e  regular 
militarp c o ~ t r u c t i o np r o g m  and completed p r i o r  t o  
need; 

J 3. 	 tha m e d  is  innnediata t o  t h e  extant t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  
should not  be delayed f o r  inc lus ion  i n  f u t u r e  m i l i t a r g  
cons t ruc t ion  aut i ior ieat ion l e g i s l a t i o n ;  

J b. 	 thm a r e  no o ther  e x i s t i n g  s u i t a b l e  f a c i l i t i e s  ava.iL- 
ab le  t take c a r e  of t h e  med. 

B. 	 Proposals f o r  c c 4 . s i Y  -3~i real proper ty  under the p r d -
s i o ~of Referem. (a), Ln excess of $5,000, vill be 8ubm.lttmd 
t o  t h e  Ass i s tan t  :reeretnry of Defense (Propsr t i as  ard 
I n s t P l l o t i o m )  f o r  ipprwal pxior  t o  acquisi t ion.  Suhaissiorrs 
s h a l l  include the i i t fo r r~n t ion  required by Reference (c). 

http:L165.12
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IV. ~SIOilATIOllCa ~~ 
Tb.hdsturt Soeretug of h fenae  (Roper t ies  md  Ins t a l l a t i om)  is 
&i((lutd to a c t  f o r  the S e c r r t y  of h f e n m  to wrcm projects, thR 
o a t  of rhich is in e x a m  of $50,000. 

'Ru jue t i f ica t lan  of pmject.  6uMtt.d to tb Aasist.nt Sscrstarg of 
D.iense (Pmprt iem a d  In s t i l l a t i on r )  for .ppnwal &all bs rFaLlu 
to  t h a t  mquired f o r  projectd included in dlituy c a r u h c t i o n  author- 
l r r t i o n  pmgrau.  Sutdssiona dll incllrL s t a t amnta  as to 14t& 
praj.ctr vorr  not included i n  c u n s n t  d u t y  construction p r a g r r u  
uri t h y  cumot k &l-d f o r  i n c l w i m  in futum dlltuy cca-
stauctlan authorlsation b f i s h t i o n j  rad a m r t i f i c a t i o n  a8 t o  t& 
m ~ P . i l a b F l i Q  of other suitable e d s t l z g  f w i l i t l r r .  

S a d - d  ~ p o r t t ~  dth t h  attactmd ins tmct io lu  p p u a d  in .ccord.ncr 
d f0 - t~  a 1  bO 8Ubdtt .d thm~ghtb Ibdi&Ult %cmt- of h f m m  
(Pmpertias rd Ib s td l a t i ons )  t o  tho h e d  Sor r iws  C o o l t b e r  of t& 
Smte ud t t m  o i  b p m a m t a t i r r s  with rs-t to ths s u r c l s e  J 
m t h o r i t h s  grrmhd by rsferenw ( a )  abom. Rsports f o r  t h e  8lx-rat.b' 
period. en- D.ormb.r 31 and Jun 30 of each f i s c a l  y s u  shi l l  b 

m h i t b d  not l a t e r  t h m  M a c h  1aod S a p b h r  1, m q n c t i m l y .  % v m  
copiba of them mport.a rill b. furnished to th b s i a t m t  %cre tuy  of 
Ibfbaoa (Propsrtles d Imt i l l a t i ans ) .  Ru flmt report  t o  b srrbaltted 
will comr th period July 1through Deollber 31, 1957. 

The rrporting rrquirsarnts of S r c t i w  111. B. sad V. of this DLrectim 
hre bmen osalgmd Fbport Exe8ptim Symbold DbPdiI(R)bO md DbPkT(EX)W, 
m..spectlmly. Report Control -01 ~D-FdJ(911)297K1 ham b a n  r s d g m d  to 
the rep- m q u i r u n t  of Section VI. 

These pmcectums a m  e f f r c t l m  within six- d q s .  A copy of 4 i l e m s n t  
ing ihs tmct ionr  i s s m d  tg gad: d l i t P x y  dopa-nt s h l l  be fumiahsd 
to the Mistant Sec l s tuy  of Kbfenm (Rops r t i a s  pnd Installat ions).  
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APPENDIX3.-SPECIAL AUDIT REPORT BY THE U.S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY O N  THE 
CONSTRUCTIONOF AN AT THE U.S. ARMY QUARTERMASTERAIRFIELD TRAINING 
COMMAND, 30, 1960.FORT LEE, VA., DECEMBER 

HEADQUARTERS 
U. 	 S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 25. D. C. 

30 December 1960 

MEMORANDUM THRU: COMPTROLLER OF THE ARMY 

FOR: SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

SUBJECT: 	 Special Audit Report on the Construction of an 
Airfield at  the U. S. Army Quartermaster  
Tratning Command, For t  Lee, Virginia 

1. There  is attached a report  of the special audit performed at the d i rec-  
tion of the Secretary of the Army by rhe U. S. Army Audit Agency of the con- 
struction of an airfield at  the Quartermaster  Training Command, For t  Lee, 
Virginia. The  instructions to conduct the audit were directed by the Secretary 
on 15 November 1960 during a briefing by Major General A. T. McNamara, 
The  Quartermaster  General, on a General Accounting Office report citing a 
violation of Section 3679 of the Revised Statutes resulting from the above con- 
struction. 

2. The U. S. Army Audit Agency has covered d l  aspects of the construc- 
tion of the airfield from the t ime the project was proposed to the present date. 
The report  is  limited to a statement of facts, and our conclusions o r  opinions. 
It is recognized that certain of the conclusions in the report  a s  to the posses- 
sion of knowledge o r  intent on the par t  of certain persomel  may be  challenged 
by the personnel involved. However, we feel obligated to  report  our  views in 
respect to  them because the overwhelming weight of the evidence examined 
leads us to believe that our conclusions would be  the s a m e  a s  would be reached 
in any Investigation which might subsequently be made by sources outside of the 
Army. 

3 .  A comprehensive investigation of the construction of the airfield at  
For t  Lee was made by a representative of the Quartermaster  Inspector General 
during the period December 1959 through March 1960 after  the General Account- 
ing Office disclosed the violation. The detailed Quartermaster  Inspector Gen- 
eral 's  report, dated 7 April 1960, was made available and used by us during our  
audit. Our audit has developed additional information. 
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4. The report has been discussed with Major General McNamara, The 
Quartermaster General, and his staff and with Major General Denniston, Com- 
manding General, Quartermaster Training Command, Fort Lee, Virginia, and 
his staff. There does not appear to be any major disagreement as to the state- 
ments of facts in the report. The comments of Major General McNamara and 
Major General Dermiston are  included as Appendixes A and B, respectiveIy, to 
this report. 

5. The extensive 
audit by Generals McNamara and Dennfston and their staffs 
ciated. 

1 Incl 
as Major General, USA 

Chief, U. S. Army Audit Agency 
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SPECIAL AUDIT REPORT 


ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN AIRFIELD AT THE 

U. S. ARMY QUARTERMASTER TRAINING COMMAND 


FORT LEE. VIRGINIA 


INTRODUCTION 


This is a report of a special audit made by the U. S. Army Audit Agency, 

a t  the direction of the Secretary of the Army, to develop the facts and circum- 

stances surrounding the construction of an airfield at the Quartermaster 

Training Command (QMTC), For t  Lee, Virginia. The General Accounting 

Office in a draft report entitled Review of Programming and Financing of 

Selected Facilities Constructed at Army, Navy and Air Force  Installations, 

dated July 1960, stated that in constructing this airfield, the Army exceeded 

the l e t a t i o n  on construction imposed by Section 2674 of Title 10, U. S. Code, 

and that this action resulted 1YI a violation of Section 3679 of the Revised 

Statues. 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS -

As a result of our audit, we have co:*cluded that (1)an airfield which had 

been proposed and requested for  authorization as a single project, to  be 

financed from Military Constructiok, Army (MCA) funds, was subsequently 

split  into several subprojects which Individually would fall within the $25,000 

limitation established by 10USC 2674 for  financing construction with O&M, A 



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 423 

funds; (2)in the approval process, the funded cost estimate for the most 

important of these project estimates was revised unrealistically downward to 

below $25,000while at the same time the scope of work was substantially in- 

creased; (3) the funded costs of this project exceeded $25,000 and the records 

were falsified in an effort to conceal the fact; and (4) the airfield which has 

cost about $586,000 to date in funded and unfunded costs would cost an esti- 

mated additional $1.1million to complete as an all-weather airfield, but 

would still not meet Army standards because of its obstructed locAtion. In 

addition, we concluded that various officials of the Quartermaster Corps were 

cognizant o r  should have been aware of the circumstances surrounding the 

construction of the airfield prior to the GAO audit. 

CONGRESSIONAL IMPLICATIONS 

In our opinion, the draft GAO report materially understated the serious -

ness of the circumstances surrounding the construction of the airfield. Based 

on the information that the GAO undoubtedly developed during their audit, it is 

probable they can prove to the satisfaction of a Congressional investigating 

committee, charges more serious than the violation alleged iu their audit re -  

port. The GAO will probably attempt to show that the violation was wfllful and 

deliberate,. and that several high ranking Army officials at Fort Lee either had 

knowledge of the violation o r  were negligent in not having knowledge. In addition, 
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if Congressional hearings are held on the GAO report, the following points will 

probably be alleged. 

1. That the justification for the airfield did not indicate an urgent 

need, which under 10 USC 2674 is a necessary requirement to justify the use of 

O&M, A funds for new construction even when the amount is less than $25,000. 

According to the justification, the primary purpose of the .airfield appears to 

have been to accommodate visiting dignitaries and lecturers to the logistics 

management center, training school and command. Documentation in the files 

shows that the necessity of the airfield for the accomplishment of the mission 

of Fort Lee and QMTC was questioned by the installation G -3. 

2. That an all-weather airfield estimated to cost about $1million 

was proposed as a military construction project (MCA) but was disapproved by 

DCSLOG. Subsequently, this project was subdivided into smaller projects to 

qualify for use of O&M. A fund financing which could be approved within the 

Quartermaster Corps. The first O&M, A finmced project to be approved and 

on which the violation subsequently occurred was for the construction of a 

parking apron, taxiway, access road and a 2500 foot section of an ultimately 

intended 3000 foot airstrip with essential gromd airport facilities for an all-

weather airfield. Other O&M, A financed projects were approved, some of 

which have been completed and others on which work has been stopped. The 

subdividing of a construction project could be viewed as a means of avoiding 

Congressional limitations since the subdivision was not accidental. 
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3.  That the estimated costs for the first O&M,A financed praject br 

the parking apron, taxiway, access road and 2500 foot section of the airstrip 

were matedolly understated and the understatement should have been known o r  

recognized by competent engineering personnel at the Offices of the Quatter- 

master General and the Chief of Engineers who approved the project. The 

project was originally proposed by QMTC to OQMG as a 1500 foot airstrip to 

cost about $110,000 with a funded cost of about $37,000. OQMG returned the 

proposal to QMTC stating that if the project could be increased in size and the 

funded costs reduced to less than $25,000, the project could be resubmitted. 

The resubmitted and sdequent ly  approved project was for a thicker and longer 

airstrip estimated to cost about $141,000 with funded costs of less than $25,000. 

To date, about $586,000 has been spent on the airfield, of which $87,762 were 

funded costs. About $25,000 would be required to complete the visual nonlnstru- 

ment airfield, but even this expenditure will not result in completing the intended 

all-weather airfield. To complete the airfield as originally intended would cost 

about $1.1 million in addition 60 the $586,000. 

4.  That the drfield cannot be completed as an all-weather field in 

accordance with the Army's own staudards without obtaining waivers because of 

rlumerous obstructions near the location of the airfield which for all practical 

purposes are immovable. Representatives of the Quartermaster Corps were 

aware of the obstructions and, after the work was started, requested waivers 
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through OQMG. The request was denied by the Omce of the Deputy Chief of 

Staff for Operations. Despite the denial, work continued at Fort Lee, and . 
documents in the files indicate that Army officers at QMTC made an effort to 

withhold this information from the Engineer Troop Battalion since disclosure 

might jeopardize continuing work by the Engineer troops performing the con- 

struction work as a training project. 

5. That aotion was taken by some Army officers o r  employees at 

Q m C  to misclassify costs related to the airstrip to other projects or  classi- 

fications for the purpose of "hiding" the violation and that some documents 

were destroyed apparently to prevent prior actions being detected. 

INITIATION AND APPROVAL OF PROJECT 

The official files show that the construction of an airfield at Fort Lee was 

first considered back in 1952 and again in 1953 mi 1954. During the first part 

of 1955, plans were developed hcoxjunctlon wlth the Norfolk District Engi-

neer for an all-weather arfield to be c~nstrccted at Fort Lee for inclusion in 

the Fiscal Year 1957 military construction (MCA) program. These plans were 

for a 3000 foot paved airstrip and essential ground facilities for the mainte- 

nance and operations of aircraft including a hangar, supply building, shop, 

flammable storage, operations building, control tower, fire station, fuel facil- 

ities and lighting at an estimated total cost of $1,072,000. In April 1955, a 

proposal for an airfield at Fort Lee was turned down by DCSLOG. DCSLOG 
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stated that the facilities a t  Camp Pickett, Virginia were adequate to initially 

support the Army aircraft required by the Quartermaster School located at  

Port  Lee, Virginia and that the proposed airfield at  Fort  Lee would result in 

a partial duplication of facilities currently available at Camp Pickett. 

The refusal of DCSLOG to favorably consider the construction of an air-

field at For t  Lee apparently did not dissuade representatives of the Quarter- 

master Corps. While an effort to obtain a lease for the use of the Municipal 

Airport, Petersburg, Virginia, as directed by DCSLOG was unsuccessful, the 

planning for  an airfield at Fort Lee continued. In a le t ter  dated 21 September 

1955 from QMTC to OQMG, a recon~mendation was made to construct an air-

field a s  either a complete project o r  a minimum requirements project with 

additional facilities to  be added at a la ter  date. Agam, in ear ly 1956, the 

Norfolk Engineer District, at the request of QMTC, revised the plans for  the 

airfield. This revision, estimated to cost $876,000, was based on reduced 

ground facilities required for maintenance and operations of only the three a i r -  

craft assigned to Fort  Lee. 

The next official proposal that went forward from QMTC to OQMG for the 

airfield was identified as Post Request No. 10-57, dated 17 September 1957. 

This request covered the construction of only a portion of the facilities neces- 

s a r y  to complete the intended o r  desired all-weather airfield with a 3000 foot 

airstrip. This request was for  o d y  a taxiway, parking apron, access road and 
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1500 foot section of the planned 3000 foot airstrip. The work was to be accom-

plished as a Corps of Ehglneer troop trahing project at a total estimated cost 

of $110,095, including a funded cost requirement of $37,009. 

The files clearly indicate Post Request No. 10-57 was for the first of a 

series of projects to be proposed, approved, and undertaken which would ulti- 

mately result in a complete all-weather airfield with a 3000 foot airstrip. 

While it may be contended that the proposed airstrip with taxiway and p a r k a  

apron would result in a complete and usable facility, the subdivision of one' 

project into smaller components to accomplish in pieces what cannot be 

accomplished in total is contrary to the restrictions on construction placed oa 

the Army by Congress. Other O&M, A financed projects for a hangar, opera- 

tions building, field lighting and a fire station were proposed, approved, and 

undertaken, all of which were essential features necessary to use the airfield 

as intended. Other additional projects will be necessary to complete the air- 

field as intended. 

Post Request No. 10-57, dated 17 September 1957, submitted by QMTC to 

OQMG was subsequently returned to QMTC . The proposed project was re- 

turned by OQMG with the understanding that it should or could be resubmitted 

if (1) the length of the airstrip was increased from 1,500 feet to 2,500 feet; 

(2) the asphalt surface increased from 13inches to 2 inches; and (3) the funded 

cost reduced from $37,009 to under $25,000 which would permit the use of 

O&M,A funds with approval by the Office of the Quartermaster General. 
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In a letter to the CG, QMTC, the Deputy Chief of Engineers for Military 

Operations, OCE, on 1 October 1957, stated, "We have been in contact with 

the Utilities people of OQMG who indicated that they a r e  recommending that 

the project be forwarded to us for approval; this action is currently being 

staffed within OQMG. Meanwhile, our Military Construction people a r e  con- 

tacting your Post Engineer concerning the specifications for the project and are 

endeavoring to find a means of reducing its out-of-pocket cost to a point where 

the Chief of Engineers has approval authority." On 9 October 1957, the CG. 

QMTC, in reply stated, "A revised DA Form 5-25 is being prepared for the 

airstrip project in accordance with the changes suggested by your Military 

Construction people. Areas for possible reduction of out-of-pocket costs are 

being explored and the revised project wfll be within the approval authority of 

the Chief of Engineers. " 

A revised project was resubmitted on 6 November 1957, incorporating the 

suggestions of OQMG and OCE . The revised project was approved by both the 

Office of the Quartermaster General and the Office of the Chief of Engineers 

since Engineer troops were to be used to construct the airfield as a troop train- 

ing project. 

During a subsequent Quartermaster IG investigation, Major T. S. SwartL, 

Assistant Post Engineer, Qh4TC, testified that at the time he was asked to r e -  

vise his initial estimate, he expressed his opinion that the project could not be 
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completed for less than $25,000 of funded costs. It was the opinion of Major 

Swartz that the project as originally planned would have exceeded $25,000; and 

that the revisions (lengthening the runway by 1,000 feet and Increasing pave- 

ment thickness 8 inch) increased the estimate proportionately. Lt. Col. W. H. 

Jarrett. Post Engineer, QMTC, testified that he rnformed the OQMG that the 

airfield coulc' not be constructed for the funded costs contained in the original 

project submission. However, Mr. R .  G . Macdonald, Installations Division, 

OQMG, testified that Lt. Col. Jarret t  told him many times that the airfield 

would not exceed $25,000 in funded costs. MI. Macdonald believed the airfield 

project could be built for less than $25,000 funded costs. His view was based 

upon utilization of coarse aggregates taken from pits in the area and the use of 

troop labor. 

In our opinion, the proposal and approval of Post Request No. 10-57, 

which was for the construction of a taxiway, parkxng apron, access road and a 

2500 foot airstrip at a total cost of a b o ~ t  $14!, 000,with funded costs of less 

than $25,000, shows an unus~al  degree of determiuatior~ to construct an airfield 

at  Fort Lee. The proposed and approved project was a subdivision of a larger 

project to accomplish the construrtion; and, in addition, the estimated costs 

for the proposed project were not on the surface reasonable o r  plausible. 

Also, some of the assumptions on which the cost estimates were based appar- 

ently were not verified before the project was approved. The cost estimates 
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were based in part  on the assumption that fill d ir t  and/or coarse aggregates 

could be taken from pits at Fort  Lee. It subsequently developed that this un-

verified assumption was untrue and this fact is now offered as one of the pr i-  

mary reasons why the funding limitations were exceeded on the project. 

However, it was learned two months after approval of the project but two 

months before construction work started that suitable fill material was not 

available at  Fort  Lee as originally planned and substitute material would have 

to be purchased. Despite this material increase in funded cost requirements, 

no action was taken to reconsider the project but instead construction was 

started. 

Since Major Swartz testified that he destroyed work sheets supporting the 

cost estimates, we were unable to evaluate the propriety and reasonableness 

of the details supporting the estimated costs for  the initial and revised project 

requests. However, comparison of the initial m.d the revised project requests 

showed that the revised approved project did not provide for  any material 

costs for  culverts, headwails, topsofl, seeding and fertilizer whereas the 

funded cost estimate on the original project request for  these items aggregated 

$9,275. Additionally, the estimated unit cost used for  the purchase of asphalt 

(after increase for the added thickness required in the revised estimate) was 

$ .38 per  square yard whereas the actual cost incurred was approximately $ .70 

a square yard. Since the estimated quantitative requirement was 27,322 
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square yards, the estimated material cost of $10,382 for asphalt on the 

approved project was understated $8,743 since the actual cost for this quantity 

would have been $19,125. 

FINANCING OF THE AIRFIELD 

The cbnstruction of the airfield at Fort Lee has cost a total of $586,396 as 

of 30 November 1960, but the construction work has not yet been completed. 

The source of the funds to finance the construction has been limited to the 

h y q s  O&M,A and military pay appropriations. The construction work was 

proposed and approved by separately identified O&M,A projects. The break- 

down of the costs of the airfield as of 30November 1960 is as follows: 

Total Total Funded 
PR Amount C b t s  Costs 

-No. -Date Purpose Approved Incurred Incurred 

10-57 27 Nov 57 Construction of Airstrip. $141,537 $560.536 $65,712.15 
Taxiway, Parking Apron and 
Access Road 

72-59 3 Jun 59 Construction of Hangar-Type 21.786 24,362 20,551.84 
Pre-Fab Building 

18-60 15 Jan 60 Construction of Aerial Support 17,654 1,498 1,498.08 
Facilities at Site 

$180,977 $586,396 $87,762.07 

It should be noted in connection with the above costs that Project 18-60,dated 

15 January 1960. was not approved by OQMG. Initially. the following individual 

projects were approved at Fort Lee within the installation's $5,000 limitation: 
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Post Date 
Project Approved Description of Work 

887 18 Sep 59 Wind Sock 

9 10 23 Sep 59 Aircraft tie-downs 

1030 14 Oct 59 Ins tallation of airfield 
lighting for navigational aids 

1038 16 Oct 59 Construct concrete foundations 
for two metal buildings 

1362 16 Nov 59 Construction of fire station 

After the draft GAO report on the violation of Section 3679. Fort Lee combined 

the five locally approved O&M, A financed projects into Project 18-60 which was 

submitted to OQMG for approval. All costs totaling $1,489.08 expended against 

the five locally approved projects have been recorded by Fort Lee as expendi-

tures under Project 18-60. The Project 18-60 was not approved by OQMG and 

on 12 February 1960, QMTC was directed by OQMG to suspend all work on the 

operational facilities at the airfield. 

Another O&M, A financed project, 81-60, dated 29 June 1960, was approved 

for $8,743 to change the airfield drainage system. This emergency work, on 

which $2,829.61 of O&M, A funds have been expended, was essential to correct 

an engineering er ror  resulting in a serious shoaling condition in the Appomattox 

River. The condition was corrected by revers- thqldirection of the flow of the 

surface drainage to conform with the design plans initially prepared by the 

Norfolk Engineer District. 
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In general, the Army receives its funds to finance construction from its 

MG,A appropriation. Under certain restricted circumstances, the use of 

O&M,A funds can properly be used to finance construction. At the operating 

agency level, the use of O&M,A funds for construction is limited by 10 USC 

2674 to projects of an urgent nature costing less than $25,000. For projects 

that are not urgently needed o r  which cost in excess of $25,000,MC.A funds 

are required. 

To construct a project which does not meet the criteria of 10 USC 2674 

may also result in a violation of Sections 3678 and 3679 of the Revised Statutes. 

Section 3678 provides that sums appropriated for expenditures shall be applied 

solely to the projects for which they are appropriated and for no others. By 

specific limitation under the provisions of LO USC 2674, O&M,A fuuds are not 

appropriated for the purpose of financing constructlorn projects which are 

either not urgently needed or which cost lm excess of $25,000. Section 3679 

provides that no officer o r  employee of the United States shall make o r  author- 

ize an expenditure o r  create an obligation under any appropriation o r  fund in 

excess of the amount available. If any project is constructed which is either 

not urgently needed o r  which costs in excess of $25,000, then MC,A funds are 

required; and if MC, A funds are not available, a violation of Section 3679 

results. 

If the urgency of the need for the airfield at Fort Lee cannot be estab- 

lished, then all of the funded costs incurred to finance the airfield construction 
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would represent a violation of 10 USC 2674 arid, consequently, violations of 

Sections 3678 and 3679 since MC, A funds were not available. When the con- 

struction of the airfield was proposed for  inclusion in the Fiscal Year 1957 

military construction program, DCSLOG unfavorably considered the proposal 

because it  would represent a partial duplicarion of existing facilities at Camp 

Pickett. DCSLOG also pointed out that when the Quartermaster Corps origi- 

nally requested aircraft for F o n  Lee, no mention was made of any possible 

future requirement for an airfield a t  For t  Lee to support the d rc ra f t .  Also, 

at a la ter  date as a result of a study, the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, QMTC, 

stated that an airfield was not necessary to accomplish the mission of the in-

stallation. A review of the project justification indicates that the primary 

desire  fo r  the airfield was to accommodate visiting dignitaries and lecturers 

to Fort  Lee rather  than any urgent military necessity. 

In our opinion, the subdivision of one project which had b e ?disapproved 

by DCSLOG into individual O&M,Aprojects represented a deliherate attempt 

to  qualify under the provisions of 10 USC 2674 for the use of O&M,A funds to 

construct rhe airfield. In a memorandum for  the record at  Fort  Lee citing a 

telephone conversation on 25 May 1.959, between Mr. R. G . Macdonald, In-

stallations Division, OQMG, and Colonel Ridlehuber, Assistant Chief of Staff, 

G-4. QMTC, Colonel Ridlehuber stated mn part that the construction of the 

airstrip and taxiway would be completed some time in either August o r  
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September 1959, but that they were stumped for some type of hangar. Colonel 

Ridlehuber explained that they could obtain an 80 foot by 80 foot metal hangar 

building delivered to Fort Lee for about $17.000 and that an O&M,A financed 

project request was being prepared for OQMG approval. During the conversa- 

tion, Mr. Macdonald expressed concern about exceeding the $25.000 funding 

limitation on the project for the airfield, but Colonel Ridlehuber assured him 

that the construction of a hangar would be an entirely new project. Colonel 

Ridlehuber's explanation did not entirely satisfy Mr. Macdonald since he stated 

that all the work was part of the airfield and that they would all be in trouble if 

the funded costs exceeded $25,000. Then, in turn, Colonel Ridlehuber stated 

that he would call the project for the hangar a supply building for the 109th 

Aerial Detachment and say that it is for storage as well as aircraft maintenance. 

and Mr. Macdonald agreed that he thought this would be better. 

During a later conversation on 1 June 1959 between Colonel Ridlehuber and 

Colonel J .  C. Pennington, Chief, Installations Division, OQMG, Colonel 

Ridlehuber stated that if the purchase of the hangar is approved, P2000 funds 

would be used if available and the hangar woukd be for the 109th Aerial Detach- 

ment and not directly associated w1t.h the airfield. It was explained by Colonel 

Ridlehuher that in case of a physical inspection by Department of the Army rep-

resentatives at some later date, the hangar would be explained as a temporary 

building which will be moved to meet other storage requirements if and when no 
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longer required at the airfield. Colonel Ridlehuber also explained to Colonel 

Pennlngton that the additional facilities which would be required, such as water, 

power, storage and lights, could be subsequently justified as improvements to 

the airfield once the airfield was in existence. After the assurances of Colonel 

Ridlehuber, Colonel Pennington agreed and stated that he would approve the 

project for  the hangar. 

In a letter dated 2 June 1959 to Colonel Ridlehuber, Colonel Pennington 

referred to, the above telephone conversation and stated that The Quartermaster 

General is limited in approval authority to $25,000 for  new construction and 

that this limitation applies to the entire "airfield" as one project and not to 

various elements o r  increments. Colonel Pennington cor~tinued in his le t ter  

stating that the costs of the airfield a r e  now abo~t .up to the legal limitation; 

therefore, it does not appear to be  possible to accompliish the additional pro- 

posed projects for electricity, water and temporary control tower from O&M,A 

funds in Fiscal Year 1960. Despite Colonel Permington's letter,  the project 

for the hangar was approved on 3 June 1959 by OQMG and f ~ e  separate 

O&M,A financed projects for aerial support facilities, that is ,  an operations 

building, f i re  station, supply building, wind indiraror, airfield lighting, and 

aircraft tie-downs were approved by QMTC bexween 18 September and 16 No- 

vember 1959. 

Since the separately identified O&M,Aprojects were a subdivision of one 

project, all the costs related to the p ~ o j e c t s  should be  considered in 
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determining the amount of the violation of Sections 3678 and 3679. A s  the 

table on page 11shows, the total funded costs incurred to date are $87,762.07, 

which when compared to the limitation provided in 10 USC 2674 of $25,000 re-

sults in a violation of sections 3678 and 3679 in an amount of $62,762.07. 

Another interesting aspect is involved in the financing of the construction 

of the airfield at Fort Lee. Under DOD Directives, the use of troop labor is 

authorized for construction projects if the work is  an authorized troop training 

project and is consistent with the type of training that would normally be appro- 

priate for the troops involved. In connection with construction projects, Army 

guidance is clear that "unfunded costs" shall not be considered in applying the 

limitations on construction stated in 10USC 2674. Troop labor costs are 

accepted as being "dunded costs" not to be applied against the limitation. The 

logic behiad this guidance appears to be that as long as the work is consistent 

with the required training, such costs would have to be incurred in any case 

and, therefore, should not be considered in applying the limitation. It is true 

that it is probably more advantageous to the Army to have the troops trained on 

something which results in a useful end product rather than training related to 

some "make-work" type of project which does not result in a useful end product. 

While the basic logic appears to be sound, it would appear to be applicable only 

in those cases where no additional funded costs are incurred as a result of the 

troops being used on a construction project as contrasted to the normal cost of 

training. 

http:$87,762.07
http:$62,762.07


CONSTRUCTION O F  AIRFIELD AT F O R T  LEE, VA. 439 

The troops used to construct the airfield at Fort Leewere Engineer troops 

from Fort Belvoir working under an approved troop training program author- 

ized by the Chief of Engineers. However, in this case, QMTC used about 

$137.000 of O&M,A funds from their funding program which they classified as 

"unfunded" for limitation purposes since the costs were Jncurred in connection 

with the use of the Engineer troops. Of this total, $84,121was expended by 

QMTC from O&M,A funds to pay per diem and to transpbrt the troops and 

equipment from Fort Belvoir to Fort Lee. The balance of $52,879was used to 

prwide materials and supplies, other than subsistence, for the troops. This 

last category of O&M,Aexpenditures included such items as petroleum 

products for the Government-owned vehicles being used on the construction 

project and maintenance to these vehicles. To us, the use of approximately 

$137,000of O&M,Afunds by QMTC to support Engineer troop training was in-

appropriate. We believe that the expenditures by QMTC from O&M,Afunds for 

transportation, per diem, petroleum prducts  and maintenance costs repre- 

sented funded costs to be applied against the limitation provided in 10USC 

2674, thereby resulting in a violation of $199,762.07. 

In cormecticm with the violation of Section 3679 as reported by the General 

Accounting Office, Notices of Exception to the disbursing officers' accounts 

were issued on 14 September 1960 totaling $4 1,604.25. On 10November 1960, 

the Chief, Finance and Accounts Division, QWC,  in reply, requested removal 

http:$199,762.07
http:1,604.25
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of the exceptions. On 28 November 1960, the General Accounrhg Office stated 

that after a review of the replies to the Notices of Exception, it  was concluded 

that the facts presented did not warrant removal of the exceptions. It  was 

further stated, however, that request for relief of the disbursing officers con- 

cerned could be made under Section I of the Act of August 11, 1955, 31 USC 

82a-2 which requires certain written findings and recommendations by the 

head of the department concerned o r  his designee for the purpose of establish- 

ing that payments were not the result of bad faith o r  lack of due c a r e  on the 

p k  of the disbursing officers. 

COWLETION OF AIRFIELD 

Even with the total expenditure of $586,396, o r  about $400,000 m excess 

of the approved amounts for the individud projects, the airfield is not com- 

plete and apparently cannot be compYeted in accordance with the current Army 

standards. About $25,000 more wodd be r e q u i ~ e dto complete the airfield as 

a visual non-instrument airfield which is considerably short of the desired and 

intended dl-weather airfield. To complete the airfield as originally intended 

would cost  about $1.1  million in addition to the $586,000 already spent. 

In addition to the financial aspects, the numerous physical obstructions 

located near the airfield, which for all practical purposes a r e  immovable, . 
prohibit the completion of the airfield as a.n mstrummr: 1ligh1 and day, dl-

weather airfield in accordance with current Army stiix~dards. One of the 

-



CONSTRUCTION OF AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, VA. 441 

qualifications in the approval of Project 10-57, in November 1957, by OCE was 

that no work should be accomplished that would conflict with ultimate comple- 

tion of the airstrip in full accordance with the cr i ter ia  contained in Engineer 

Manual (EM) 11 10-3 -311, dated 15 June 1957. This qualification by reference 

included the maintenance of all prescribed clearances for structures o r  other 

obstructions during present o r  future stages of construction. 

Representatives of the Quartermaster Corps were aware of the existence 

of the obstructions and after work was started, a waiver to the clearance re -

quirements was requested. The requested waiver was denied by the Office of 

the Deputy Chief of Staff for  Operations but despite the denial, work continued 

at Fort  Lee. Documents in the files indicate that representatives at QMTC, in 

addition to continuing the work after the denial of the waiver, also made an 

effort to withhold the information concerning the denial of the waiver from the 

Engineer Troop Battalion because they were apparently afraid that work would 

be disconrinued. W e  believe that If appropriate waivers were requested suffi- 

ciently in advance of the time construction began and the proposed futurecon-

struction fully considered, the project would never have been undertaken at  its 

present location. 

FALSIFICATION OF RECORDS -

After the construction work started on the originally approved Project 

10-57, various documents were either not coded o r  were incorrectly coded and 
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resulted in costs related directly to the construction of the project being 

charged to other projects or classifications. Only $23,359.19 of funded 

O&M,Acosts applicable to the project out of a total of $65,712.15 were prop- 

erly charged. The additional $42,352.96 of O&M,A funds directly related to 

the project were apparently deliberately misclassified to avoid disclosing in 

the records expenditures in excess of the $24,948 limitation established for 

the project. 

According to a Quartermaster Inspector General report, the misclassifi- 

cation of the costs was either directed or suggested by Colonel Walter R. 

Ridlehuber, QMC, who was then Assistant Chief of Staff, G-4, QMTC. Most 

of the actions which resulted in the improper costing of the project were taken 

by Major Thomas S. Swartz, CE, who served as Assistant Post Engineer, 

QMTC. Major Swaftz has admitted that even though he was directed by 

Colonel Ridlehuber, he knew his actions were "not proper procedures of cost 

accounting." Also, according to the Quarte~master Inspector General's re-

poft, Major Swattz testified that he was instmuted by Lt. Colonel William H. 

Jarrett, CE, Post Engineer, QMTC, to remove from "the file any information 

which hinted that all costs were not charged to the airfield iund to destroy the 

material, " when it became known that the General Accomting Office plarmed 

to review the construction project. Lt. Col . Jarren denied the charge; how-

ever, some documents were removed from the files and destroyed by Major 

swartz. 
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Because of the apparent deliberate action taken to improperly classify 

costs and destroy documents, we have concluded but cannot prove that willful 

action was taken to avoid reflecting in the records the excess expenditures 

relating to Post Requestlo-57. While written reprimands for the violation 

have been issued, we believe the possibilities of a criminal violation should 

be pursued. 18 USC 1001 provides that whoever, in any matter within the 

jurisdiction of any department o r  agency of the United States, knowingly and 

willfully falsifies, conceals, o r  covers up by any trick, scheme, o r  device a .  

material fact, o r  makes any false, fictitiohs o r  fraudulent statements o r  rep- 

resentations, o r  makes o r  uses any false writing o r  entry, shall be fined not 

more than $10,000 o r  imprisoned not more than five years, o r  both. Failure 

to critically examine the possibilities of a criminal violation might result in 

additional criticism of the Army. 

RESPONSIBLE PERSONNEL 

Disciplinary action to date has been limited to written reprimands of 

seven officers who a r e  o r  were at Fort  Lee. It would appear to us that some 

of the officers might be called victims of circumstances. Some of the officers 

who were reprimanded were not at Fort  Lee when the project was proposed 

and approved. While they may o r  could be expected to have knowledge con- 

cerning the violation, their actions could well be  classified as only "making the 
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best of a bad situation." W e  are of the opinion that certain officials must have 

thought that there was Department of the Army pressure to construct the air-

field and that they were doing what was expected or wanted; however, wewere 

unable to identify any such pressure. It is not logical to assume that the initia- 

tive for the construction of the airfield originated with and was sustained by the 

law ranking officers at Fort Lee who did the work. 

W e  cite the case of Lt. Col. Grant Healey, Assistant Chief of Staff, 

Comptroller, QMTC, one of the seven officers who received a reprimand. 

Since the administrative control of funds had been delegated to the major pro- 

gram director, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-4, QMTC, and actions were taken 

by other officers to misclassify costs to avoid disclosing the violation, it is 

aur opinion that Lt. Col. Healey was not responsible for the violation. W e  

could not find any Mications that Lt, Col. Healey did or should have known 

about the violation under the circumstances. 

On the other hand, it would appear that representatives of the Office of 

the Quaftermaster General must bear a portion of the responsibility for the 

unfavorable situation that currently exists. In our opinion, by virtue of their 

positions, Colonel JamesC. Pennington, Chief, Installations Division, 3QMG ; 

and Mr. Robert G. Macdonald, Chief, Facilities Brmch, Installations Divi- 

sion, OQMG, should have been aware, particularly because of the problems 

encountered on the airfield project from its inception, that Folt Lee was 
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likely ta exceed or had exceeded the $25,000 limitation on the airstrip; and 

they should have taken action to halt the project and obtain required approval 

from higher authority before permitting further work on the airstrip, or  other 

related projects. 
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COMMENTS OF THE QUARTERMASTER GENERAL 

ON AUDIT REPORT OF FORT LEE AIRSTRIP 


30 December 1960 

I have reviewed the Army Audit Agency repor6 of the special audit of the 
construction of a.n airstrip at the Quartermaster Training Command, Fort Lee, 
Virginia. The report is a veIy critical analysis of all the events related to the 
construction. While I have no disagreement with the basic facts set forth in the 
report, I do disagree with some of the opinions and conclusions. 

I do not disagree with the general observations in the report that there 
were serious derelictions involved in the construction at Fort Lee. It is quite 
apparent that certain individuals were overzealous in their efforts to get the 
work done and that some of their actions were imprudent and inexcusable. The 
fact that the proposed airstrip project was turned down as an MCA project. 
however, was not a determination that there was no need for more suitable 
landing facilities at Fort Lee, I do not consider it improper for Fort Lee per- 
sonnel to have searched about for other lawful means to accomplish the goal. 
Since the work-sheets for the original estimate for the airstrip have been 
destroyed, I have been unable to verify whether or not the estimate was realis- 
tic. Looking at i t  now, the best comment I can make is that it was a most 
optimistic estimate. Certainly, the unforeseen difficulties aggravated the situ- 
ation. When subsequent developments made it obvious that the funded limitation 
could not be maintained, work should have been halted until proper approval and 
funds were obtained. To attempt to cover up the overexpenditure by improper 
costing was grossly improper. There is no excuse for such action. 

Although the short-form justification which accompanied the airstrip 
project merely indicated that the primary purpose for the airstrip at Fort Lee 
was to accommodate visiting dignitaries and lecturers, there were several 
other significant factors to support the Commander's determination of urgency. 
Such factors included: the support of assigned aircraft; use by the Air Defense 
Command; the cost and hazards connected with the then exlsting interim 
arrangements; use in cmuection with training activities such as aerial re-  
supply; the threat to Lee Apartments posed by use of the existing grass strip; 
and the valuable asset an airstrip at F o ~ t  Lee would be in the event of mobili- 
zation o r  a national emergency. It is my opinion that these circumstances jus- 
tify the determination of military urgency for the airstrip. 
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The improper costing of items used on the airs t r ip  project has cast  its 
cloud over the other work accomplished at For t  Lee, viz., the hangar project; 
the projects for support facilities; and the project for  the drainage system. 
Quartermaster Corps personnel interpreted existing Army Regulations as per-
mitting the subdivision into small projects, provided the projects met the c r i -  
teria in AR 420-10. The regulations a r e  subject to that interpretation. The 
truth of the matter is that the Army Regulations a r e  extremely vague in defining 
what constitutes a project. The regulations appear adtiquated and in need of 
revision before other installations find themselves faced with the same cr i t i -  
cisms. 

The position of the Army Audit Agency that O&M, A funds expended by 
QMTC in direct support of Engineer troop used on the construction project 
should be charged as funded costs to the project is not c lear  cut. The POL 
would have been us& irrespective of where the training took place. The troop 
movement itself was an integral aspect of the training. If the funds had been 
transferred to. the Corps of Engineers and expended hy Engineers to support 
their own troops on a training project, the question would not evrn be debatable. 
Since the funds could be budgeted at the Department of Army level to the Corps 
of Engineers for  supporting this approved training project, I don't believe that 
the direct expenditure hy QMTC in this case is  of a y  significmc.e. Again, 
Army policy is not c lear  on this pokt and shodd he clarified. 

The Army Audit Agency is of the ophion that the possibilities of criminal 
violations in the misccpding of casts  attributable t:othe airstrip shwdd be pur -
sued. The Office of The Quartermaster Generd  is not in the u s u d  channels 
fo r  military justice matters of this nature. The d e b d e d  report of iwestigakiom 
by my Inspector General was forward& for appropriate action to the Com- 
mander exercisking general court-mart id  jnrisdiciiwn. It is my understanding 
rhat the report submitted hy Fort  Lee which contained the pertinent facts rela- 
tive to the miscd ing  of costs, was referred informdY.y to the Office of the 
Judge Advocate General which agreed, on the  basis of ira'ormation in the report, 
that the disciplinary action taken by Fort  Lee was l e g d  and proper. Since no 
action has been taken that will preclude c r i m h d  prosecution: in the matter  of 
the miseoding, it  may indeed be advisabYe DO subject the evidence to a c r i t i c d  
examination to determine whether referral  to the Department of Justice is 
warranted. 

Responsible officials in OQMG deny they were informed by Forr  Lee that 
the project could not be built within the fLu~d limitation. They d a y  t h q  were 
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informed of what was happening at Fort Lee. Colonel Pamingba.andMr. 
MacDonald specifically deny that, prior to the GAO exit interview, they were 
aware that funding limitations had been exceeded at Fort Lee. 

I request that I be present at any presentation of this report to the 
Secretary of the h y .  

A. T. McNAMARA 
Major General. USA 

The Quartermaster General 
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COMMENTS OF MAJOR GENERAL ALFRED B. DENNISTON 

COMMANDING GENERAL, U. S. ARMY, QUARTERMASTER 


TRAINING COMMAND AND FORT LEE, VIRGIMA 


ON THE 


SPECIAL AUDIT REPORT OF U. S. ARMY AUDIT AGENCY 

ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN AIRFIELD AT FORT LEE, 


VIRGINIA. 


I have no major disagreement with the facts in the report, although I y e s -
tion the addition of certain items, such as troop labur, to  the funded cost of the 
project. The effect of this is to increase the magnitude of the alleged violation 
of law and to create  the impression that this project was a conspiracy by all 
concerned to deliberately violate laws and regulations. 

I do, however, disagree strongly with many of the conclusions and do not 
believe that they a r e  supported by the facts.  Instead, they appear to m e  to be 
extrapolations based on the ass~rmption that a conspiracy was entered into and 
that every act of everyone concerned was deliberately planned to violate o r  c i r -  
cumvent the law. 

I do agree that as  the ~dsponsible  commander, I should have checked the 
details of this project more carefdlly. When I assumed command of the 
Quartermaster Training Command and For t  Lee in April 1958, the construction 
of the airfield at  Fort  Lee was already underway. This project was under the 
general staff supervision of Colonel Roy Ridlehuber, G-4, Quartermaster Train-  
ing Command, an officer who was favorably known to m e  both personally and by 
reputation. Upon my arrival at Fort  Lee 1 was at once impressed with the 
implementation of a well -conceived master  p l m  for  permaneat construction on 
the Post. There were nuineroirs projects involving several millions of dollars 
in various stages of completion at the time, all  of which seemed to be  progres- 
sing orderly and expeditiossly, there was no apparent reason for  m e  to 
make a specific detailed analysis d any one of them. Had I been aware of any 
irregularities in the funding aspects of the airfield, I would certainly have taken 
prompt and effective corrective action. 

The report ra ises  the question of the military urgency for  the airfield. The. 
fact that the airfield was rejected by DCSLOG as a project for construction out 
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of available MCA funds does not support the conclusion that the airfield was not 
an urgent military requirement, nor is it sufficient to warrant the implication 
in the report that the Fort Lee authorities acted improperly in aggressively 
pursuing other means for construction of the airport. A turndown by DCSLOG 
on a project of this kind often means only that the project is not of sufficiently 
high priority to warrant its approval out of the limited MCA fuuds available, 
and is regarded as a challenge by the requesting agency to use initiative and 
imagination to complete the project by other means out of resources available 
to them. Furthermore, my experience aver the past two and a half years as 
Commanding General. Quartermaster Training Command and Fort ~ e ehas 
convinced me that the airfield was an urgent requirement. 

The punishments meted out by me under the authority of my General Court- 
Martial jurisdiction were given after reviewing the report of the Quattermaster 
Corps Inspector General and thoroughly considering the best legal advice avail-
able to me. The possibility of additional criminal prosecution of individuals 
concerned was not overlooked and extreme care was taken to avoid any action 
which would in any way have compromised the accomplishment sf full and com-
plete justice. 

I still maintain a high regard for the integrity and professional competency 
of Colonel Ridlehuber and the other officers concerned. Colonel Ridlehuber and 
the others obviously regarded the airfield project as a challenge to their initia- 
tive and for that reason they directed unusual effort toward its attalllment. In 
their zeal, they allegedly exceeded certain prescribed limitatloxis, but I do not 
believe that they "deliberately" or "wUlfuPly" violated the law. The outstanding 
military records of these officers confirm my belief that all decisions made and 
actions taken by them were believed by them to be in the best interests of the 
United States. 

ALFRED B. DENNISrON 
Major General, USA 
Cammarrding General. Quartermaster 

Training Command and Fort Lee. Va. 

3 January 1961 
COPY 
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