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RELOCATION OF U.S. ARMY INTELLIGENCE SCHOOL
FROM FORT HOLABIRD TO FORT HUACHUCA

WEDNESDAY, MAY 10, 1972

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

ARMED SERVICES INVESTIGATING SUBCOMMTI rEE,
Washington, D.0 .

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in Room 2337 Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Otis G. Pike, chairman of the special subcom-
mittee, presiding.
Members present: Hon. Otis G. Pike, Hon. W. C. (Dan) Daniel, and

Hon. Charles S. Gubser.
Staff present: John T. M. Reddan, counsel; John F. Lally, assist-

ant counsel and Richard A. Ransom, professional staff member.
Mr. PIKE. The meeting will come to order.
A little more than a year ago the Department of the Army began

the transfer of its Intelligence School from Fort Holabird, Md. to Fort
Huachuca, Ariz. Shortly after the move of personnel began, I was
informed that an Army study made in 1970 had strongly recommended
that the intelligence activities be located at Fort Lewis, Wash., rather
than Fort Huachuca. I was informed that the Fort Huachuca site was
opposed principally on the grounds that it did not have enough water
and housing to support the additional intelligence personnel and that
a move to Fort Huachuca would cost many Millions of dollars more
than a move to Fort Lewis. The figures I had been given ranged from
$60-to-$100 million.
To check the correctness of my information I immediately talked

with General McChristian, the then Assistant Chief of Staff for In-
telligence, who confirmed that he was the one who had made the study
and that in his considered judgment a move to Fort Lewis would have
saved many millions of dollars, although somewhat less than $100

On April 21, 1971, I requested the Army to furnish me with a copy
of the McChristian report. Approximately a month later the Army
replied with a 2-page letter from the Office of the Chief of Legislative
Liaison, the contents of which I would characterize as "evasions and
mush." I thereupon brought the matter to the attention of Chairman
Hebert, who has the happy faculty of being able to get the Secretary's
attention. As a result I eventually got the so-called McChristian re-
port, but not until the third week in June. Parenthetically, I notice in
the prepared statement which General Dillard, the Army's chief wit-
ness, will present this morning, reference is made to the fact that by
June 1971, 85 percent of the school had been relocated at Fort Hua-
chuca. A less suspicious person than myself might conclude from this

(1)
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that information was being withheld from the Congress until the move
was virtually completed.
Shortly thereafter I requested the GAO to look into this entire mat-

ter and on August 5, they advised me that the report would be in my
hands by October. However, on November 3, they wrote me saying that
they would not meet the reporting date because "our work has been
hampered by problems in obtaining access to pertinent documents of
the Department of the Army." Some of these documents they never did
get to see. However, they (rave me a new date of January 1972, which,
of course, was not met. The reason given for this additional delay was
that the Army had not yet cleared the GAO report which I had asked
to be made because it allegedly contained classified information.
Finally, in the middle of March of this year, after making several
statements on the floor of the House concerning this ridiculous situa-
tion, I received the GAO report and turned it over to the Investigating
Subcommittee with a request that it be considered for possible public
hearings—and so here we are today.
I wish I could state that we have now been able to examine all of the

documents relatina
b 
to this Intelligence School move, but such is not the

case. Six documents are still being withheld, one of which is a study
conducted by the Army in 1969 as to the possibility of moving the
Intelligence School to Fort Meade, Md., just a few miles from Fort
Holabird, rather than dragging it way across the country to Arizona.
Why this report is being withheld from the committee is anybody's
guess, but any reasonable man might conclude that if the report sup-
ported the Army's decision to move to Fort Huachuca, it would have
been rushed to us by special messenger the day we requested it in April.
Today I hope we can develop all of the basic facts necessary for a

valid judgment of this matter and to that end we have requested the
presence of witnesses from both the General Accounting Office and the
Department of the Army.
In addition Congressman Long, in whose district Fort Holabird lies,

has asked to be heard. Congressman Long, I know something of the dif-
ficulties you have had in trying to get answers to questions concerning
the Army's actions in connection with this move, and if you will come
forward at this time the subcommittee will be happy to hear from you.
Before we begin to take testimony, however, I would like to point

out that this is a public session and, therefore, if at any time a witness
feels that his testimony will involve classified material, he should so
-advise the committee so that we can go into executive session if that
should become necessary.
I do have to say one further thing:
Last night after the office was closed, and after my opening state-

ment, which I have just given you, had been prepared, the Army did
deliver some additional documents which we had requested—not all,
but some. Needless to say, neither I nor the staff has had an opportu-
nity to examine this material fully. I assure the Army that this will be
done and such pertinent information as those documents may contain
will be made part of our record.
Congressman Long, I now invite you to go ahead, and I must

apologize to you. Mr. Hebert has asked me to come next door a few mo-
ments. Mr. Daniel will take over.
Mr. DANIEL (presiding) . Welcome to the committee, Mr. Long.

Please proceed as you desire.
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TESTIMONY OF HON. CLARENCE D. LONG (D-MD.)

Mr. LONG. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear before your special subcom-

mittee to discuss the relocation of the U.S. Army Intelligence School
from Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca, Ariz.
I strongly opposed this relocation. This was a costly transfer—not

a closure to save money, as was originally claimed.
While considering this move, the Army withheld vital information

from the Congress on housing, moving and construction costs, the
water supply, and personnel recruitment. I was aware of this decep-
tion at the time from my own investigation of the situation. I am here
today to share the highlights of that investigation.
On March 4, 1970, the Army informed me of its intentioh to move

the Intelligence School from Holabird to Fort Huachuca, and—by the
end of fiscal 1973—to close down Fort Holabird.
I asked the Army to re-examine the decision and called for a special

hearing of my Military Construction Appropriations Subcommittee to
consider the proposal. At the March 16 hearing, Assistant Secretary
of Defense Shillito and his assistant told me the following

ON HOUSING

The Army did not expect to come back to the subcommittee in sub-
sequent years to request family housing funds to construct quarters
for Intelligence School personnel. Mr. Shillito also said: "there will be
no problem in adequate housing being available for rent or lease in
the Huachuca area in comparatively little time." Defense Department,
Housing Director Perry Fliakas added, "we have a very good situa-
tion actually at Fort Huachuca with respect to military housing."

ON MOVING AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Secretary Shillito admitted the move would require $4.1 million in
construction and operating and maintenance expenditures at Fort
Huachuca, plus another $8.3 million to phase out school operations at
Holabird. addition, Mr. W. M. Lockwood, Office of the Army Dep-
uty Chief of Staff for Logistics, admitted that approximately $31
million in long term construction expenditures was planned at Hua-
chuca. He said these expenditures were not related to moving the In-
telligence School, but could not tell me why these expenditures were
needed.
Two years earlier, he said, the Army had rejected a proposal to re-

locate the Intelligence School at Fort Meade because it would cost $50
million.

ON WATER SUPPLY

I pointed out that the water table in the Huachuca area had been
declining an average of 2.4 feet per year and that large sums would
have to be spent to pipe water in or to develop new water supplies. I
called the 2.4 foot annual water table decline alarming. Mr. Shillito
replied, "That does not sound right." He did admit that he did not
know what the water table situation was. But a few days later, the
Corps of Engineers informed the Army Chief of Staff that the water
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table was indeed dropping an average of 2.4 feet annually, that there
was the possibility of a water shortage, and that the Corps was not
sure that Huachuca had sufficient water to meet its current needs. As
you know, the Congress was not informed of this situation until the
GAO study was published in March 1972-2 years after my colloquy
with Mr. Shillito.

ON PERSONNEL RECRUITMENT

I pointed out that I knew from communications with my constitu-
ents that the transfer would rob the Intelligence School of many
trained civilian employees—either from unwillingness to transfer from
the Baltimore Metropolitan area to the Arizona desert, or because
the Army would not transfer people below GS-11 to Huachuca. I asked
Mr. Shillito how the Army expected to attract qualified people to work
in that sparsely-populated area. He said he did not forsee any diffi-
culty in recruiting civilian personnel in the Huachuca area. Mr. Lock-
wood said the Intelligence School had been "flooded with applications
for jobs since this move was announced."
But the Army witnesses did not mention the February 1970 Blake-

field Board report which cited the housing shortage and the difficulty
in attracting qualified personnel to Huachuca as disadvantages of
moving the school to that location.
In the Spring of 1970, my own investigation of the proposed move,

which included a viSit to Fort Huachuca in May, revealed: First, the
move would actually cost $50 to $60 million—as much as, or more,
than the discarded Fort Meade Intelligence School proposal; and
second, information which conflicted in many respects with the Army's
March 16 presentation.
I found that costs broke down roughly as follows: $12.4 million to

close down Fort Holabird, including $4.1 million for construction and
rehabilitation of temporary buildings at Huachuca to house incoming
Holabird personnel. My inspection of these facilities revealed that
rehabilitation was a temporary measure. Many of these buildings
would have to be replaced later at great expense.
Thirty three million dollars for construction at Huachuca over the

next 5 years. The Army told us on March 16 that this would be needed
anyway—regardless of Holabird personnel. My trip showed that this
was not the case. For example, a new administration facility, costing
$3.5 million, is planned, but according to Huachuca officers, would not
have to be built were it not for incoming personnel.

Fifteen to twenty million dollars will have to be spent on base hous-
ing. Intelligence personnel moving to Huachuca will need 898 family
housing units. On March 16, we were told that there would be sufficient
housing because the combat support brigade was leaving. At Huachuca,
I learned that only 273 units would be vacated—leaving 625 more that
would have to be built.
Two million dollars was spent at Fort Holabird for modifications

renovations in the previous 5 years and officers there admitted that
they did not ask for the transfer and that they had no complaints with
Holabird classrooms or school buildings. I was told that on my visit to
Fort Holabird with Congressman Robert Sikes.
As a result of my investigation, the Fiscal Year 1971 Military Con-

struction Appropriations Bill Report directed the Army to "further
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review its plans to move intelligence functions from Fort Holabird to
Fort Huachuca." This review resulted in a year's delay in relocating
the school.

After reviewing its decision, the Army announced on December
18, 1970, that the Intelligence School was to be moved to Fort Hua-
chuca because: (1) Fort Holabird was an uneconomic unit; and
(2) Holabird had insufficient area in which to accommodate future
training requirements for training intelligence personnel in technical
combasurveillance. My private view is that the school was moved for
political reasons.
As Holabird personnel prepared to move to Arizona, it was ap-

parent that the Army had misled the Military Construction Sub-
committee about the housing situation at Huachuca. In the spring of
1971, I received an Army fact sheet stating that at the beginning of
that month there were nearly 600 houses and apartments available for
rent in the Huachuca area. Yet my constituents moving out there were
complaining that they could not find any place to live. Col. Wil-
liam Wallace, housing information officer at Huachuca, admitted to
me that "some" of the units listed on the fact sheet were occupied, but
could not say whether any of the 600 were actually vacant. On being
pressed, Wallace said he was not allowed to amplify his remarks. An
agent for a Huachuca real estate company shed new light on this
statement: "There are that many (houses and apartments) here now,
but they're all occupied, like I said. You have to stand in line to get on
the waiting list, or know someone." We could get no information out of
Colonel Wallace, so my staff called various realtors by long-distance
telephone. I wanted to get a feel for what the average civilian or serv-
iceman was encountering.
My staff called five different agencies, and I shall insert excerpts

from these conversations for the record. Two of them stand out:
"Rentals are awfully scarce; very hard to come by." When asked

about a small apartment for a young married couple, the realtor said
apartments are charging fantastic rates. His overall feeling was that
even a young couple would be better off buying a small house which
would appreciate than paying sky-high rents for apartments.
Most realtors recommended having a house built from plans or buy-

ing an existing one. However, down payments are exorbitant. One
realtor wanted $10,000 down on a $21,000 home.
After an investigation at my request, the Army admitted only in

1971 that the housing deficit in Huachuca was actually over 1,000 units
for military personnel alone. General Elmer Yates admitted to my
Military Construction Subcommittee that he was "very embarrassed"
that the Army had given us misleading information.
The second housing report explained that not all those units listed

in the original fact sheet were vacant. Furthermore, the initial report
did not take into account military personnel who do not intend to
make the military service a career. It was hoped that the FHA would
provide 200 units of housing for these personnel, but FHA authorities
are loathe—and in my view quite properly so—to provide loans be-
cause if if Huachuca were to close, there would be no need for this hous-
ing. And, of course then the Government would be stuck with the
mortgage guarantees.
In a June 18th letter to Army Secretary Resor, I pointed out that

the housing discrepancy seriously weakened the credibility of the
78-930-72-2
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Army's testimony to Congress regarding all aspects of the transfer,
And I cannot tell you how many times I pressed all the witnesses—
civilians and military alike—on the obvious tremendous housing short-
age that existed there. They kept sticking to their guns, insisting that
everything was all right. Forty percent of the people in Sierra Vista
live in trailers. Anybody with two eyes could see this was an impos-
sible situation, yet, the Army sat there blandly telling us, "Plenty of
housing, it is going to be all right."
I pointed out if such errors could be made in estimating the housing

situation, we had no assurance that errors had not been made at every
other stage of the economic planning of the transfer. I felt the overall
cost of the move might far exceed the original estimate. I urged the
Army to reconsider the move. The Fiscal Year 72 Military Construc-
tion Appropriations Bill Report stated that the Committee did not
regard the Holabird-Huachuca move "as a model for future base
relocations."

Instead of reconsidering the move, the Army went ahead with its
original plans—and has already requested $2,610,000 in Fiscal 1973
funds to build 100 new units of family housing at Huachuca.
With a deficit of 1000 housing units for military personnel alone,

you can see the huge difference between the original claim that the
housing situation was "all right," and the truth. Also, truth about the
cost is beginning to emerge.
The overall housing situation remains confused. Early this year the

Army produced an "updated" housing report showing a current hous-
ing deficit of about 800 units—but assured me that the housing situa-
tion was improving. However, the Army's hopes for improvement de-
pend upon FHA participation in off-post housing construction by
private contractors. It is not clear that the Defense Department and
FHA have reached an agreement under which FHA will provide
Housing Act Section 203(b) mortgage insurance for home purchasers
who are employed in a civilian or military capacity at Huachuca;
whether the two departments have reached agreement upon implemen-
tation of Section 809 of the same act—under which the Defense De-
partment would assume FHA's risk if Huachuca closed down or its
activities were subsequently decreased. At present I am awaiting Sec-
retary Froehlke's answers to these questions.
In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, if the information which I have de-

tailed above and the information contained in your recently published
report had been available before this Intelligence School opened, Con-
gress would have had a good chance of preventing this costly move. In-
stead, the taxpayers are stuck with the bill for an expensive transfer
for which there was no real military justification.
Mr. PIKE. Thank you very much, Mr. Long.
Mr. DANIEL. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Long, that was a very revealing statement you just presented

to the committee.
On page 1 you refer to the fact that the Army representatives ad-

vised you no request would be made for additional housing. But in
your closing comments, I believe you said they have now requested
funds for 100 sets of new housing.
Is that correct?
Mr. LONG. $2.6 million, for just 100 new units. And they have indi-

cated shortage of 800 new units.
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Mr. DANIEL. How do they justify the statement that you have 600
houses, and they have a deficit of 800, how that shows improvement in
the housing situation? I don't suppose you are able to justify that sort
of statement?
Mr. LONG. We have had so many conflicting statements, so many ad-

missions of conflictincr
b 

statements, that I just—you almost have to
throw up your hands.I have already decided there is no use listening
to what they say, it means so very little in terms of what actually is
the case.
Mr. DANIEL. The chairman indicated he had received certain infor-

mation in the last day or two. Did you ever receive all the information
you requested?
Mr. LONG. We have gotten answers to all our questions except the

part about the agreement between the Defense Department and FHA.
I cannot say we have been satisfied with the answers, or their prompt-
ness, but we have received answers.
Mr. DANIEL. You did receive an answer?
Mr. LONG. That is right.
Mr. DANIEL. Thank you.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Reddan.
Mr. REDDAN. No questions.
Mr. PIKE. Congressman Long, first I want to pay tribute to you for

having been a very consistent delver after the facts in this just ter-
ribly complex, terribly confused situation. No one has worked harder
or longer in an effort to get at the real cost involved and the truth than
you have.
I don't know whether we are there yet, to tell you the honest truth.

There is no question in my mind, as there is no question in yours, that
the housing situation is very serious down there.
There is no question in my mind, and I don't think you alluded to

this in your statement, but that the water situation—
Mr. LONG. I did.
Mr. PIKE. I am sorry.
Mr. LONG. I pointed out that Secretary Shillito said he did not think

there would be a water shortage. And of course there is a real water
shortage there now.
Mr. PIKE. There is a water problem, there is a housing problem.
I have no questions to ask you. I thank you for your statement.
I would say that in my judgment the language in the report of the

Appropriations Committee on this transfer was probably a great deal
weaker than you would have made it if you had written the report
yourself. Is that a fair statement?
Mr. LONG. No question. No question about that, Mr. Chairman.
I want to thank you for your leadership in conducting this inquiry.

I know you have no interest in it this is a long way from your own area.
But I do think what you have done is tremendously valuable and
important, because I think in many ways this is a case study in what
is wrong with our whole system of locating and relocating our mili-
tary bases.
We are told, for example, when we make a big relocation, that "This

is going to save money. The first headline is what impresses every-
body. Then you are given a barrage of phoney statistics as to how this
is so. After you have spent a year or two going into this you find that
far from saving money it is an extremely expensive move, and every-
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body admits it is an extremely expensive move. But by this time you
have a fait accompli.
Mr. PIKE. I could not agree more.
Thank you for coming, Mr. Long.
Mr. Fasick, please.
Please sit down, Mr. Fasick, and go right ahead with your statement.

TESTIMONY OF J. KENNETH FASICK, DIRECTOR, LOGISTICS AND

COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION, U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OF-

FICE, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT ROTHWELL, ASSOCIATE DIREC-

TOR, FACILITIES AND ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT AREA, AND

FRANK OBERSON, AUDIT MANAGER

Mr. FASICK. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
We are pleased to appear before you today in accordance with your

request that we provide a statement on our review of the relocation
in 1971 of the Army Intelligence School and the Army Combat De-
velopments Command Intelligence Agency from Fort Holabird,
Md., to Fort Huachuca, Ariz., and the establishment there of an Army
Intelligence Center.
I have with me today two of my associates, Mr. Robert Rothwell

on my right, Associate Director for our Facilities and Acquisition
Management area; and Mr. Frank Oberson on my left, the Audit
Manager on this review.
As summarized in our report of March 15, 1972, to you, Mr. Chair-

man, an Army study in February 1970 stated the following reasons
justifying the move:
There would be annual savings of $2.5 million, consisting of a $1.8 million

reduction in per diem costs as a result of housing Bachelor Officer students in
government quarters at Fort Huachuca and a net cost reduction of about
$700.000 from the elimination of 385 civilian jobs and other costs upon the
closure of Fort Holabird.

Conditions at Fort Holabird: lack of air conditioning, pollution, industrial
noise, and dirty working conditions—provided an unsatisfactory academic
environment.

Additional courses could be offered at Fort Huachuca because of its field
training areas and facilities.

Collocating the Intelligence School with the Combat Surveillance and Elec-
tronic Warfare School at Fort Huachuca would improve coordination between
the schools in developing intelligence doctrine and technology.
There was pressure from citizens and industry to close Fort Holabird because

of the commercial value of the land.
Fort Huachuca's isolated location would facilitate orderly development of

an Intelligence Center.

Maj. Gen. Joseph McChristian, former Assistant Chief of Staff
for Intelligence, developed the concept of an Army Intelligence Cen-
ter. He visualized a center with a strength of about 9700. Subsequent
changes in the concept have resulted in an Intelligence Center at Fort
Huachuca which currently has a planned long-range strength of about
3600 persons. A limited water supply and a shortage of family hous-
ing has restricted the expansion of the Center beyond the current au-
thorized strength of about 2900 persons.
In this statement we present a brief summary of the significant in-

formation we obtained relating to the concept of establishing the In-
telligence Center and the actions leading up to relocating the U.S.
Army Intelligence School from Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca.
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ORIGIN OF THE ARMY INTELLIGENCE CENTER CONCEPT

General McChristian told us that in 1968 he proposed creating an
Army Intelligence Center. According to the General, the Vice Chief
of Staff of the Army endorsed his idea and, as a result, he made visits
to numerous Army installations to identify potential locations for a
Center. We did not obtain any documentation relating to these visits,
but the General advised us that during the visits briefings were held
by the local personnel and tours were made of the facilities. As a re-
sult of the visits, General McChristian recommended Fort Huachuca,
Arizona, and Fort Riley, Kansas as the most favorable locations for
the establishment of an Intelligence Center, with Fort Huachuca his
first choice.
Mr. PIKE. May I interrupt you for a moment?
When you say "General McChristian recommended Fort Huachuca

and Fort Riley as the most favorable locations, with Fort Huachuca
as first choice," did you get that information from General McChris-
tian or from somebody else?
Mr FASICK That was based on our interviewing of General Mc-

Christian during the course of our review. This is the information pro-
vided to our staff who interviewed him at the time.
Mr. PIKE. Thank you.
Mr. FASICK. It is important to note in this connection that after

considering numerous installations it was boiled down to four installa-
tions, with Riley and Huachuca considered the most favorable of the
whole array.
Subsequently, in December 1969, the Army Chief of Staff requested

General McChristian to prepare a plan for the establishment of an
Intelligence Center. The plan, known as the ACSI Report, that is short
for "Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence"—was completed in
May 1970.
As stated in this plan, the Intelligence Center would consist of the

following units:
1. The Army Intelligence Command Headquarters, the Army Com-

bat Developments Command Intelligence Agency, the Intelligence
Materiel Development Office, and the Army Intelligence School from
Fort Holabird.
There is a total of about 3,500 persons in those organizations.
2. The Continental Army Command Tactical Intelligence Center

(located at Fort Bragg, North Carolina) and the eight military in-
telligence battalions, companies, detachments, or other units to be
transferred from other U.S. locations. There were about 3,300 persons
in these organizations.

3. A composite brigade of school troops to provide support for com-
prehensive and integrated intelligence training. There were about
2,800 troops involved in this brigade.
This comes to a total of about 9,700 persons recommended for reloca-

tion to Fort Huachuca under the ACSI plan.
Several significant events took place between December 1969 and

May 1970 which have a bearing on the matter we are concerned with
today.
On January 24, 1970, the Army, at the direction of the Vice Chief

of Staff, initiated a separate study for the purpose of developing an
outline plan for moving the Intelligence School and related activities
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to either Fort Riley or Fort Huachuca. The Vice Chief of Staff's di-

rective referred to the possible establishment of an Intelligence Center

and consideration being given to including Fort Holabird in an an-

ticipated announcement of base closures.
The study report, known as the Blakefield Board Report, named

after Major General Blakefield, who headed the study group, was

completed on February 10, 1970, recommended that the center be

located at Fort Huachuca. Although the Blakefield Board Report

recognized a potential housing problem, we could find no mention of

a possible water shortage: Also, the Blakefield study appeared to con-

fine its considerations to a reduced Intelligence Center concept and

not to the total concept envisioned by General McChristian.
The concept envisioned by the Blakefield study amounted to about

4,100 persons, compared to the General McChristian's concept of 9,700

persons. The Blakefield Report did not address itself to long-range

construction costs.
About the same time period, January-February 1970, a Case Study

and Justification Folder was being prepared within the Army to sup-

port the decision to close Fort Holabird and relocate its activities to

other locations. The activities to be moved to Fort Huachuca were
the Intelligence School, the Combat Developments Command In-

telligence Agency, and the Intelligence Command Headquarters. Only

the first two activities composed of about 2,900 persons, were event-
ually moved to Fort Huachuca, as the Army subsequently decided not
to move about 600 persons in the Intelligence Command Headquarters
away from the Baltimore-Washington area. This was apparently
'based on its need to conduct day-to-day business with other intelligence
activities in the area.
On March 6, 1970, the Secretary of Defense announced plans to

move the Intelligence School from Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca
and to close Fort Holabird by June 1973.
After learning of the proposed establishment of an Intelligence

Center, which as contemplated by General McChristian would more
than double the permanent population of Fort Huachuca the Corps
of Engineers on March 24, 1970 advised the Chief of Staff of a po-
tential water shortage.

All of the above matters were noted in the May 1970 ACSI Report
which also pointed out the possible need to select an alternate site.
Shortly after completion of the ACSI Report, General McChristian

was advised by the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff that Fort Lewis,
Washington, might be available as a site for the Center. General Mc-
Christian and several representatives from various Army Commands
made a fact-finding trip to Fort Lewis during the period from June
26 to 29, 1970. The General's trip report concluded, among other things,
that an Intelligence Center could be established at Fort Lewis an
for less money than at Fort Huachuca. General McChristian esti-
mated the total costs to establish the Center at Fort Lewis to be either
$125.9 million or $37.7 million depending on the extent to which the
permanent facilities at Fort Lewis were made available to the In-
telligence Center. The General's estimate for establishing a compara-
ble center at Fort Huachuca was $197.5 million.

Subsequently, on August 14 and 25, 1970, General McChristian
briefed the Vice Chief of Staff and the Chief of Staff on the results
of his trip. He presented revised cost estimates of $74.4 million and
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$68.9 million for locating at Fort Lewis and $76.7 million for locat-
ing at Fort Huachuca. The cost advantage of Fort Lewis was thus
$2.3 million or $8.8 million, depending on the alternative selected.
I think it is important to point out here the Fort Huachuca costs

were based on about 3000 less personnel than those being considered
at Fort Lewis, therefore the cost advantage of Fort Lewis v, as un-
derstated. General McChristian concluded his briefings by recommend-ing that Fort Lewis be designated as the location of an Army Intel-
ligence Center.
According to a trip report of Continental Army Command

(CONARC) representatives, however, they had advised General Mc-Christian prior to the briefings that the use of Fort Lewis as an In-
telligence Center was not acceptable to CONARC since the installa-tion was established as an infantry division post and a division wouldbe stationed there when one became available. This is the extent ofour information regarding consideration given to the use of FortLewis.
On September 24, 1970, the Army initiated another IntelligenceCenter Study, known as the Smith Study, named after Major Gen-eral E. P. Smith, at the time Assistant Chief of Staff for Force De-velopment, in the Army. The stated purpose of this study was to de-termine the feasibility of establishing an Intelligence Center and tosubmit recommendations to the Army Chief of Staff pertaining to theorganizations, command relationships, and location or locations ofsuch a center. The Study concluded that it was feasible to establishan Intelligence Center at Fort Huachuca. The Smith Study includedplans for developing the Center in phases keyed to the availabilityof water at Fort Huachuca.
The initial phase in establishing the Center was the move of theIntelligence School and the Combat Developments Command Intel-ligence Agency from Fort Holabird, which began in February 1971and was completed in September 1971.
The projected long-range strengths for the Intelligence Center andSchool, according to the Smith Study, total 3635 spaces, including 723spaces for two Military Intelligence Units which have not yet beenmoved to Fort Huachuca because of the water and family housingproblems.
The Smith Study estimated it would cost about $65 million to es-tablish an Intelligence Center of this size at Fort Huachuca. The $65million included relocation expenses and other initial costs of $6 mil-lion and long-range construction needs of $59 million.Mr. Chairman, we have two attachments to our statement. The first,Attachment A (see Appendix 

I), 
concerns units, total strengths, andlong-range construction costs related to the establishment of an ArmyIntelligence Center, considered by the Army.

Attachment B (see Appendix II) is a listing of some key dates andactions relating to the move.
This is an attempt on our part to clarify what I consider to be anotherwise pretty confusing operation.
This completes our summary, Mr. Chairman. We will be pleasedto respond to any questions you may have.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Daniel.
Mr. DANIEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Why was the water problem virtually absent from the initial

studies? You see very little about the water problem in those initial

studies.
Mr. FASICK. Our first evidence of the water problem being brought

to the Army's attention officially was during the middle of the ACSI

study conducted by General McChristian. When the Corps of Engi-

neers learned they were planning to double the population at Fort

Huachuca they made a quick survey and pointed out at that time the

serious water problem. Material made available to us provided no

earlier evidence of this problem.
'Mr. DANIEL. It would appear to me that it is an obvious problem.

From my study of geography and history we have always had a water

problem in that part of the country. It seems to me that was a deficiency,

to begin with, in this original study.
What is the problem in separating the Intelligence School and the

Intelligence renter?
Mr. FASICK. As I understand it, the Intelligence School is part of

the Center. What it amounts to is they finally decided to settle on

a Center which is considerably less than the original concept General

McChristian had in mind.
Consequently, the Army will not be able to avail itself of the poten-

tial range and type of activities General McChristian originally had

in mind as the objective of an Intelligence Center.
Mr. DANIEL. Is General McChristian going to appear?
Mr. PIKE. Yes. He has been most cooperative, and will be here.

Mr. Gubser.
Mr. GI:1138ER. What was the first time the long-range construction

costs were actually considered?
Mr. FASICK. The ACSI report, the May 1970 report, was the first

time figures were actually brought to bear in any official way.
•Mr. GUBSER. How many reports ignored that, or practically ignored

it, and addressed themselves only to move-in costs?
Mr. FASICK. The initial inquiries made by General McChristian did

not go into the long-range construction costs, nor did the Blakefield

Report consider long-range construction costs.
Mr. GUBSER. Could you offer a possible explanation of why that was

not considered?
Mr. FASICK. I could not. I think you would have to address that

to the Army.
Mr. GETBSER. As an auditor, do you think it could have been?
Mr. FASICK. I am inclined to agree with Congressman Long that it

was not a good example of a case study for relocation.
Mr. GURSER. That's all I have.
Mr. PIKE. On page 5 of your statement, just to pin this down, it was

only after the announcement of the closing of Fort Holabird and the

movement of the Intelligence School to Fort Huachuca that the engi-

neers mentioned the fact there might be water shortage?
Mr. FASICK. The date we have of the engineers bringing it officially

to the attention of the Army was March 24. If you spoke to the engi-
neers today they might indicate they were looking into the problem
before that.
Mr. PIKE. The date of announcement of closing Fort Holabird was

March 6?
Mr. FASICK. Yes.
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Mr. PIKE. You have then a gap of a little over 2 weeks between
the announcement of the closing of one base and transfer of its per-
sonnel, before the engineers raised officially, at least in writing, the
possibility that there might be a water shortage?
Mr. FAsicK. That is right, sir.
Mr. PIKE. On page 6 in the comparison of the costs between Fort

Lewis and Fort Huachuca, you said the advantage for Fort Lewis was
$2.3 million or $8.8 million, but that this advantage was understated
because the comparison at Fort Huachuca leaves out 3,300 people that
were cranked into the Fort Lewis comparison?
Mr. FASICK. I think this is a brigade, about 2800 people, excluded

from Fort Huachuca.
Mr. PIKE. Can you (rive us any idea about what the inclusion of

those 2800 people at Fort Huachuca as they had been included at Fort
Lewis, would do to the cost at Fort Huachuca?
Mr. FASICK. I have no way of estimating that at all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PIKE. Just to take a long shot, we are asked in the 1972 Budget

to provide $2.6 million for 100 housing units. Could you give us an idea
of how many housing units would have been required if we had pro-
vided at Fort Huachuca for those 2,800 people that they were compar-
ing at Fort Lewis?
Mr. FASICK. Again, I have no rule of thumb or formula. 2,800 troops,

a brigade, would involve family housing requirements, would involve
troop housing, would involve BOQ's. Estimated cost of this require-
ment I still would not be in a position to estimate. But it could be
substantial.
Mr. PIKE. Could it be $100 million?
Mr. FASICK. I could not estimate that, sir, no.
Mr. PIKE. At the time that the decision was made to move the Army

Intelligence School from Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca, was not
the physical fact of the water shortage and the housing shortage such
that it then would have been impossible to create the Intelligence
Center at Fort Huachuca?
Mr. FASICK. I would be inclined to say yes, it would have been,

considering the housing and water problems, at least to have created
a center as General Mchristian envisioned it, of 9,700 persons.
Mr. PIKE. In the course of all of these studies listed in your backup

statement, there are the following numbers of total strengths antici-
pated at an Army Intelligence Center:

4,136, to which you have added 2,000 students, which would make it
6,136. Is that correct?
Mr. FASICK. That is included in the 4,000.
Mr. PIKE. Oh, ail right. 4,136.
Six days later another study, 3,536.
Three months later, ACSI report, 9,697.
Another 3 months later the Fort Lewis briefings, 6,525.
The Smith study, 3,635.
The briefing given to Congress, in particular the House Appropria-

tions Subcommittee on Military Construction, in December—these
are all in the same year-2,729.
Can you tell us now whether any decision has ever been made on

what the size of the Intelligence Center should be?
78-930-72-3
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Mr. FASICK. Again I would have to go back 'and say the Intelli-
gence Center, as conceived by General McChristian, would be approxi-
matdly 9,700 persons.
Mr. PIKE. These are all different concepts, as recommended by dif-

ferent groups, which did different studies all in the same year.
Mr. FASICK. Evidently the size of the center as constituted today

was dictated by the limitations of Fort Huachuca.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Reddan ?
Mr. REDDAN. No questions, sir.
Mr. PIKE. Thank you very much.
I would ask, please, Mr. Fasick, if your other duties are not too

pressing, to stay around in the event we need you later.
Mr. FASICK. I will be pleased to.
Mr. PIKE. Our next witness is General McChristian. Would you

please come up, General?
I want to say before you testify, General McChristian, that I think

you have been uniquely cooperative with the committee in trying to
give us an objective presentation as to what you were trying to do and
what you were trying to accomplish, and how all of this confuSion
came about.
I am aware that you do not have a prepared statement. I would

simply ask you to start off with telling us what your concept was, why
you think it was important for America, and what you were trying
to accomplish.
Then you can go on in your own way as to where we are today.
General MCCHRISTIAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

TESTIMONY OF MAJ. GEN. JOSEPH A. McCHRISTIAN (U.S.
ARMY, RETIRED), FORMER ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR
INTELLIGENCE

General McCmusTIAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to state that when I received the invitation to be here

I willingly accepted it. I appreciate the opportunity to appear. I hope
that I may he of help in the overall situation.
As you know, I have been away from the subject for a little over

a year that I have been retired from this job.
You asked me to talk about "concept," and "why." If I may, sir,

I would like to reverse the order and talk a little bit of "why, an
then the "concept."

First of all, TI must warn the committee, in a way, that I am very
prejudiced on the subject of intelligence. And especially it has become
my conviction over a number of years of serving in important intelli-
gence assignments that in view of the growing strength of our poten-
tial enemies I consider that the future successful defense of our Con-
stitution requires that our Nation possess timely, accurate, adequate
and, usable intelligence so that our political and military and other
leadership of this Nation can arrive at sound decisions.
I believe strongly, after 38 years in the military, from the rank

of private to major general, that there is no staff function more im-
portant to a decisionmaker than intelligence. Knowledge is a big
factor of power. I believe strongly in what I call the all-American
Intelligence Team, that is made up of the intelligence activities of
all of the executive departments of our Government.
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When I came to Washington to head up Army intelligence and sur-
veyed what I knew, and based upon my experience in the service—
not just what I had had as the Chief of Intelligence in Vietnam,
where I set up the intelligence organization, but based on many other
experiences—I felt that the Army intelligence, if I could be the leader
in it, needed badly a qualitative improvement in its performance. I
had been on several battlefields involved in intelligence, and I always
had to pull myself up by my bootstraps.

Intelligence in the Army was a service that the best brains avoided,
for many, many years. Intelligence has not had the image. Intelligence
has not had the backing. Intelligence has not had the brains'. Intel-
ligence has not had the way to bring it together and manage it prop-
erly, in my judgment.
So among several goals that I established when I first came to

Washington, and after spending a few months surveying my job, one
was, in order to improve some of these shortcomings and weaknesses, an
Intelligence Center concept, which I will discuss in a minute, I thought
would be a great thing not only for Army intelligence, not only for this
"all-American Intelligence Team" I talked about, but for the future
security of our country. I believe it today just as strongly as I did
then.
Well, in going about my studies to come up with a Center, I rec-

ognized that there were various shortcomings. I studied back over the
reports that had been made, and it was apparent that for some 14 or
15 years, going back to when General Trudeau was Assistant Chief of
Staff for Intelligence in 1954, he initiated a study somewhere along the
same line, for a Center.
But more recently, in 1966, General Haines, who is now the Com-

manding General, United States Continental Army Command, headed
up a board, and he recommended many things for the improvement of
intelligence, based upon the weaknesses that had been apparent over
years.
The next year, in 1967, General Norris, from the Army Staff, from

the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel's office, I thought came up with
a magnificent study that had to do with the improvement of utiliza-
zation of manpower, organization, training, of intelligence.

Well, with this background and my own experience, I felt—now I
am coming, sir, to my concept of an Intelligence Center—that we could
take all of the schools that existed in intelligence.
At that time, and even today, we had, and we have, three such schools,

the Army Security Agency School at Fort Devens, the Intelligence
School that was at Holabird, now at Huachuca, and the Combat Sur-
veillance and Electronic Warfare School located at Fort Huachuca.
I felt that over the years as these schools were separated in that

fashion, that not only were we failing to have people in intelligence
train together and work together and exchange ideas together, but we
were bringing about a splein the intelligence members of the Military
Intelligence Branch itself, which was being split.
There are reasons for all of these things, sir. And I am the first one

to say that many of these things have been judgmental factors, in or-
ganizations, and in many of them I stand pretty much alone but I
am speaking of my personal beliefs and feelings.
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So I thought all of these schools should be brought together. And the
United States Army Combat Developments Command Intelligence
Agency that works along with them for doctrinal and organizational
purposes should be brought together with them, too. In the past these
agencies had met under the CONA_RC Directive which prescribes the
function of the Intelligence Center Team concept, where these people
do meet, and most of them are on one post, like the Infantry Center at
Benning, and so forth. They get together and discuss those things that
are good for the long-range development of their particular branch.
Such was not the capability of intelligence, because they had no

home. So if we could come up with a home it would improve the image,
we could attract better brains, we could have better training. We could
have better management, we could exercise, in my judgment, more
economies.
Another big advantage: We could bring together these many small

intelligence units and activities which—I underline this—are not
required to be located somewhere else to perform their mission. Those
could be brought to a center as the home of intelligence.
Now, another basic factor in my thinking, before I outline the overall

concept, is intelligence personnel, the specialist, the enlisted man the
officer, should never be in reserve. Those people that we have should be
performing their job, whether it is at home or abroad, whether it is
peacetime or war time. For example I commanded Fort Hood, Texas,
the Third Corps, before coming to Washington to become the Assistant
Chief of Staff for Intelligence. On that post is located an Interrogation
Company. It is not part of the troops that support that Corps or either
of those two Divisions that were located there, but it is the type of
company at a higher level that has linguistic personnel in it who can
be sent down to help the lower units as they need that capability.
How can such a unit, when it doesn't have a home, and doesn't have

central direction, be best utilized? Who can keep it performing and use
that manpower? We need that manpower to be ready to go for targets
of opportunity in peace time, such as when people stream out of a for-
eign country when the Soviets invade, and we need to be there to inter-
rogate and assist and find out the people who might come to this coun-
try to be of value to us or give us valuable information.
We need people of that type when there is a Six-Day War and

there are captured documents in Arabic language on Soviet field
manuals, on Soviet equipment, that we do not possess. We need this
type of people. And there are targets of opportunity on intelligence
ready to go, the same as you must be prepared in time of war with
combat-ready intelligence people, who take a long time to be trained,
so these people can be used to take documents that we capture—I
shouldn't say "capture," because that happens seldom, but documents
that we can acquire throughout the world, and those documents should
be translated, so these people can keep alive their linguistic ability,
and that information becomes very valuable to us in knowing our
potential enemy.
Such a center as I have in mind with all of these people put together

would have a ,good, in fact great, capability to produce studies on
the capabilities of enemy or potential enemy forces, which we then,
in turn, as part of this all-American Intelligence Team, could furnish
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to the Defense Intelligence Agency as one of our contributions to what
they do.

These are some of the thoughts that were in my mind, based on
various places in the world where I have seen them in action.
I feel I was very fortunate in my service, over the period of years

from the day I became Chief of Intelligence of the Third Army for
General Patton, then many other assignments afterwards, to visit
the various types of intelligence activities and units that our Army
has.
I think there are very few people in the Army that have had the

opportunity that I did have, and I thought if we can bring one of each
type of intelligence unit and put it at a home, they always know to
come back to that home; unless they are needed elsewhere to perform
a mission they come back there.
And then you have a young specialist, a young lieutenant, coming

to that basic course we needed so badly, and which I must state here
could not in my judgment have ever been conducted at Fort Meade or
Fort Holabird. We needed so badly to take those young men we were
going to train, and say "Here are all the various types of intelligence
equipment from sensors on the battlefield to planes in the sky, and
others, of which you need to know the limitations and capabilities,
to be able to work with the tactical units you are going to support."

This is not available today in our Army at any one place. It is
better at Huachuca today than it was at Holabird, because we havetwo schools together. We do have open spaces, we can take peopleout and turn on radars; we can do a lot more.
So in a way, sir, I have led up to and covered a bit of my concept.But my concept is basically this: A home where all intelligenceschools, all intelligence units, and all intelligence activities of theArmy that are not required to be located someplace else, are estab-lished for the first time in our history where they can work together,and find out how one can help the other; because it is team work, youdo not do intelligence in compartments. They must help each other

on the battlefield. Let me give an example.
If I am talking too long, sir—when I get an opportunity to speak

for intelligence I like to take advantage of it, because I feel that theCongress can do a great deal for the future of this country by sup-porting it one hundred percent. And by "supporting it," I mean in-
telligence as a whole, and recognizing, not that you do not, the value
of it and supporting it. I am putting in my plug for what I believe.
Well, I believed in this center very strongly when I came up with my

ideas on it. I presented my views throughout the Army Staff. I was
well heard, Mr. Chairman. Everybody on the Army Staff gave me
full opportunity to make my position known. I was well heard by the
leadership of the Army—not once but several times.
I still believe in my concept, but the Army, in my judgment, had to

take into consideration many factors, and in the judgment of the
General Staff and in their recommendations to the Chief of Staff my
concepts and my recommendations were overruled. I did not win my
battle that I was fighting on the Staff. The reasons for this, you will
have to talk to those experts in each particular field, to get the expert
testimony on it. I felt all along as I worked on this that the Chief of
Staff of the Army wanted to have this improvement, that he was be-
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hind me in supporting me. When it came down to the final wire on
it he was bound in by restrictions and perhaps things I do not know,
and had to go the route he has gone. But that is something else I gave
you my feeling on what I was trying to get.
A couple of comments were made here at the table before I was

called, on which I would like to comment, if I may.
Questions were asked about when did we first know about the water

shortage at Fort Huachuca. In my service I had never been to Hua-
chuca until I became Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence. About
March 1969, as I recall, I was invited to go to the West Coast to make
a speech. I asked my staff to plan a trip on the way, to Fort Huachuca,
because of the school that was located there, that also I had never seen,
and it was my responsibility to look into that school, although it was
not a school under my cognizance. But it was intelligence-related,
therefore, I wanted to see it and know something about it.
Now, at this time I had been working on my concept for a center,

in my own staff, building blocks. It had not come to any long-range
factors of cost, at all, at this time when I went to Huachuca. I was
trying to put together what should a center be composed of, first.
I went to Huachuca, and I looked at that school. When I arrived

there and saw Huachuca I said to myself, "Gee, if we could have this
entire post as an Intelligence Center, it looks good to me."

Greeley Hall is a big hall that was not completely occupied, per-
manent construction, designed for a third floor to be added if and
when needed, designed for a full basement to be excavated, you could
put security-type things clown in there that ASA could use. It had
many, many things going for it.
At that visit I rode around the post with the post commander,

after being briefed. And after having gone through personally, I
would say 90 or more percent of the rooms in Greeley Hall, in every
single one of the converted classrooms on that post, and the old hospi-
tal area, and other places, I made a very thorough reconnaissance,
with my own eyes and feet, to see the facilities of that post, and I had
a briefing of the staff.
Then I rode around with the commander to look at the wells for

water, of that post. I requested information; that is, was there suf-
ficient water on that post? Where was it? I was (riven the information
there that they have the water for their population, that a division
had been previously trained there, that there was to come in, in the
1980's, the Central Arizona Water District. This is preliminary, and
this is not the engineers, and not the final thing, and as a staff officer
I did not accept this as "it," and go blithely on my way.
But this is the feeling I received out there at Huachuca on my

visit.
I went on to California, made my speech, returned to Washington,

and the day after I was back, callea on the Vice Chief of Staff of the
Army and reported to him verbally the results of my visit.
At that time I told him I considered Fort Huachuca a good candi-

date for an Intelligence Center, provided that the whole post be turned
over, because it could not handle the Strategic Communications Com-
mand, and such a center as I then had in mind; and I had not at that
time, refined my thinking with a study, on the Staff.
Now, the reason I stopped by to brief the Vice Chief of Staff about

this was that just 'before, if memory serves me correctly, just before
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I went out to the West Coast the Vice Chief of Staff had invited me
and my wife to his home for dinner, and after dinner he said to me,
"Mac, how are things coming downstairs on your new job?" And I
said, "Sir, I have set forth for myself four goals. I would like to talk
to you about one of them a little tonight—my concept of an Intel-
licrence Center."
He said, "It sounds like it has merit. I know it has been studied

before. I will have somebody look into the past studies and see if this
appears to warrant a thorough study on the Army Staff."
And I believe the next day or so he then set up General Quiery to

make his study, to look into past studies and come up and say, does it
look like it is desirable that the Army put out the effort to really study
this in detail. And General Quiery, as a result of his study, said, yes,
he thought it was. And that is how it came about later—the time frame
I am not sure of—that a directive was then issued for me to head
up a Department of Army study with representation on that study
mtea of the pertinent parts of the Army Staff, the Intelligence Com-

mand and School, and. the Continental Army Command. That study
is the one that is referred to now as the McChristian Study.
When I turned that in some time around May 4--
Mr. PIKE. What year?
General MCCHRISTIAN. 1970, I believe it was—it had been con-

curred in by all members of the Staff and by Continental Army Com-
mand at the Staff level.
Now, let me talk a little bit about events. What I am trying to do,

sir, is t;r) clear up some of the questions I have heard and some of the
things I have read since I came to Washington a couple of days ago
to try to get my thoughts back in on this.
WhenI was directed to make this study, the initial directive stated

that I would also come up with the location for such a center. But
shortly after that, and shortly after General Quiery completed his
study, it became apparent as a result of that—and I am sure, other
factors—that the Army should consider the long-range stationing of
the Army, as we will phase down after the Vietnamese war, after peo-
ple come back and so forth, and the Long-Range Stationing Study
Group under General Boatwright was established and he was given
the mission, so it would all be under one person, of the selection of a
site for the Intelligence Center, and that part was withdrawn from
my responsibility.
So as I was in the business of coming up with—I then had to come

up with: what is the composition of the center, what is the strength
of the center? And, based upon this composition, what are the require-
ments that must be met? How many square feet of floor space for class-
rooms, for barracks how many BOQ's ? All of these things I had to
come up with, as to what size foot has to be put into the shoe.
I came up with these figures, and worked very closely with the

Long-Range Stationing Study Group to assist them as they were
reviewing all of the major installations of the Army and were letting
me know which of those they considered might accommodate the
Center with the requirements that I had furnished.
As they made these facts known to me I was then at liberty to go

and visit those specific centers. There was no need of my running
around every place else that for some reason or other the Army could
not make available to me, so this was reasonable. In some cases Gen-
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eral Boatwright and I went to some of these centers together. He had
to see them all, but I went around whenever I could, with him, so we
could coordinate with him and others, keeping in mind what I thought
was feasible, if it was just the Intelligence Center. And at the time
that I was working on my center, I had representation of the Staff
working with me, and this is when the engineers saw what we were
doing, and we brought this to their attention. We were doing this
formal staffing with them over a period of time and they said, "Let
us look into this carefully before we give you a judgment to work on."
This is when the engineers came up and presented the report, the

best they could give to us at the time, but it brought to light that at
that time they really did not have the measurement capability to know
and to predict, and they had to do more work, which I think they
have been doing. I don't know whether it is completed, for sure, yet
or not. But it did raise a warning light, which was established in my
study.
As I went along I got accomplished all the basic work on my study,

and I came to the point that, all right, if I am going to cost it I have
to know where I am going.
I would work constantly with the staff, and ask can we narrow this

down to a few posts which are the most likely candidates. We nar-
rowed it down to two—Huachuca and Riley.
At this time, I had not been permitted to go see Lewis, because

it was considered out of the question, there was going to be a division
there. Some information available to look at, considering the criteria
I had, looked good.

This is when the Blakefield Board was established to go out and
say "Now, all right, get somebody not in the Study Group, and let
them take a separate look at it." This is when the Blakefield Board
Group came up with their report and recommended that the center
go to Huachuca. At the time I received instructions to "All right,
now complete your Department of Army Study and include in it all
our factors for one post."
I was actually figuring to go to two, with all of these long-range

projection figures, in two places, when I got the word "No. Huachuca
is where we are going, make your study there."
My May 4 Department of Army study, referred to as the McChris-

tian Study, shows all of the plans going to Huachuca. That is how we
got to that point.
But in there we point out and raise the red flag, "There are dangers

with going to Huachuca." And when I presented the briefing on this
study, I summarized that study, and I briefed it to the Assistant Vice
Chief of Staff of the Army.
As a result of that briefing, and as a result of what we pointed out

were the disadvantages, because of the water problem and other things
I pointed out, I asked permission—the record is true in what it says,
but it is not complete. It says, "So-and-So recommended and So-and-So
recommended." But as I recall my particular participation, I heard
a briefing that indicated for the first time that there was a possibility
because of the end strength of the Army that a division might not be
able to be located at Lewis, and if so it would be some time in the
future.
When I heard that, I went to the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff,

about the same time as I gave my briefing, I went to his office and

(
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talked to him personally and said, "Sir, I would like permission to go
see Lewis. I have never been there in my entire service, I don't know
what it is like. But we don't have the best place to go, in my judgment,
and I would like to see Lewis."
He gave me that permission, I formed a team, again including Staff,

Intelligence School, Continental Army Command, and we went to
Fort Lewis for four days.
I came back, prepared a briefing and a comparison of going to

Huachuca and of going to Lewis.
I will address for a moment, I am sure, obvious questions in your

mind that I have heard and read about, well, how did the cost and
things vary. I will try to give a general answer, and then be open to
questions later, as I am of course at any time, sir.
I prepared a briefing and was instructed that the Chief of Staff and

the Vice Chief were going to hear this briefing, and we should be sure
that the cost factors that we were using were consistent with what the
Long-Range Stationing Study Group had been using for the Army, as
a whole, on things, We wanted to be sure those were the governing
factors. So if these factors were different from what had been given to
me by CONARC or the Staff. I had to be sure the former were used.

This was not to throw out, in my opinion, anything we had done
before, but to give a comparison on the same basis as close as they
could see it.
I prepared this briefing, coordinated it on the Staff, so it was not

my personal opinion on all of this. It was a coordinated opinion to go
for a decision, so when you give them something like this, one individ-
ual's opinions do not prevail. You try to arrive at what is sometimes
the least bad solution, or the best you can do.
So I presented this briefing, but in this briefing my conclusions and

my recommendations are, I think, very specific, to the effect that a
better Intelligence Center can be established cheaper and faster at Fort
Lewis, and I recommended that the Center go to Fort Lewis.
I presented this to the Vice Chief of Staff. At the time I did, all

of the 
Mr. PIKE. Who was the Vice Chief of Staff at that time?
General MCCHRISTIAN. General Palmer, sir. All key members of the

Staff were there, with their backup officers.
My points of view were well heard by all of the experts on the Army

Staff.
After they heard them, it was the judgment of the Vice Chief of

Staff that "Well and good, we have heard you, but I still think the
Center should go to Fort Huachuca."
When this was over I walked down the hall with General Palmer,

and said, "Sir, I consider this so important"—I make this point that
I am making right now, to make it very clear that I was given more
than adequate opportunity to make myself heard.
I walked down the hall with him and said, "Sir, I consider this

so important, and I know it is not the normal thing, but may I ask
you to set aside judgment"—which he was perfectly capable of making,
and had the responsibility for—but I said, "I think the Chief of Staff
wants the center the way I have come up with it. And would you
please have this presented all over again to the Chief of Staff?"
He said, "If you feel that strongly about it, I certainly will."
Mr. PIKE. Who was the Chief of Staff?

78-930-72-4
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General MCCHRISTIAN. General Westmoreland, sir.
So some days later this was presented to General Westmoreland.

General Palmer was there, and all key members of the Staff. Gen-
eral Westmoreland heard it.
At the end of the briefing, sir, after a lot of discussion, he expressed

his desire of how he would like to have such a center, but he said,
in view of all of the comments that had been made to him by members
of the Staff in the discussion, he was going to defer his decision at
that moment. And he did not arrive at a decision at the end of that
briefing.
So, if I may, sir, stop here and say, this is how we get up to that

particular point.
Are there questions at this point, or what would you like me to

cover?
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Daniel.
Mr. DANIEL. First, Mr. Chairman, I want to associate myself with

the remarks you have made in saying how much we appreciate the
general coming here and sharing this information with us. I think
it has been most helpful to us in our deliberations.

General, what were the primary factors that you considered in the
location of this center? The primary factors, now.

General MCCHRISTIAN. Yes, sir.
To be able to fight on a battlefield in the future with combat-ready

intelligence units and an Army that has had the benefit of their train-
ing, going around the country with intelligence teams assisting them
in their training. It is training where you can get all these units
together.
Mr. DANIEL. I am thinking primarily now of the physical factors as

between Fort Lewis and Huachuca.
General MCCHRISTIAN. You have to have the training facilities, the

area.
Intelligence today, sir, although it has gone extensively into elec-

tronic means of acquiring information, which calls for a tremendous
amount of areas of uncluttered spectrum, electromagnetic spectrums,
and plenty of air space, a school does require an environment that will
permit good scheduling of troops coming in and going out, so you can
finish what you have to do in a school and not have epostponed. You
need good classrooms, good facilities, you need plenty of air space,
plenty of training space not only for the school but for the various
types of intelligence unit that would be located there.
For example, in an artillery battalion you have certain intelligence

people using the capabilities of the artillery to pick up the enemy's
weapons, to get information on where the enemy's artillery is and get
it hooked into intelligence schedules.
One of the primary objectives of an armored cavalry squadron is to

collect information, intelligence activity, in a way G-2 normally helps
run this organization. In an infantry brigade at each battalion level,
even down with the troops out in front, you will have intelligence-type
units supporting them in the concept, with radars or sensors or
various types of equipment. So if you want to have realistic training
you would like to have this brigade that I have always put in my con-
cept, that you can put on the field and then superimpose on it intelli-
gence activities which are so scarce that there is no division in this
country that is going out and training in the field that has all of these
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people who can be with them in their field exercises and can contribute
to this type of training.
So you need a large area to do this, sir.
Mr. DANIEL. Did General Palmer ever tell you why he thought Hua-

chuca was a location superior to Fort Lewis? If so, can you advise the
committee what he said?

General MCCHRISTIAN. Sir, I don't think that this should be General
Palmer, per se, on it.
Mr. DANIEL. Who made the final decision?
General MCCHRISTIAN. The final decision, sir, was made by General

Westmoreland. It had also been made by General Palmer and deferred
to General Westmoreland.
But in answering your question, the reasons why—for example, I

had an argument that Fort Lewis was good from the electromagnetic
interference aspect, because it would create atmospheres like we will
find on the battlefield, and this will be realistic training. Well, the
Signal Officer of the Army, who is the expert in this field, and others,
brought this point out, and it is a very valid point, they said: A school
needs to have an uncluttered environment in the electromagnetic field
so you can teach the fundamentals to the beginners, and they can do
it without interference. When they leave the school and are assigned
to a division at say Lewis, and are in advanced training there, out in
field training, then that is the time for them to have that realistic en-
vironment.
This makes sense.
Mr. DANIEL. Early in your testimony you suggested that the Chief

of Staff was bound in by restrictions in making these decisions. Can
you expand on that?
General MCCHRISTIAN. I can expand just on some of those that

came to my attention as we were working on the study.
From day to day in those days the Army was unsure of what the

end strength of the Army was going to be. I don't even know if they
know today. And when you try to manage an Army without knowing
what your end strength will be and whether you will or will not have
a Division here, or they can give me school troops someplace in my
concept, or cannot, they could not really arrive at that judgment. Such
a little thing has such a tremendous impact on all plans, in the Army,
and upon every dollar that you have and that you can spend; that is
one thing.
When he was faced with the water, was it or wasn't it there; when

he was faced with time constraints—I am sure, and I am not the expert
on this, because it is out of my bailiwick, but I could feel the pressure
that he has had certain times to come up to the Secretary of Defense
and say these are the posts that are going to be closed, for closures of
Army posts throughout the country, he has pressure put on him on
these things.
Many of these things affect these decisions.
Mr. DANIEL. You had no reference, then, to outside influences?
General MCCHRISTIAN. Oh, no, sir. As far as I am concerned I have

never been aware of such a thing, sir.
Mr. DANIEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PIKE. Just in that particular context, I don't think you can

really say you have not ever been aware of the possibility of outside
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influences. Did not your briefing to the Vice Chief of Staff and the
Chief of Staff in itself contain a reference to possible political flak
that you would get?
General MCCHRISTIAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. PIKE. That you would get if you went from Fort Huachuca to

Fort Lewis?
General MCCHRISTIAN. Absolutely, sir.
Mr. DANIEL. I thought you could ask him about it better than I,

Mr. Chairman.
General MCCHRISTIAN. I must have misunderstood the question. I

thought you had in mind something specific and definite.
Mr. DANIEL. That is what I had in mind.
Mr. PIKE. Will you address what your briefing said about the possi-

ble political flak you might run into if the decision were made to
reverse the decision which had already been made?
General McCmusrux. It was my position in my briefing, sir, that

although an announcement had been made to this effect, I felt that
the Army should go—in fact I volunteered and said I will be the one,
if you want someone to sacrifice I am the guy I will go tell the Con-
gress that in my judgment we shouldn't go here, we should go there.
That is the course of action I recommended we should take.
When we make a plan like this we know there is political interest,

rightfully so, in how it impacts on the people to be affected by it. We
are concerned about that, too. So, yes, we always considered, in my
study, what is going to be the political impact as we see it.
Mr. PIKE. Let's go a little further. Your briefing specifically named

one Representative and one Senator, did it not, who might be expected
to be unhappy if this decision were changed?

General MCCHRISTIAN. That is right, sir. I think we always would
say if we move from a place to a place, the people we are moving will
be concerned. They represent those people. If we go to this place, they
will be concerned, because here are the people who represent them.
That is how we arrive at that.
Mr. PIKE. We have the language, I think, of the McChristian Report

in this regard.
General McChristian, I do not wish to get in an adversary rela-

tionship with you, simply because I do not think I have ever heard
a group of Congressmen hold still for so long and listen to a man
say what he deeply believes in as eloquently, as you have just done
it. And I frankly am obliged to say that I think you have been on
the side of the angels through this.
To me it is a great tragedy that the concept which you envisaged

and the center which you proposed have been overruled and, in my
judgment, in fact cannot come to pass because of the physical limita-
tions at Fort Huachuca.
Now, at the very time that you were briefing General Westmore-

land and his Vice Chief, Deople were already moving, were they
not, from Holabird down to Huachuca?
General MCCHRTSTTAN. I don't believe so. sir. I don't believe—As I

recall, I do not believe so. I would have to check the facts on that.
Mr. PIKE. All right. I guess I am wrong on that.
General McChristian. you heard the testimony of the GAO wit-

ness on the subject of the cost comparison between Fort Lewis and



25

Fort Huachuca, and the fact that the difference in the cost, even though
it showed Fort Lewis to be cheaper, was still substantially understated,
because it did not show the cost of, I think it was, 2,800 men at Fort
Huachuca, which it did show at Fort Lewis.
Why not?
General MCCHRISTIAN. At the time that I coordinated the briefing

to go to the Chief of Staff—this is the August 25 briefing that I am
talking about, and I think that is the one you have in mind—I was
at that time, sir, in coordinating my briefing with the Staff, instructed
that there could not be a brigade made 'available at Huachuca; it
wouldn't even be in the strength of the Army, and therefore I should
drop this brigade out of my previous costing of going to Huachuca.
Mr. PIKE. Why did you not also drop it out at Lewis, if you were

trying to compare comparable costs?
General MCCHRISTIAN. At Lewis, since it is a division post, and

since my plans to put the center there were made under the conditions
that a division and my Intelligence Center would be there, we knew—
or expected—that there would be a brigade located there.
Now, in my original trip report figures on Lewis I did not include

the cost—in my part, there are two parts of that transcript report.
The part that talks about going into temporary buildings first was
made by the Continental Army Command. That is their figure, and
that is their recommendation on how to do it.
The part that talks of going into permanent construction first is my

plan.
Now, in my plan there I think the total cost was around $37 million,on my part, going into the permanent. But this included the follow-

ing—well, to answer your question specifically, sir, I did not cost
the permanent construction for a brigade, because I knew there wason the post, North Post, a training center that had space for about17,000 troops for expansion in time of war. When I was there part
of a training center was there, most of it was closed out, and I knewwe could move from any permanent barracks we occupied with ourcenter in the division area, could move to the North Post area withvery little expense, and in the long-range plan of a post, if that becamerequired, we could plan the long-range construction.
In my original visit I went under the assumption that we wouldn'tcost a brigade, or something; they were talking about maybe a brigade

or a cavalry regiment. It looked for some time to come as if therewouldn't be a requirement.
When we presented it to the Chief of Staff he said, "You may beright but, to be consistent, say we do put the division there and occupyall the permanent building and have a center there, and in the longrange you do 'have to plan for the construction of this separate brigadefor the school," which again I did not think was essential, if there wasone there they could support the school, but they said, "Let's do itthis way," and that is why it is in there sir.
Mr. PIKE. In fact, were you not really comparing the costs in a waywhich did not compare equals?
General MCCHRISTIAN. In 'a way that is true.
Mr. PIKE. And still Fort Lewis came out cheaper?
General MCCHRISTIAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. PIKE. What did you estimate, before they told you not to includeit, as the cost of including the brigade at Fort Huachuca?
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General MCCHRISTIAN. $37.7 million—pardon me. Fort Huachuca?

Mr. PIKE. Yes. Fort Huachuca.
General MCCHRISTIAN. I am sorry, that was the figure on Lewis.

Mr. PIKE. $37.7 million on Lewis?
General McCmasnAN. Yes.
On Huachuca, with a brigade, my figures on Huachuca in my De-

partment of Army study, which is the basic coordinated figure I have,

was $197.5 million.
Mr. PIKE. So in the business of comparing equals

' 
the difference be-

tween the two was $160 million, was it not, roughly?
General MCCHRISTIAN. No, sir, not quite. Because the $197.5 million

for Huachuca did construct permanent barracks for the brigade.

The $37.7 million in my trip report at Lewis did not. But the $80.3

revised did, that did take care of it.
Mr. PIKE. So the difference 'between the two would have been $110

million, comparing equals?
General MCCHRISTIAN. Right offhand, sir, that looks correct, but

may I say this: Sometimes these figures could fool you, if you jump at

it too fast that way. I would want to—there is a big difference there,

for sure. Whether that is the exact amount I cannot say at this moment.

Mr. PIKE. Did you prepare or have anything to do with the figures

which were presented to the Congress in 1970 as to what it was going

to cost to move the school from Holabird to Huachuca?
General MCCHRISTIAN. I did not prepare these figures, sir.
Mr. PIKE. Did you see those figures?
General MCCHRISTIAN. I believe I did, sir but I cannot answer with

any—I don't know. I don't recall that I did or did not, those particular

ones.
Mr. PIKE. Do you recall whether you questioned them in any way?
General MCCHRISTIAN. Yes, sir, I think I did, as it came to my

attention. I would like to make it clear on that point, sir, as I think I
can, so there is nothing hanging in the air. It is no secret that I was

very strong in my plan, and my plan shows it, that at Huachuca I
planned for the construction, in my Department of Army plan of the
great majority, in not all, of the housing required on post, because I
considered it was a remote area and that it had to be done that way. So
that was a very high cost that I foresaw.
The other side of the coin the Army had was this: that all Of the

posts of the Army that are reporting shortages of housing for a period
of time showed that as the average for the Army you only had on post
about 55 percent of the housing required. So when I revised my figures
and had to coordinate them with this overall Army factor I was ob-
liged to use these figures. And that is why, again, some of these costs
come down, because I was obliged to plan on 55 percent on-post
housing and to drop out all of it for the brigade, because we wouldn't
have it. That is why the figures take a tremendous drop in there, just
those two things do most of it.
Mr. PIKE. Well, the Congress was told, and now I am referring;

specifically to the testimony of Mr. Barry Shillito and Mr. Ed Sher-
idan, and others, before the Appropriations Committee, on March 6,
1970, that construction costs at Fort Huachuca in order to move this
school would be $4.7 million.
What did your figures show at that time?
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General MCCHRISTIAN. I don't have the figures in my head, sir, on
the school. The only ones I am fully aware of are my center concept.
I was never of the opinion myself that we were just going to put the
school there. It was "here is my concept of a center that is going to
be there," and that is the $197.5 figure.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Gubser ?
Mr. Daniel?
Mr. Reddan ?
Mr. Lally?
General McChristian, we thank you very much for your testimony.
It is now 12 o'clock, and I will recess the hearing until 2 o'clock

this afternoon.
General MCCHRISTIAN. Will I be needed further, sir?
Mr. PIKE. I don't think so. Perhaps, as Mr. Reddan points out to

me, we are going to have testimony from the Army this afternoon
that you might, in your own interest, wish to make comments on, but
you need not stay at the request of the committee.
General MCCHRISTIAN. Thank you, sir.
(Whereupon, at 12 o'clock noon, the special subcommittee was re-

cessed, to reconvene at 2 p.m., the same day.)

ArIERNOON SESSION

Mr. PIKE. The meeting will come to order.
Mr. Frank Beck of the Corps of Engineers will be our next witness.

Please sit down, and go ahead, Mr. Beck.

TESTIMONY OF FRANK P. BECK, CHIEF, MASTER PLANNING SEC-
TION, PLANNING BRANCH, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, CORPS OF
ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ACCOMPANIED BY
DONALD B. KNUDSON, CHIEF, SANITARY SECTION, UTILITIES
BRANCH, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF
ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Mr. BECK. I have with me Mr. Donald Knudson.
Mr. PIKE. Fine. Go ahead, Mr. Beck. I understand you do not have

a prepared statement. I simply ask you to give us the chronology of the
water situation at Fort Huachuca, as you know it and have participatedin it.
Mr. BECK. Yes, sir.
Now, as a master planner we are acquainted with and do receive allof the reports from installations as to the conditions that do exist at

those installations. In other words, we have each installation analyze
their problems, particular problems, and difficulties. And from ananalysis of existing facilities, of which I had read and was well aware,
we know there were some water needs there for our permanent strength,
designated at that time as about 7000.
There was a project in the mill to maintain the water level, and this

gave us no concern. But then the first public announcement was madeof the move from Holabird to Fort Huachuca and this was the first
time—we were a little surprised, because we had not known of this
move being made, or my office was not aware of it.
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Mr. PIKE. By "public announcement" you mean the first you knew
of it was when you read it in the paper?
Mr. BECK. That is right. We read it was going to Fort Huachuca.
Mr. DANIEL. Excuse me. Did you say the water level at the time

could maintain 7000?
Mr. BECK. We considered it would safely maintain 7000. Now, this

is the actual permanent population.
What we have, if you relate this to an equivalent population, is that

some stay on all day and some come on during the day and go off at
night; and this related pretty much to an equivalent population of
13,500, of which this 7000 just about constituted—it was just about
even.
Mr. DANIEL. I still do not understand.
Mr. BECK. Yes sir.
Mr. DANIEL. Would the water level at that time maintain 7000

people or 13,000 people?
Mr. BECK. 7000 is what we call just the military strength. This is

what we plan on normally. But when you assess a water requirement
you take not only strictly the military strength, but also the civilians
there dependent population, so on, into account, and this runs about
13,500. They are pretty much even with each other, in other words.
Mr. DANIEL. Very good.
Mr. BECK. In the water project in the MCA program, then, we made

sure we would at least maintain this level with approximately that
many people there. This had been our master planning strength since
before 1956.
With the announcement this was going there, we were not too much

concerned to begin with, because they had indicated only a small unit
going there. They spoke of, the school itself, at that time.
It was not until a few days later, when a Mr. Keena, who had been

related to some of the work going on with this previous study, or
studies, brought them to our office, that then we found the Intelligence

Center concept was of greater magnitude than we had ever anticipated
before, and it more than doubled the strength with which we had been
dealing up to then.
And of course, knowing what conditions were, we simply—I wrote

a memo to my own chief, and alerted him to the problem.
Mr. PIKE. What did you say in that memo?
Mr. BECK. I said if they went along with a complete concept of this

strength there was simply a water potential problem at this particu-
lar installation, and we cited the water usage that has occurred in the
past, and what problems would result from that if we doubled the
strength.
We knew it would last for a period of time; it wasn't an immediate

situation, by any means, even with the double strength. But it had
been always the Engineers' concept that we preserve the Status quo
rather than, you might say, mine water from our aquifers.
Mr. PIKE. Did you state in that memo that the water supply had

been critical with the current permanent planning strength?
Mr. BECK. It had been sufficiently 
Mr. PIKE. No. I am asking whether you stated in the memo that the

water supply had been critical with the current permanent planning

strength.
Mr. BECK. I wish I could remember those words exactly.
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( Staff Counsel Lally hands document to Mr. Beck.)
Mr. REDDAN. Mr. Beck. you have been handed a document. Would

you please identify it for the record?
Mr. BECK. That is the information brief which I sent to my chief

on March 11.
Mr. REDDAN. What year, sir?
Mr. BECK. This is dated in 1970.
Mr. PIKE. Right in the first paragraph, Mr. Beck.
Mr. BECK. That is right. It is there.
I did not dare answer until I saw I had put it in the document.
Mr. PIKE. So you said in that document that with the current per-

manent planning strength the water supply had been critical.
Now, go ahead and continue with your testimony.
Mr. BECK. I was also asked to draft a letter for the Chief of Staff

concerning this particular water situation, which we did, and it was
dispatched on the 24th.
Mr. PIKE. What was the substance of that letter?
Mr. BECK. To alert the Chief of Staff to a potential water shortage

for Fort Huachuca.
Mr. PIKE. And this was a memo for the Chief of Staff, is that

correct?
Mr. BECK. That is correct, sir.
Mr. PIKE. Did that memo say that "We are not yet sure we have

sufficient water for the current strength, let alone any increased
strength"?
Mr. BECK. That is correct, sir.
Mr. PIKE. Go ahead and tell me what happened after that, Mr. Beck.
Mr. BECK. Well, at that time there was also—in my responsibilities

oftentimes we do a lot of "order of magnitude" estimating- for the
Department of the Army. And because I had put together charts that
did this rather rapidly, they were often sent to my office, instead of
the Estimating Section, when we were dealing with overall estimating
problems.
And of course we began putting together what the problems were as

far as water was concerned, and alerted everyone that we thought
should be concerned with this.
At the same time we gave them advice on how they might begin

making comparisons. I know they were making a study at that time.
Major Ramsey was part of that group. We gave them some general
instructions on how they should make a comparison. But we were
not drawn into the estimating part of it at that time, just barely on
the surface.
I myself had indicated to the people who were making a check on

this, I said, in an offhanded way, 'Why don't you take a look at Fort
Lewis? At least they have plenty of water there, and there is space
where you could put this kind of unit, and it would be established
at a much larger installation than you would have at Fort Huachuca."
To begin with they did not pay too much attention. Later on they

came an asked for more data on Fort Lewis. Then I did not hear of
it until after they had completed their study and they had announced
there was a tremendous saving at Fort Lewis.
Then I said, "Something must be terribly wrong to have that kind

of 
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Mr. PIKE. Wait a minute. They announced there was a tremendous
saving at Fort Lewis?
Mr. BECK. Fort Lewis; at least through our normal channels. The

minute that took place, and they had $100 million, or something like
that, just a general statement, having done many estimates before on
long-range construction, I said, "Something must be wrong, because
this could not possibly be."
So for my own interest at the time I took it through what is the dif-

ference between one and the other. I took it through my estimating
guide that I can normally do quite rapidly. And the difference was
only in the neighborhood of $2 or $3 million at that time, that I could
see from my estimating guide, whether they made one or the other
choice.
I said, "Something must be wrong."
And when they came on another occasion I asked those who had

been making estimates, or at least had known of these estimates, "How
did you manage to arrive at this conclusion?"
Then I found that, of course, they had made the assumption that

Fort Lewis would be empty and you just moved in and took over the
permanent facilities. And, of course, when you do that you get that
kind of estimate.
But if we would put it in parallel with each other, keeping every-

thing constant, as much as we possibly could, and we had done many
in the past, and could keep them constant—you can make estimates
vary so much depending on the criteria you put into them—
Mr. PIKE. YOU sure can—
Mr. BECK. —that we said, "Let's look at this on a very, very con-

sistent basis."
We have always in the estimate we have made said, "All right,

what is the total impact from the current to the far future?" We always
look 20 years ahead. What is the impact of having everything in
permanent construction? And in taking it through I could only find
these $2 million or $3 million differences. Because in my mind it was
then just a toss of the coin which way they went as far as money
was concerned.
Mr. PIKE. What figure, in doing your calculations, did you use, or

come up with. for the cost of construction at Fort Huachuca?
Mr. BECK. I do not have the total costs. These were simply calcula-

tions then that I ran out, just made the check, the comparison, and
that was the end of it, because that wasn't part of my responsibility.
I was just doing it for my own information.
Mr. PIKE. It was part of your responsibility to draft this letter

which went from your boss, General Clark—is that correct?
Mr. BECK. That is correct.
Mr. PIKE (continuing). To the Chief of Staff?
Mr. BECK. That is correct, sir.
Mr. PIKE. Did the letter have an overall recommendation as to

whether or not they should move into Fort Huachuca?
Mr. BECK. No, it did not.
Mr. PIKE. Did not the letter conclude with the language, "I feel

that it would be unwise to proceed at this time with any plan that
would substantially increase the population of Fort Huachuca"?
Mr. BECK. I made that statement, yes. I did not think this was a

recommendation as to whether they shouldn't go to Huachuca in the
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total picture. At that juncture, until we were surer of the water, the
thing was, we shouldn't make the determination at that particular
moment.
Mr. PIKE. Are you sure of the water at Fort Huachuca today?
Mr. BECK. I will ask Mr. Knudson to give you a picture on that.
Mr. KNUDSON. Let me say for the record, I am a Sanitary Engineer.
As a follow-on from that letter of alerting the Chief of Staff, an

investigation searching for additional water supplies was taken on.
This search has ascertained—this is actually a follow-on of a report
that I believe you have, a U.S. Geological Survey Report of the late
1950s, early 1960s, in which certain surface indications of water were
determined, but no new wells were drilled at that time by the U.S.
Geological Survey.
We went further (and looked into the locations they indicated might

be favorable for developing supplemental water supplies other than
the one that the post and the town of Sierra Vista depended on. This
investigation revealed that the underground reservoir, while it con-
sists of three—if I may use the term—distinct geological formations,
they are interrelated, and waterwise they are only one continuous
reservoir.
So with this information, from the Huachuca Mountains on the—

if I get twisted I will beg your pardon—on the South, to San Pedro
River on the North, we have only one common water reservoir. The
ability to withdraw water from that reservoir depends to a large ex-
tent on the porosity of the formation in the point that we put the well
down. An example of that is that if we drill into clay, while there is
water in the clay you cannot get it to run out and you don't get a
productive well. We have to find a coarse formation, in order to
extract the water.

This is what we have found, that we have one continuous body of
water that is in—it is not—
Mr. PIKE. Is the level of the water in that body stable, rising, or

falling?
Mr. Kisamsorr. It is falling.
The work done by the U.S. Geological Survey, that was mentioned

this morning, showed it was falling at the rate of 2.4 feet per year.
The water level was declining. That is what Mr. Beck referred to as
"mining." We are actually using the water at the rate of 2.4 feet per
year. That decline has continued. On our latest recotd it is declining
at the rate of 1.4 feet per year-1.5, I am sorry. Let me clarify that.
So on an overall average for the last 15 years, of which we now have

a record, we have an average loss of around 2 feet per year. We know
now that there is no other substantial body of water in that basin. It
is on that basis that our geologists and engineers have concluded that
at the current rate of use, not just by the post but by the civilian popu-
lation as well, we have a community of 1,200 to 1,500 at the north gate
of the post. In Huachuca City, and right there at the post proper, we
have a community of roughly 8,000 population, Sierra Vista, and they
are drawing on the same body of water as we; there are rural uses, as
well, and the installation. They are all causing the decline on the basis
that if the rate of use were to continue as it is now being withdrawn,
we have come up with an estimate that we have a usable water supply
for 60 years.
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We are saying this with the full understanding that each year it
will cost us more to produce that same volume of water. It will make
more energy as that water table lowers, to bring that water to the
surface of the ground.
Mr. DANIEL. What responsibilities

' 
Mr. Beck, do you have other

than establishing the water potential? What responsibilities did you
have?
Mr. BECK. In what way, sir?
Mr. DANIEL. On this particular project what other responsibilities

did you have as an engineer?
Mr. BECK. I am myself a landscape architect. Our overall respon-

sibility is to review the overall master plan after installation and
approve the siting of facilities that are located on that installation.
Mr. DANTEL. Several times in your discussion you referred to "they."

Who is "they"?
Mr. BECK. I would have to go back to the testimony to see how it

was stated.
Mr. DANIEL. You talked of giving reports to "them," or receiving

information from "them."
Mr. BECK. Usually this was an ACSI team, because they were in the

process of making the estimates, studies, and so forth. It was the ACSI
people we were talking about at that time.
Mr. PIKE. Getting back to this 60-year figure, what does that as-

sume as far as the stability of the civilian population is concerned?
Mr. KNUDSON. That is assuming they continue to withdraw at the

same rate as they are now withdrawing.
Mr. PIKE. Is not the civilian population growing down there?
Mr. KNUDSON. It is growing in proportion to the population of the

post, as far as we can ascertain. There is a caveat in this, in that if we
develop a civilian retirement community in this area such as developed
at Tucson, that has no particular relationship to existing industry as
we know it, this would have an impact in proportion to that which
would shorten the life of this. If the water withdrawals were to be in-
creased, this 60-year estimate would have to be reduced proportion-
ately.
Mr. PIKE. Does your estimate include the new housing which the

Army has asked for in the current bill?
Mr. KNUDSON. Yes, sir in this respect: If we have a person living

off post in a standard or substandard property, and we move him on
post, that family will continue to use from that same body of water at,
as near as I can ascertain

' 
the same rate. So whether he lives in Hua-

chuca City, or Sierra Vista, or on post in family housing, the water
demands on this common reservoir will stay the same.
Mr. PIKE. Is the water situation, in your judgment, at Fort Hua-

chuca such that it could possibly support the Intelligence Center as
envisioned either by General McChristian or by the Smith Report?
Mr. KNUDSON. My answer will go back to current usage 60 years if

we increase the usage, if we double the population, we reduce that
usage, the useful life of this reservoir, to 30 years. If we increase it by
50 percent rather than 100 percent, we would reduce this useful life
to in the range of 40 to 45 years.
May I bring up another example dealing with the water, on which

we have been keeping very close tab? And this has been mentioned,
the Central Arizona Project. There is a reservoir in the long-range
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planning of that project, the Charleston Reservoir. It is located in the
vicinity of the abandoned town of Charleston. This is where it gets its
name.
Mr. PIKE. Did they abandon it because they ran out of water?
Mr. KNUDSON. Sir, I don't have that history so I cannot answer.

The report I have says that it is at the site of the abandoned town of
Charleston. It could have been the Indians scalped them, for all I
know, sir.
In any case, at that site there is a location where the Bureau of Rec-

lamation considers a desirable dam that would provide a water res-
ervoir to augment the declining water available for the whole State
of Arizona. We are not talking about just San Pedro Valley or just
Fort Huachuca, the whole State is involved.
Mr. PIKE. In this committee meeting we are just trying to figure

out why on earth they made this move when you people vere vigor-
ously telling them they were going to run out of water, and not to do it.
Mr. KNUDSON. I cannot answer that.
In connection with the central Arizona project, as soon as it became

known that the Bureau of Reclamation anticipated development of this
in stages, the Army did place an application for a diversion of water.
Since this was done a number of years ago the request for a diversion
was as early as 1980. The first phase, which does not include the
Charleston Reservoir, will not be operational before 1985.
I have been advised in the last 2 weeks by the Bureau of Reclama-

tion it will not be operational before 1985. However, we have still
an application in that is, applications on this particular reservoir
have not been acted on and no allocations have been made.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Daniel?
Mr. DANIEL. No questions.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Reddan ?
Mr. Lally?
Mr. LALLY. Would you gentlemen address the Canyons Project and

its impact on the water resources of Fort Huachuca?
Mr. KNUDSON. Yes, sir.
At the time the Canyons Project was done, which was a 1969 MCA

Project, to supplement the current well supply it was hoped we could
tap this runoff from the Canyons and relieve the usage from the wells.
Those were the two canyons, Huachuca Canyon and Garden Canyon.
The maximum we have ever received from those was under 200,000
gallons per day. As of right now we are actually getting between
40,000 and 50,000 gallons a day from the Canyons. This will vary
seasonally depending on the rainfall in the mountains, the snow melt-
ing, that type of thing.
We have had a low return as low as 30,000, and we have had a maxi-

mum of around 200,000. But overall it has not been a significant por-
tion of the total water demands of the installation.
Mr. LALLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Beck, did you have any part in preparing the cost

estimates of the Smith Board?
Mr. BECK. Yes, I did.
Mr. PIKE. Was there a—I will withdraw that.
Were the cost estimates of the Smith Board as to long-range con-

struction costs the same as the information given to Congress, and in
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particular Congressman Long, about what the cost of this move was
going to be?
Mr. BECK. I don't know whether the same was given. I do know we

were very careful as far as the Smith Board was concerned to make it
an accurate one, and gave a total impact. But I do not recall whether
that is the same as was given to Congressman Long at the time, or not.
Mr. PIKE. Well, we are going to have to pause a little bit while we

get the Smith Report.
Mr. REDDAN. While we are waiting, may I ask Mr. Beck a question?
Mr. PIKE. Certainly.
Mr. REDDAN. Has there been any limitation placed on housing con-

struction at this time due to the water situation?
Mr. BECK. We have always kept them reminded that we had a 13,500

limitation, and we should observe that until we knew the full story of
the water. And we indicated it should stay that way until the water
was actually running, and we knew that we had it on hand.
Mr. REDDAN. It is going to stay that way until additional water

starts running, is that it?
Mr. BECK. This was our advice. That is all it has been up to this

point.
Mr. REDDAN. When is the earliest you would anticipate additional

water would start running?
Mr. BECK. As of now I don't know of any assurance we have of that,

based on the last report we obtained on the water situation, of which
Mr. Knudson has given you a report.
Mr. DANIEL. The earliest you could get it, from the information you

gave us, from that new project would be 1985, wouldn't it?
Mr. BECK. That is right.
Mr. KNUDSON. The Charleston Reservoir is not in that funded por-

tion of the Central Arizona Project. The Charleston Reservoir will be
in some subsequent phase which, to the best of my knowledge, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation has not come to you gentlemen in Congress for
funding on, on those phases yet. Until that is done, no projection as to
how soon it may be can be made.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Beck, I would now ask you to take a look both at the

figures in the Smith Report, which you had a part in preparing, and
in the briefing given to Congressman Long on what the cost of the
permanent construction at Fort Huachuca would be, and tell us
whether the figures are the same.
(Counsel Lally places documents before Mr. Beck.)
Mr. BECK. No, they are not exactly the same.
Mr. PIK.E. Well, what does the Smith Report show that the cost of

the construction at Huachuca would be?
Mr. BECK. There isn't a—let me see.
It gives the long-range construction at $45,754,000. It does not have

a total picture here, because there are not—let me see—
Mr. PIKE. We are particularly interested in the long-range perma-

nent construction costs. I am just trying to find out whether the Army
was telling the Congress what it knew about the construction costs at
Fort Huachuca?
Mr. BECK. I would prefer you ask DCSLOG about the relationship

of these figures, since they were monitoring the comparison between
those costs at the time they put them together, rather than my trying to
explain them.
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Mr. PIKE. What difference is there between the Smith Report, which
you helped prepare which shows $45 million in construction costs at
Fort Huachuca, and they told Congressman Long?
Mr. BECK. They had two items. They had the current MCA Pro-

gram of $46 million, and total increase to the current MCA Program
of $29 million, or a revised program total of $75 million, on the one
they presented to Congressman Long.
We included at least as much as MCA, $45 million total.
Mr. PIKE. Can you account for the discrepancy?
Mr. BECK. I cannot. I noticed the other day there was a difference in

family housing and a few other things, from the two reports, and I
pointed those out. But that is all I had knowledge of.
Mr. PIKE. That is all. Thank you.
General Dillard, I want to welcome you here, and also acknowledge,

right off the bat, the presence of your distinguished backup witness,
General Boatwright, whose name has been kicked around here a little
bit, also.
I think you may go right ahead with your statement. We are all

aware of the fact that the testimony which you are about to give us
pertains to facts which you know only by virtue of having read docu-
ments or having conversed with people, because you were not in your
present station at the time these events took place.
Go right ahead.

TESTIMONY OF BRIG. GEN. OLIVER W. DILLARD, DIRECTOR OF IN-
TELLIGENCE SUPPORT, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF
STAFF FOR INTELLIGENCE, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ACCOM-
PANIED BY COL. JOHN PERKINS, LT. COL. ROBERT P. MORRIS,
AND MAJ. JOHN B. KILDAY

General DILLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am pleased to have this opportunity to appear before this Sub-

committee, hoping that my testimony will bring some clarity and
understanding to this matter.

Sir, I would like to introduce to the Subcommittee our supporting
witnesses.
Colonel John Perkins, Chief, Family Housing Division, Director-

ate of Installations, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics.
Colonel PERKINS. Mr. Chairman.
General DILLARD. Lieutenant Colonel Robert P. Morris, Operations

Research Analyst, Directorate of Cost Analysis, Office of the Comp-
troller of the Army.

Colonel MoRins. Mr. Chairman.
General DILLAIU). Maj. John B. Kilday, Plans Officer, Directorate

of Intelligence Support, Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for
Intelligence.
Major KILDAY. Mr. Chairman.
General DILLARD. Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen:
There is considerable misunderstanding concerning the move of the

Army Intelligence School from Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca, and
the concept of an Army Intelligence Center. I will therefore direct
much of my statement to putting these matters into better perspective.
These two separate but interrelated subjects are best initially reviewed
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in isolation in order to obtain a clearer picture of their development.

I shall do this, first addressing the U.S. Army intelligence School.
Intelligence training began at Fort Holabird in 1945 when the

Counterintelligence Corps School was organized. To provide a greater

degree of centralization of intelligence training, combat intelligence

courses, then taught at Fort Riley, Kansas, were transferred, to Fort

Holabird in 1955, and the school was renamed the Army Intelligence

School.
The intelligence function, which formerly had been performed by

officers and men from other Army Branches, became a separate branch
of the Army in 1962. This change made an Army career in intelligence
much more desirable, but it increased significantly the Intelligence
School's training requirements. With the increased training require-
ments of an Army Branch School, Fort Holabird become increasingly
inadequate, although it had been adequate for the limited specialist
training of counterintelligence agents. Major deficiencies of Fort Hola-

bird in terms of this new mission involved the small size of the post

precluding adequate expansion within the installation, industrial
plants totally surrounding the post precluding expansion outside the
installation, the overcrowded airspace and lack of air facilities, and
the cluttered electromagnetic environment. The Army thus realized

that if it were to attract capable officers to the new Intelligence Branch,

and if these officers were to be developed properly, a new site was

needed for the Intelligence School.
During the intervening years since 1962 the Army developed several

concepts for relocating the Intelligence School, but the pressing re-

quirements for Intelligence personnel to support efforts in Southeast

Asia, and the increased Army size filling vacant space at Army installa-

tions made relocation of the school unfeasible until recently.
Then in late 1969 the Army began again to consider moving and

expanding the school. The Office of the Chief of Staff and the Office of

the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence examined a number of

sites as a possible future home for the Intelligence School. Through

these examinations potential sites were reduced to two, Fort Riley and

Fort Huachuca. The Blakefield Board made a detailed examination of

these two sites and recommended Fort Huachuca as the new home for

the School. I understand that a copy of this Board's Report has been

made available to Mr. Reddan.
On March 4, 1970 the Department of Defense informed Congress of

its intention to relocate from Fort Holabird the Army Intelligence

School and other activities, less elements of the National Security

Agency. Later, at the request of the House Appropriations Committee's

MILCON Subcommittee, the Army reexamined this proposed move.

This reexamination concluded that the Intelligence Command should

remain in the Baltimore-Washington area, but the school should move

to Fort Huachuca. Subsequently, Secretary Resor reaffirmed the deci-

sion to relocate the Intelligence School from FortHolabird.
Early in 1971, the Intelligence School began to move to Fort

Huachuca. By June of that year 85 percent of the school had relocated.

THE INTELLIGENCE CENTER CONCEPT

The second segment of this complex issue involves the Army In-

telligence Center concept. As a result of problems in intelligence which
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existed in World War II and the Korean conflict the Army made a
number of studies of its existing intelligence organization. Various
concepts of an Intelligence Center

' 
such as exploitation, production,

and training centers
' 

developed from these studies. A center, as we
use the term, refers to the consolidation of a number of specialized
intersupporting activities which contribute to a common function.
In 1954, one proposal to create a center suitable to the needs of the

Army of that time resulted in the transfer of the intelligence curricula
of the former Army General School at Fort Riley to Fort Holabird,
thus forming the Army Intelligence School, as mentioned earlier. For
several years after that change, little was done about an Intelligence
Center concept, although developments in organization and the estab-
lishment of an Intelligence Branch did eliminate some of the problems
which hampered effective Army intelligence operations.
In August 1968, Major General McChristian became the Assistant

Chief of Staff for Intelligence, or ACSI. He had been the J-2 in
Vietnam, that is the Chief Intelligence Officer of all the services in that
war zone. Employing his experience in an operational combat environ-
ment, General McChristian refocused attention on the concept of an
Intelligence Center.
In early 1969, General McChristian developed an outline Intelligence

Center concept involving over 21,000 men. This concept proposed
that intelligence operational activities, schools, supporting units, com-
bat troops, and installation overhead personnel, be established at an
installation which would then become the home for Army intelligence
similar to Fort Sill being the home of the artillery and Fort Benning
being the home of the infantry. This initial concept was neither for-
mally presented to, nor approved by, the Chief of Staff of the Army.
However, from General McChristian's original proposal, a concept

of an Intelligence Center evolved along the lines he suggested, but
of lesser scope. This was considered to be feasible, desirable, and de-
serving of further amplification. The Army recognized, however, that
even a small center could not be located at Foit Holabird, because
of the deficiencies previously mentioned. Therefore, in June 1969 the
Chief of Staff directed that a long-range study group determine, among
other things, a suitable location for an Intelligence Center.
In December 1969. the Chief of Staff directed General McChristian

to develop a detailed plan for an Intelligence Center. During this de-
tailed development, Fort Huachuca was examined as the site for this
center, as well as the Intelligence School. As mentioned earlier, the
Blakefield Board was also in session. In February 1970, the Blakefield
Board's recommendation to locate the school at Fort Huachuca was
approved.
General McChristian completed his detailed plan in May 1970. He

proposed a center of approximately 9700, much less than the 21,000
he had envisioned earlier, but still quite large. Its size caused questions
to be raised on the adequacy of Fort Huachuca's resources to support
this center. Therefore, the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff directed Gen-
eral McChristian to visit Fort Lewis, Washington to determine if that
installation were better suited for his proposal.

General McChristian visited Fort Lewis and determined that it could
accommodate his proposed center. The varied terrain, weather and
vegetation gave a capability for realistic training. There were, how-

•
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ever, problems associated with the Fort Lewis environment. The elec-
tromagnetic spectrum was cluttered, making it difficult to train with
the electronically sophisticated devices being developed and used for
battlefield intelligence. Another problem was that poor weather at
Lewis during much of the year would inhibit field training and sup-
port by aviation. Additionally, an overriding consideration was that
when the stationing of major army activities within the United States
was considered, Fort Lewis was determined to be best utilized as pri-
marily an Infantry Division Post.
Mr. REDDAN. Excuse me, General. I don't want to interrupt you, but

on this particular part, when you talk about the problems, are these
problems which General McChristian felt would prohibit the use of
Fort Lewis? Or are these someone else's objections to Fort Lewis?
General DILLARD. Sir, partly both. They are not completely either

of the things you have stated.
I have included some of the major points presented by General Mc-

Christian. In the latter part of the paragraph you have three or four
of the major arguments raised, some in his study, but also raised by
others, opposing Fort Lewis.
Mr. REDDAN. Specifically, General McChristian did not feel the elec-

tromagnetic spectrum at Lewis would prohibit its use by the school?
General DILLARD. No, sir. Originally he felt, as I understand it from

the record and from having talked to him, that it would be better to be
more realistic in terms of this type of training. However, he also recog-
nized that in terms of school requirements and in terms of training
there was a different problem, and a different requirement. Therefore,
he admitted that realism was desired, but that for initial school train-
ing perhaps an uncluttered environment would be desirable.
Mr. REDDAN. Did he tell that to the Chief of Staff?
General DILLARD. I don't know, sir. He told that to me personally.
Mr. REDDAN. We can develop that further.
Excuse me, sir. Go ahead.
General DILLARD. During his visit General McChristian developed

cost estimates which were hurriedly assembled. These estimates in-
dicated that a modification of his concept could be established at
Fort Lewis for $159.8 million less than at Fort Huachuca. This modi-
fied center would not contain a brigade of combat troops bringing
the strength down to approximately 6800 men. In his estimates,
General McChristian considered that the center eventually would be
in permanent facilities at either post. His estimates provided for these
permanent facilities. Later, after having refined his estimates, Gen-
eral McChristian formally recommended that Fort Lewis be the site
of the Intelligence Center. In this presentation, he indicated that the
Center could be established at Fort Lewis for $2.3-to-$8.8 million less
than at Fort Huachuca.
Because of the complicated factors involved in General McChristian's

Center concept, the Chief of Staff convened a separate in-house panel
to assess the concept and to make an independent recommendation
on the feasibility of the concept, and, if appropriate, what portions
of it should be adopted. This panel was called the Smith Board
copy of its report has been provided Mr. Reddan.
Mr. DANIEL (Presiding) . General Dillard, I regret that I must

interrupt you at this time, to go and vote. The committee will stand
in recess at this time until Mr. Pike returns.
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General McChristian, would you remain to address any point about
which we might want to ask you, which might be at odds with your
testimony or your recollection ?
I regret very much that I must leave.
Mr. Pike will be back shortly.
(Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m., the Special Subcommittee was recessed

for Roll Call.)
Mr. DANTF.T.. (Presiding) The Committee will come to order.
General Dillard, you may proceed.
General DILLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Smith Report determined that it was feasible and desirable

to establish .a center based on the then accepted "Center Team Con-
cept." Under then existing policy, combining a branch school with
time e appropriate CombatDevelopments Command agency constituted
a Center Team. The Smith Board recommended that an Intelligence
Center be established at Fort Huachuca initially consisting of the
Intelligence School and the Combat Developments Command Intel-
ligence Agency. The Board indicated that collocating these activities
with the Combat Surveillance and Electronic Warfare School and
other agencies at Fort Huachuca would enhance intelligence training.
The resulting Center Team would provide the nucleus for the Intel-
ligence Center concept. Two military intelligence units could be
added to this center nucleus when it was determined that adequate
resources existed at Fort Huachuca to support them. Although this
initial center was much smaller than the one envisioned by General
McChristian, it allowed for further expansion as resources and firm
requirements developed. On November 17, 1970, General McChristian
concurred in the recommendations of the Smith study. Subsequently,
these recommendations were approved by the Chief of Staff.
Gentlemen, let me next show the close correlation between the

closure of Fort Holabird and, the Intelligence Center concept, subjects
I have treated separately thus far. (See Appendix III.)

Figure 1 shows the interrelationship between closure of Fort Hola-
bird, moving the Intelligence School, developing an Intelligence Center
concept and formulating a long-range stationing plan. I shall break
into chronology of these actions in June 1969. There were, however,
five significant developments which occurred prior to June 1969 that
influenced these actions. These developments were (1) experience at
Fort Holabird had shown its severe limitations in terms of providing
for an Intelligence School; (2) operating at Holabird was inefficient
and uneconomical; (3) a prior analysis developed by the Army showed
that an Intelligence Center was both feasible and desirable; (4)
General McChristian's extensive experience, and especially his experi-
ence in Vietnam, led him to refocus on an Intelligence Center con-
cept; and (5) the stationing plan for permanent construction being
used by the Army had been published in 1966 and needed a complete
revision.
Mr. PIKE (Presiding). General Dillard, I am going to interrupt

you at this point, and let us just talk about our time problem.
General DILLARD. Yes.
Mr. PIKE. I would suggest, if you have no objection, that we put

the rest of your statement into the record, and proceed with questions.
General DILLARD. Certainly.
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Mr. PIKE. Because, frankly, I would like to get this hearing con-
cluded today. I have a hunch you probably would too. I know General
McChristian would, and I know the other members of the committee
would, if we can. So we will simply put the remainder of your state-
ment in the record at this point, with your approval, and, Mr. Daniel,
I believe you had questions you wanted to lead off with here.
Mr. DANIEL. Yes, sir.

(The balance of Brigadier General 0. W. Dillard's statement, is as
follows:)
On June 1969 the Army convened the Long Range Stationing Study Group

headed by General Boatwright to update its stationing plan. Part of the reason
for this update was generated by interest in establishing an Intelligence Center.
The evaluation and analysis conducted in developing this plan influenced all four
of the actions, as indicated.
On 24 October 1969 the Long Range Stationing Study Group requested that

ASCI nominate locations for the Intelligence Center.
During November 1969 visits by Generals McChristian and Boatwright to

several installations culminated in a recommendation that four installations be
considered as candidate sites for the Intelligence Center and School. Through
subsequent efforts of the ACSI and the Long Range Stationing Study Group, can-
didate sites were reduced to two: Forts Riley and Huachuca.
In December 1969, under sponsorship of the ACSI, an Army Study Group con-

vened to determine the mission, composition and organization of an Intelligence
Center. This effort became known as the McChristian Plan. The Blakefield Study
Group was formed in January 1970 to decide between two candidate locations.
This group recommended that Fort Huachuca be the new location of the Intelli-
gence Center. On 10 February the Chief of Staff tentatively approved this rec-
ommendation. Later in February a case study and justification folder was devel-
oped for the closure of Fort Holabird. On 6 March the Department of Defense
made a public announcement of the closure of Fort Holabird and relocation of
the school to Port Huachuca.
General McChristian's study continued until May 1970 at which time the Study

Group's proposal for a center was submitted to the Office of the Chief of Staff.
Although Fort Huachuca was ideal for the Intelligence School, it could not ac-
commodate the center envisioned by General McChristian. Water was considered
to be a limiting factor because the potential did exist for eventual shortage.
Therefore, the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff directed General McChristian to
examine Fort Lewis as a possible site for the center. General McChristian made
his recommendation to the Chief of Staff on Fort Lewis in August.
The Chief of Staff then formed the Smith Board to provide an independent

review of the Intelligence Center Concept and to recommend a center for adop-
tion. The study conducted by the Smith Board led to a decision in November
1970 that the center should be a small nucleus which could be enlarged as
requirements developed and facilities permitted. This decision was implemented
shortly thereafter with the initial movement of the Intelligence School.
Gentlemen, these were the major facts and issues.
Fort Holabird was an inadequate site for the Intelligence School.
All posts considered for the new location had disadvantages arguing against

their selection. Many of them had considerable points in their favor. Fort
Huachuca provided the advantages of having the least cluttered electromagnetic
environment of any sizeable Army post. It provided air space relatively free of
commercial aviation, was relatively free of urban encroachment, its weather
allowed a large number of flyable days each year for Army surveillance aircraft,
it was the site of an intelligence-oriented school, and facilities adaptable for the
school were available, immediately. In the belief that the success of Army combat
intelligence in the future will depend upon the effective integration of aviation,
avionics, electronics, target acquisition, and automatic data processing, and
through several in-depth examinations of this matter including conducting a
special Army Long Range Stationing Study, the Army chose Fort Huachuca as
the location for its Intelligence Center.
Somehow the early conceptual studies and documents, which were part of

the decisionmaking process, but which did not represent formal decisions, were
mistakenly credited by some people as being the final Army decision. Thus, the
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issues involving the move of the school and the plans for an Intelligence Center
became distorted to the point where detailed clarified explanations are required.
I hope my explanation assists in clarifying this matter. I will be happy to

respond to your questions.

Mr. PIKE. General Dillard, the thing that concerns me most is the
testimony of the Army before the Appropriations Committee as to
the cost of what they were going to build in Fort Huachuca.
I will ask you flatly : Was that testimony accurate?
General DILLARD. Sir, in certain respects and certain parts of it, no,

it was not accurate. And I believe that inaccuracy was explained.
It appears that part of the testimony that was given to Congressman

Long you might not be aware of, sir.
Mr. PIKE. By "testimony" are you talking of public testimony, or,

something someone came up and whispered in his ear?
General DILLARD. No. He asked for a briefing by a group from

DCSLOG that was presented to him that did not provide some of the
costing.
Mr. PIKE. Are you familiar with this GAO report, on this move of

the intelligence units to Fort Huachuca?
General DILLARD. Yes, I certainly am, sir.
Mr. PIKE. On page 10 thereof they state: "It is interesting to note

that CONAR C's draft version of the case study and justification folder
contained an estimate of $41.6 million for the construction costs to ac-
commodate the Fort Holabird activities at Fort Huachuca. The final
version of the case study dated February 16, 1970, however, does not
contain an estimate for permanent construction, although the narrative
states that additional permanent construction would be programed
over the long term. In hearings before the Subcommittee on Military
Construction, House Committee on Appropriations, on March 16, 1970,
the Department of Defense informed the subcommittee that the con-
struction requirements of Fort Huachuca would be increased by a
total of $4,160,000 as a result of relocation of intelligence units from
Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca and that this was the total additional
facility cost envisioned at that time."
That $4.16 million turns out to be exactly 10 percent of what the

Army's study at that time showed the cost was going to be. Now,
you explain that to me.
General DILLARD. Sir. Colonel Perkins, whom I brought with me,

has addressed this. I think he would be the best witness, if you will
aIlow him to address this question.

Colonel PERKINS. I am Colonel Perkins from the Directorate of In-
stallations. I cannot specifically state why the $4.16 million was the
only cost included and the previously calculated costs that were con-
tained in the draft study not included, inasmuch as I have no persondl
knowledge of the people, from the people, who actually did the de-
velopment of those costs.
However, the long-range strength for Fort Huachuca, which was

about 7700 people, was unchanged by the removal of certain other units
and the addition of the Intelligence Center.
Mr. PIKE. But at what point in time was that designation made?

That decision was made after they found they didn't have enough
water at Fort Huachuca to put any more people than that down there.

Colonel PERKINS. No, sir. I believe we can show that we have long
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carried in our stationing plan for permanent construction, which was
the planning document used at that time, a long-range planning
strength for Fort Huachuca of just over 7700 people.
Mr. PIKE. Would this planning document have, under any cir-

cumstances, allowed the creation of an Intelligence Center?
Colonel PERKINS. As long as the population did not exceed 7700, yes.
Mr. PIKE. But the population did exceed 7700 for the Intelligence

Center, did it not?
Colonel PERKINS. No, sir. The number of people actually planned

to be moved in as a result of this move turned out to be slightly under
7700. The information I have available shows 7652.
Mr. PIKE. Well, that is convenient. But this was an adjusted In-

telligence Center, was it not—is it not?
Colonel PERKINS. Yes

' 
sir.

Mr. PIKE. Ah, so the fact of the matter is that we have shaped the
Intelligence Center to fit what we could put there, isn't that correct?
Colonel PERKINS. Yes.
Mr. PIKE. And we cannot put there the Intelligence Center which

was first envisaged by General McChristian and approved up the
chain of command. In fact, we cannot put there what we have there,
unless we take out something else.

Colonel PERKINS. If I may comment on this, sir: If, as General
McChristian stated this morning, all other activities were removed
from Fort Huachuca as he visualized, and it was turned over to an
Intelligence Center, he would have been able to station his entire center
there except for a brigade of troops.
Mr. PIKE. Except for 2,800 men.
Colonel PERKINS. That is correct.
Mr. PIKE. Which is a fairly major exception.
Colonel PERKINS. Yes, sir.
Mr. PIKE. I did interrupt you, Colonel Perkins. So please go ahead

with your description of the cost aspects, as to what was told Congress,
and what the facts are.

Colonel PERKINS. To explain again, what I am giving is my ra-
tionale. I cannot vouch that this is the actual reason.
However, since the strength did not vary from the established long-

range strength of about 7,700, and since the long-range MCA program
for an installation represents the permanent construction necessary to
house all activities at that installation in facilities that are economic
to operate, it is not totally unreasonable to assume—and I can only
think that they made that assumption—
Mr. PIKE. Who is "they"?
Colonel PERKINS. The people in the Continental Army Command

that proposed the case study and folder that the $41.6 million came
from.
Mr. PIKE. You had nothing to do with that?
Colonel PERKINS. No, sir.
Mr. PIKE. You just don't think you are the right witness to address

yourself to this particular problem.
What we are concerned about is that Congress was told we would

save 'all this money by transferring these units from Fort Holabird
to Fort Huachuca. We now find that we might have saved quite a lot
of money if we had transferred them to Fort Lewis and we are not
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going to save any money by transferring to Fort Huachuca but, on
the contrary, will have quite a lot of expense.

General DILLARD. May I intercede, in the interest of clarification ?
Mr. PIKE. Surely.
General DILLARD. The reason I asked Colonel Perkins to testify, is

because at a later time I believe this information, an explanation of
this information, was provided to Congressman Long.
Mr. PIKE. It may well have been. It is nowhere in the public record;

is it?
General DILLARD. Not that I know.
Do you know, Colonel Perkins?
Colonel PERKINS. To my information, this was never published in.

the Congressional Record or any other form. It was provided to Con-
gressman Long officially at the request of the Military Construction
Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee.
Mr. DANIEL. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Daniel.
Mr. DANIEL. I wonder if that document could be made available to

this committee?
General DILLARD. It might have been already, sir.
Mr. LALLY. Is this the December 
Colonel PERKINS. The December briefing.
General DILLARD. You asked someone about this document that

added up to $75 million, and you wondered about the total, sir. This
was presented to Congressman Long.
Mr. PIKE. Yes. We still wonder about the total.
Mr. REDDAN. Colonel, on the briefing in December I believe that

showed the long-range construction requirement to be 168 units. Is
that correct, sir?

Colonel PERKINS. The previous deficit at Fort Huachuca ?
Mr. REDDAN. Yes. The only reason you were able to move the intelli-

gence group in there was because the Army was going to phase out
3,000-odd spaces there. They were going out of the Army? Isn't that
right, sir?

Colonel PERKINS. The unit that was there of about that size, I believe
was being deactivated; that is correct.
Mr. REDDAN. If you did not move in the intelligence unit you would

no longer have a long-range requirement for 168 units, would you?
Colonel PERKINS. That would be true, if one assumed we did not

move in anything else, either.
Mr. REDDAN. I will come to that. If you did not move in anybody,

you would no longer have valid requirement for 168 units?
Colonel PERKINS. Yes, sir, if those spaces were eliminated and no

other spaces put in, it would reduce the deficit in family housing; that
is correct.
Mr. REDDAN. So then when you decided to locate the intelligence

unit in there it would seem to me any requirement for housing should
be charged to the move of the intelligence unit. And the intelligence
unit shouldn't have been given credit for housing which was no longer
a requirement for a unit which had been deactivated.
In other words, you start off fresh, don't you?
Colonel PERKINS. Using the line of reasoning you are using, I would

agree that is true.
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However, I would like to point out that in the briefing presented to

Dr. Long the actual derivation of the 58 units was shown, including

the previous deficit and the new deficit, therefore one could apply the

line of reasoning that you used to calculate a different cost. So it was

not a case of withholding information from Dr. Long.

Mr. REDDAN. Just a question of whether he understood what you

were getting at there is that right?
Colonel PERKINS. Yes.
Mr. DANIEL. Before you leave that—Mr. Chairman.

What percent of your population at Fort Huachuca is now house
d

on base or in government housing, approximately?

Colonel PERKINS. I can give you a quick estimate on that, sir.

At the present time, looking at the current situation at F
ort

Huachuca, and looking at those who are eligible for on-base housi
ng:,

we have a total effective requirement of 3628. Of those, 1863 are cu
r-

rently housed either on post or in government houses off post, whic
h

is approximately 50 percent.
Mr. DANIEL. What effect has this move from Holabird to Huach

uca

had on your housing problem?
Colonel PERKINS. It has increased the housing problem a

t the

installation.
Mr. DANIEL. Do you continue to pay subsidy—do you subsidize

 the

transport of some of your personnel now to the base from—

Colonel PERKINS. Sir, I do not have personal knowledge of 
that. It

is not one of my responsibilities. It is my understanding tha
t that

subsidized transportation has been eliminated.
Mr. DANIEL. Does anyone know?
Colonel MORRIS. I am Colonel Morris.
Sir, could you restate the question as to what kind of t

ransporta-

tion?
Mr. DANIEL. Are you subsidizing the transportation of a

ny per-

sonnel now stationed at Fort Huachuca?
Colonel MORRIS. On 30 September 1970 the Army stopped s

ubsidiz-

ing the transportation of personnel assigned to Fort Hua
chuca be-

tween their homes and the post.
Mr. DANIEL. Thank you.
Mr. REDDAN. Colonel Perkins, were you here this morning 

when Mr.

Beck testified?
Colonel PERKINS. I was, sir.
Mr. REDDAN. It is my recollection that he stated to the co

mmittee

that General McChristian's report on the cost of moving to For
t Lewis

was inaccurate in that they did not reflect the cost of mov
ing other

troops out. of Fort Lewis and housing them elsewhere. Do
 you recall

that, sir?
Colonel PERKINS. I recall that he made the statement that hi

s own

analysis of the costs was that they were inaccurate and tha
t the dif-

ference was too high.
Mr. REDDAN. Well, Mr. Beck, did I correctly understand yo

ur testi-

mony today that you felt General McChristian's estimate w
as faulty

in that it did not consider the costs of relocating the troops tha
t would

have to be moved out if he moved in?
Mr. BECK. It wasn't relocating the troops, because our perm

anent

strength at Fort Lewis had never been changed. They were
 still to

be housed on the post somewhere, as far as our permanent
 planning
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was concerned, so if you imposed any additional strength on Fort
Lewis you would have to house them.
In their analysis what they have done is simply assume the strength

was going to be relocated somewhere else and that they would have
the permanent facilities, which in effect, as far as we were acquainted
with the facts, was not so.
Mr. REDDAN. If they had to be moved out, as I understood your testi-

mony, the cost of that move should be charged to the move-in of the
intelligence unit. Or did I totally miss what you were trying to tell
us this afternoon?
Mr. BECK. What I was saying is that they have moved in the Intel-

ligence School at Fort Lewis, in this first estimate. Without taking
account of the fact that the people were already there on the post
and there—you would have to build a new space over here for them,
or over here, on the same installation.
Mr. REDDAN. Precisely. Precisely.
In other words, you had to consider the cost of relocating or moving

the troops that were being displaced by the Intelligence School coming
in. Is that correct?
Mr. BECK. 

Yes, 
based on their permanent strength at Fort Lewis.

Mr. REDDAN. It would be my thought, Colonel Perkins that what
was true at Fort Lewis should be true at Fort Huachuca, and when you
move a new group in, you must charge against them the cost of relo-
cating another group elsewhere.

Colonel PERKINS. I don't believe, sir—my point of view on it is that
the two situations are not truly analogous. At Fort Huachuca we were
eliminating some troops from our troop structure. We did have space.
We chose to consider the movement of the Intelligence Center in at a
particular cost. We also had the option of moving other units in to
utilize that particular space.
At Fort Lewis if it actually required the movement of T.O. & E.

troops and relocating, then I would agree those costs should have to
be included. If it did not require any relocation then I would think
that it would be comparable to what you would do, to not include the
cost of relocating.
Although I did not participate in these estimates, I would like to

point out that I have examined them; and there is a particular differ-
ence which does account, at least in the initial estimates, for some of
the extreme differences in cost.
The costs calculated for Fort Huachuca were the costs of a complete

add-on of all of the facilities, permanent facilities, that might be re-
quired for the Intelligence Center and all of its troops, without con-
sidering the utilization of any of the 
Mr. PIKE. Would you establish which report you are talking about

flow?
Colonel PERKINS. This was the initial ACSI Report, sir, not later

briefing.
Mr. PIKE. The initial ACSI Report contemplated in its Huachuca

costs a complete add-on of all of the facilities which were necessary
for the Intelligence Center, that is correct. While in the same report
my analysis indicates that it contemplated utilizing some existing f a-
cilitie,s, really in two different situations—in one utilizing existing per-
manent facilities, in another examination utilizing of some perma-

AMP'
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nent and considerable temporary facilities, and then later add-on
permanent construction costs.
But from that standpoint, then, we do not have a true comparison

with the final decision which was made to go to Huachuca, which
did not involve a total add-on, but a replacement of other troops.

Colonel, do you have now a figure, today, of what the cost of mov-
ing the school from Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca is?'

General DILLARD. I have that, sir, if he does not have it.
Colonel MORRIS. I have it right here, sir.
General DILLARD. Colonel Morris.
Colonel MORRIS. We have the actual costs incurred in the move as

of the 31st of March of this year. We have those broken down into three
major appropriations: Military Pay-Army; Operations and Mainte-
nance-Army; and Military Construction-Army.
I could briefly give you a recap, if you want it.
Mr. PIKE. Why don't you give us the summary?
Colonel MORRIS. I will summarize without going into specific ele-

ments. The military pay covered dislocation allowances, travel, house-
hold goods shipments, and so forth, and that is approximately
$878,000.
For Operations and Maintenance-Army, which we call OMA, $2,-

052,000. This included such things as movement of civilian
personnel 
Mr. PIKE. Stop just a minute. Would you give me the figure under

military pay?
Colonel MORRIS. Yes, sir. Military Pay was $878,000.
Mr. PIKE. As of what date are these figures?
Colonel MORRIS. They are calculated as of the 31st of March, which

was the cut-off date.
Mr. PIKE. You gave us a paper, only yesterday, as I understand it,

that has the same cut-off date actual costs incurred as of 31 March
'72, and it says "Military pay-Army," and they use a figure of "935,"
not "878."

Colonel MORRIS. I believe you have the previous iteration of this
paper. The updated fact sheet is in the mill and may not have reached
you.
Mr. PIKE. Is it as of the same date?
Colonel MORRIS. Yes, but the factors that were used were further

refined to be more precise. Additional time was made available and
the strength figures were doublechecked.
Mr. PIKE. Ah !
Colonel MORRIS. In order to make this as accurate as possible these

refinements were made, not to deceive the committee, but to be as ac-
curate as possible.
Mr. PIKE. Is that the kind of operation we sometimes refer to as

"massaging the testimony"?
Colonel MORRIS. We refer to it as "making the best use of the time

available" in the costing business. We start of-
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Lally, when was that document given to us?
Mr. LALLY. Approximately 5 o'clock yesterday afternoon, as I recall.

4:45 yesterday afternoon.
Mr. PIKE. And since 4:45 yesterday afternoon and your statement

now, these figures have changed?
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Colonel MORRIS. Sir, I was notified that there was a change in the
strength figures, a slight change. This meant that the data had to be
worked, re-worked. And in doing that we re-checked factors to verify
our information to provide the necessary backup to make these latest
figures as meaningful as we possibly could.
Mr. PIKE. Go ahead, Colonel.
Colonel MORRIS. In the Operations and Maintenance-Army, are in-

cluded such things as movement of civilian personnel, severance pay
and terminal leave for those people who have had to be released because
of the move, movement of equipment, temporary duty travel for peo-
ple who had to make advance trips, and so forth; and then miscellane-
ous things such as temporary hire, crating, packing are related func-
tions.
In the category of Military Construction-Army, what we have ----
Mr. LALLY. Pardon me Colonel. What was the item for that?
Colonel MORRIS. The total for Operations and Maintenance-Army

was $2,052,000. And there should be no change there from the previous
information.
The Military Construction-Army, approximately $903,000.
The total cost, then, incurred, $3,833,000.
Mr. PIKE. Colonel Morris, are you familiar with this General Ac-

counting Office Report on this particular move?
Colonel MORRIS. No, sir, only in general terms. I am not familiar

with the specifics of it.
Mr. PIKE. In the figures which you have just given us as to the cost

of this move, have you included roughly $300,000 for the modification
of Bachelor Officer housing?
Colonel MORRIS. We included a category which we call Renovation

of Building, which was the largest item 
Mr. PIKE. The GAO Report said there were four separate items of

cost which had been funded under "minor construction." Do you in-
clude those four items of cost which the GAO pointed out had been
funded otherwise under "minor construction?"

Colonel MORRIS. Whether those specific items are included in this
total I gave you, I don't know, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PIKE. This is one we ought to be specific on: "addition to the

printing plant." Is that in there?
Colonel Momits. No, sir, I could check the breakdown of this category

to see which elements are involved and supply it later.
Mr. PIKE. I am trying to find out whether you have everything in

there that is really part of the cost. The GAO listed four items there.
Colonel MORRIS. Sir, on these items that might be listed as costs, this

does not necessarily mean these are costs that have already been in-
curred.
Mr. PIKE. The thing that troubles me on these items as set out in

the GAO Report is the fact that your minor construction costs, as I
understand it, are those items which are under $300,000.
Colonel MORRIS. I believe that is correct, yes.
Mr. PIKE. And two of them just happen to be $299,000. You get a

little skeptical about whether they are really trying to tell you the truth
about the cost of something, when you can fund something one way if
it is under $300,000, and you wind up with two items both of which
happen to be $299,000.
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Now, I just am very dubious about the figures you have just given
us right now. They have changed since the figures you gave us yes-
terday. And you don't know whether they include these items which
the GAO found had been funded as "minor construction costs" because
they came in under $300,000 and two of them were at 299, one at 183,
and one at 69. And you have not looked at this GAO Report?

Colonel MORRIS. No, sir.
General DILLARD. May I ask a question, sir Did the GAO Report

indicate that those facilities had been renovated?
Mr. PIKE. The language of the GAO Report is this:
Our review of information at Fort Huachuca revealed that four modification

projects, estimated to cost about $851,000, associated with the move of the In.
telligence School had been funded as minor construction.

Whether that means it has been done or not, I simply do not know.
General DILLARD. The point I wanted to make is that in his report

he went to Fort Huachuca yesterday, or the day before, in that time-
frame, to get an update, and he is giving you the actual costs. Those
costs that were not involved, have not been reflected.
Mr. REDDAN. Are these the expenditures to date?
Colonel MORRIS. Yes, sir.
Mr. REDDAN. There are additional costs which have not yet been

paid?
Colonel MORRIS. I would presume there would be additional costs

that would show up in the next quarter, yes, sir. But these are presented
as actual expenditures according to the best data that is available to
me at this time.
Mr. PIKE. So the fact is, at this point we really don't have the

slightest idea what the cost of the move from Fort Holabird to Fort
Huachuca. is?

Colonel MORRIS. I tend to disagree, sir.
Mr. PIKE. We know what we have spent to date, but don't know what

we are going to spend?
Colonel MORRIS. Perhaps it is semantics, terms like "funded,"

"planned," "projected."
What I am presenting here represents to the best of my knowledge

those elements of cost that have actually resulted in an expenditure.
Mr. PIKE. Then can you tell us the amount of the additional costs

you anticipate to complete the transfer of the units from Fort Holabird
to Fort Huachuca?
Colonel MORRIS. OK, sir.
Again this depends on the timeframe, how far out we project. As

far as items that are already approved in the budget, or in an approved
program for fiscal year 1972 and fiscal year 1973, I have no knowledge,
I have seen no evidence that there are any major expenditures in that
timeframe.
I understand from checking with my sources that any major expendi-

tures would not show up in the budget cycle until fiscal year 1974 at
the earliest.
Mr. PIKE. There could be a whole string of $299,000 expenditures

that would not show up anywhere?
Colonel MORRIS. This could be many things. This is all subject to

change, and we are postulating out into the future, and talking on
the one hand of plans, and we are talking at other times of studies, or
talking of estimates.
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I mention this because I have gotten the feeling as we have gone
along today that this has been a large source of the confusion that we
have had.
General DILLARD. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to provide for

the record, based on our estimates of costs associated with the move
to Huachuca, and looking at what is now the actual expenditures, giv-
ing you for the record whether all of that program that we expected
has now been performed, and what else in addition to this we would
attribute to this program.
Mr. PIKE. Well, General Dillard, I do not question your good will.

But when we get at the last minute, last night, a document detailing
these expenditures, and get this afternoon testimony changing these
expenditures, I cannot get too excited about the promise of another
document which is going to say something else.
Let me just ask a general question, then I want to let some of these

other people ask questions.
Was the testimony which was given to the Congress as to the savings

which were going to be realized by the transfer of this school from
Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca accurate or inaccurate?

General DILLARD. Colonel Morris?
Colonel MORRIS. On savings, if I may, I would like to make an

analogy here. Someone mentioned, did one of the estimates include the
cost of moving people who would be displaced if you located an instal-
lation, or located the Center, at Fort Lewis.
Again, you have to qualify this, because if this is done immediately,

then yes, you would have substantial costs over and above normal costs
that are allocated to move people on a normal rotational cycle. So you
could have a hypothetical situation conceivably 
Mr. PIKE. I am not asking you about some hypothetical case. The

Army came up and testified they were going to save x—million dollars
by making this move. Are they going to save that million dollars or
are they not?
Colonel MORRIS. It depends on the assumptions.
Mr. PIKE. Let's just stick with the assumptions they gave us when

they gave us the figure in the first place. Don't change the assumption.
General DILLARD. Do you know whether or not we have any data

on the savings we reflected?
Colonel MORRIS. No, I don't know of any specific data that we have.
Mr. PIKE. Do you have any input in your cost as to how much it

will cost each year to pump the water that extra two feet?
General DILLARD. No, sir, we do not have. Again, I can provide you

an estimate if you desire it.
Mr. PIKE. Don't bother.
Mr. LALLy. Is anybody able to explain the difference in the Case

Study between the $41,600,000 figure on the cost of facilities modifica-
tion for intelligence activities at Fort Huachuca in the draft of this
report and the figure of $4,160,000 in the final version of that report,
on the same item?
General DILLARD. Sir, I cannot explain that difference 'totally. I

would like to add one factor that will help to explain that. The Case
Study and Justification Folder treated the entire Intelligence Com-
mand moving to Fort Huachuca. Therefore that Command in coming
would incur certain costs. Later, the Intelligence Command was de-
leted as one of the units that would move to Huachuca.
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Mr. LALLY. But, General, the draft version and the final version

refer to the same entities moving. Do they not?
General DILLARD. I believe the final version will show the Intelli-

gence Command minus some units, sir, that would stay in the Wash-

ington area.
Mr. LALLY. If you can point that out to me, General, I would

appreciate it.
(General Dillard, Colonel Morris, and Mr. Lally confer.)
General DILLARD. On one they were considering the entire Intelli-

gence Command, on one they were going to leave some of the units in

the Washington area. I admit that does not treat with the whole prob-

lem, sir, and I cannot give you an answer to the whole problem.
Mr. LALLY. Would the difference in those commands approximate

$37 million?
General DILLARD. It would not.
Mr. PIKE. General Boatwright, is there anything you want to add

to this testimony at this point?

TESTIMONY OF MAJ. GEN. LINTON S. BOATWRIGHT, DIRECTOR OF

INDIVIDUAL TRAINING, OFFICE OF DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF

FOR PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

General BOATWRIGHT. Yes. I would like to make a statement, sir,

that I think might add something to the background of the whole
thing.
I am currently the Director of Individual Training for the Army.

iI have not been n the capacity for about 20 month; in which I am
currently appearing, 'and I regret some of the figures pertaining to

this are not as firm in my mind as I would like them to be. I was not
told until Monday night that I was coming as a backup witness, and
I have had only eight working hours-
Mr. PIKE. You were not told until Monday night that you were

coming as a backup witness?
General BOATWRIGHT. As backup witness, no.
I worked yesterday trying to redraw some of my particular back-

ground together. But I have furnished all of the official papers to
the DCSLOG 'and to the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff, that pertains
to the Long-Range Stationing Study Group.
As background, General -Westmoreland, in the summer of 1969, came

by Fort Riley where I was stationed, and said I was coming to Wash-
ington to head a Long-Range Stationing Study which would look at
stationing overall it hadn't been done in a number of years and he
wanted a complete look at stationing.
Within the Chief of Staff memorandum which (rave me my mission,

one of the primary missions was to select a home for the Intelligence
Center.
At about the same time I was informed that the Chief of Staff had

directed General McChristian to initiate a study about a concept for
that Center.

General Westmoreland had visited Holabird, and I was told to
visit Holabird and to come up with an analysis of that post as to
whether it was capable of performing properly the mission of an
Intelligence Center and/or School.
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The post has only 305 acres there and as you know is right in the
middle of the City of Baltimore. With the dependence which I feel
intelligence must make on electronics, aviation, number of other
factors, this post is not suitable for the integration of all of the
factors and functions that will be involved—troop units, aviation units,
and so forth.
We were told, I was told, to work with General McChristi an jointly,

with my group looking at it from a stationing point of view and his
looking at it from primarily the concept point of view, to see if we
could not come together with the best solution for a center. I integrated
this effort into the other efforts I had, which was to look for divisional
posts, brigade posts, training center posts, logistical installations, and
so forth. But in the net we looked at, I looked at or considered some 30
installations we thought met the tentative criteria we had established
for an Intelligence Center and School.

Gradually General McChristian and I, either together or separately,
visited the more prominent of the selections, tentative selections, that
we had made, narrowing them down to four, and then again to two,
to be sited at Fort Riley and Fort Huachuca. At this point it was
decided we needed an intelligence expert to make a final facilities check
with a group of people who were representative of all the various staffs
that would be affected, and this group was formed under the then
current commander of the Intelligence Command, General Blakefield,
and he went out and looked at both posts, Fort Riley and Fort
Huachuca, and decided Fort Huachuca offered more in the net than
did Fort Riley.
We came back and briefed the Chief of Staff as you were informed

this morning, who tentatively approved the plan and told the Army
Staff to go to work on the detailed followup concerning this.
In March, as you noted, the question of water supply at Fort Hua-

chuca came up.
Mr. PIKE. After the announcement of the move from Fort Holabird

to Huachuca?
General BOATWRIGHT. The official word that came into the office

from the Chief of Engineers was dated March 24, the announcement
was March 6.
However, the McChristian group had discussed this in relation to

the site they had in mind, and simultaneously the resource people in
the office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development and
the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff's Office, were concerned about the
size of the concept General McChristian was coming up with.
My instructions were that this could not be—his concept could not

be supported from a resource point of view.
My instructions were to operate on a much lower figure, somewhere

in the neighborhood of 3500 to 5000. I was sent to Fort Huachuca
twice in followup to see what could be done about making the concept
as close as we could to meet General McChristian's view, but recog-
nizing the resource limitations that the Office of the Assistant Vice
Chief of Staff felt were pertinent to the issues.
We felt that because of the great operational advantages Huachuca

had, especially as regards the electromagnetic environment there, the
ability that the Army has to control 
Mr. PIKE. Who is we" in this case? Because in this instance you

disagreed with General McChristian.
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General BOATWRIGHT. The Assistant Chief of Staff—communica-

tions and electronics. Asked him to make a study of it, which he did.

He had all his frequency people work on it, they came in and briefed

me very thoroughly, and I agreed with them—also they studied the

Fort Lewis question, and the ratio I think it was something like

10-to-one advantage in electromagnetic interference at Huachuca

versus Lewis.
We had the aviation people look at it from the airlines' point of

view, with McChord and the civilian airlines at Fort Lewis, and in

that comparison we decided the aviation environment was much

better at Huachuca.
The weather was another question. Fort Lewis, in comparing these,

had 152 days of ceilings down to 1,000 feet. Havinc, been in the train-

ing business many years, I did not see how you could effectively oper-

ate a school, schedule a tight schedule, in the aviation field, with that

type of weather interference.
My recommendation to the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff, accord-

ingly was that Fort Lewis was not a suitable place for an Intelligence

Center.
I strongly felt, and I still strongly feel, that from an operational

point of view Fort Huachuca is the place for the Intelligence Center,

that the water question is the limiting factor.
Upon learning of the water question, I met with Mr. Beck first, and

finally with the Deputy Chief of Engineers, General Dunn, to find out

what the limit was. General Dunn established that limit, and we have

made our plans within this limit ever since he made this determination

as to what he felt the reasonable limit of the post was from a water

point of view.
I think these are the principal issues that affect me at the present

time.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Lally?
Mr. LALLY. Nothing.
Mr. REDDAN. General, one question: If the water is a limiting fac-

tor, what happens then if a decision is made to increase the require-

ments for the Intelligence Center?
General BOATWRIGHT. Well, this is the decision that had to be made,

and it is one that the Chief of Staff made, that it is not going to be

larger than that size. He approved the Smith Report, which says

anything above 3500 will be coordinated with both family housing and

with water.
Mr. PIKE. General, you heard Mr. Beck testify earlier today that

not only the base but the civilian population is drawing down this

water. You are saying we are going to control this by limiting the size
of the base. As the civilian population grows, your base is going to have
to get smaller and smaller and smaller, if I read it right.

General BOATWRIGHT. No, I believe the testimony was that the size
of the civilian community stays in relationship to the size of the post.
Mr. PIKE. Do you want to hang your hat on that, General?
General BOATWRIGHT. I believe Mr. Knudson stated that. I am very

confident of it. Is that not correct, Mr. Knudson?
Mr. KNUDSON. I said based on the current economy there, this was

to be expected. If the economy changes this picture would change.
General BOATWRIGHT. But at the current rate the water supply is

(rood for 60 years at a level of an equivalent population of 13,500.
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Mr. PIKE. Did you have a part in the preparation of the ACSI
Report?
General BOATWRIGHT. I was coordinated with on that.
Mr. PIKE. It says:
Additional means of improving the water situation are to be investigated. In

the final analysis, should all efforts fail to alleviate the water problem a new
location could be sought for the establishment of the Intelligence Center.
Is that still the position?
General BOATWRIGHT. That is General McChristian's position, not

mine. I would take the alternate view. If you wanted W go to the
extreme you are going to, that you should move out some of the units,
because the co-location of the electronics would favor school and the
intelligence community and the operational advantages of Fort
Huachuca are overriding.
A headquarters such as much of those at Fort Huachuca are sub-

sidiary to the importance of intelligence. I would certainly back up
General McChristian's views or the need for 
Mr. PIKE. Well, so would I. But you tend to downgrade the em-

phasis you put on the electronic clutter. Fort Huachuca, as I under-
stand it, is about 30 miles from the Mexican border, isn't it?

General BOATWRIGHT. Something like that.
Mr. PIKE. If anybody ever got mad at us down in Mexico could

they not generate quite a lot of electronic clutter?
General BOATWRIGHT. I presume if the Mexicans turned against us

they could, yes.
Mr. REDDAN. I have one other question, General.
Correct me if I am wrong: The Smith Report is the report which

establishes the requirements with respect to the Intelligence Center at
the present time, is that not correct?

General BOATWRIGHT. Right.
Mr. REDDAN. On page 4 of that report it states:
Accordingly, the movement of the 14th Military Intelligence Battalion, now at

Fort Bragg, and the 184th Military Intelligence Company (Aerial Surveillance),
now at Fort Lewis, to Fort Huachuca to support the Intelligence School as well
as other agencies now stationed there, and to expand the center team concept is
considered necessary.

To me, that establishes a present requirement for two units which
you cannot put there because you don't have enough water.
General BOATWRIGHT. He said in his recommendation that this be

phased in with family housing and with the water situation.
Mr. REDDAN. Yes. But he says it is necessary. He doesn't say it is

necessary if you get water. It is necessary now, but they can't do it
because they don't have the water.
General BOATWRIGHT. Well, I think he modified that statement later

on as I read his conclusions and recommendations.
ill.. PIKE. If nobody else has any further questions, General Mc.

Christian, is there anything you wanted to say at this point? I did ask 
you to stay around today just in case you wanted to say anything
further.

General MCCHRISTIAN. Not unless you have some questions, Mr.
Chairman.
Mr. PIKE. I have no further questions. I would just like to conclude

with what in my judgment seemed to be a rather prophetic phrase in
a memorandum by Mr. Beck on March 11,1970 :
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To preclude future frustration, embarrassment and criticism, strenuous effort
should be taken to curb the current assignment of initial intelligence units to
Fort Huachuca.

The hearing is adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 4:40 p.m., the special subcommittee was adjourned.)
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APPENDIX I

UNITS, TOTAL STRENGTHS, AND LONG-RANGE CONSTRUCTION COSTS RELATED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
AN ARMY INTELLIGENCE CENTER

Study
Completion

date Units
Total

strength

Long-range
construction

costs (millions)

Huachuca Lewis

Blakefield Board Report Feb. 10,1970 Intelligence Command, Intelligence 1 4,136
School, CDC Intelligence Agency, In-
telligence Materiel Development Office.

Case Study Feb. 16,1970 Headquarters, Intelligence Command, In-
telligence School, CDC Intelligence

1 3, 536

Agency, Intelligence Materiel Devel-
opment Office.

ACSI Report  May 4,1970 Same as above, plus—Continental Army 9,697 $185  
Command Tactical Intelligence Agency
(CONTIC), CONUS based Military In-
telligence units, establishment of a
composite brigade of school troops.

Fort Lewis—Trip report July 1970 Same as ACSI Report 9,697 188 (lst)$107
(2d) 27

Fort Lewis—Briefings Aug. 14, 1970 Excludes CONTIC and Support brigade for 6, 525 58 (1st) 59
Aug. 25, 1970 Fort Huachuca. CONTIC excluded from (2d) 54

Fort Lewis figures and results in
strength of 9,395.

Smith Study Nov. 1970 Intelligence School, CDC Intelligence 3,635 59  
Agency, 14th and 184th Intelligence
Units.

DA Briefing, House Appro-
priations Subcommittee on

Dec. 18,1970 Intelligence School, CDC Intelligence
Agency.

2,729 31  

Military Construction.

1 Estimated student strength of 2,000 added by GAO.
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APPENDIX II

Key dates and data concerning relocation of the Army Intelligence School from
Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca

1968  Major General McChristian, Assistant Chief of
Staff, Intelligence ( AOSI), conceived the
concept of an Army Intelligence Center.

Dec. 1969  Army Chief of Staff requested Major General
McChristian to prepare a plan for establish-
ing his concept of an intelligence center.

Jan. 24, 1970  Department of the Army, in order to have a
disinterested party's opinion, initiated a
separate study to prepare a plan for moving
the Intelligence School and related activi-
ties to either Fort Riley or Fort Huachuca.
This was known as the Blakefield Board
Report named after the President of the
Board.

Feb. 10, 1970  Blakefield Board Report completed.
Feb. 16, 1970  Army's case study justifying closure of Fort

Holabird and relocation of the Intelligence
School completed.

Mar. 6, 1970  Secretary of Defense announced plans to move
Intelligence School to Fort Huachuca and
close Fort Holabird by June 1973.

Mar. 24, 1970  Corps of Engineers, based on tentative plans
being developed under ACSI Study, reviewed
impact on water resources at Fort Huachuca
and expressed concern for adding 9,700
persons.

May 4, 1970  ACSI Study report, which envisioned the orig-
inal Intelligence Center concept and a com-
plement of 9,700 persons, completed. Con-
cluded site other than Fort Huachuca should
be considered because of water problem.

June 26-29, 1970  Major General MeChristian surveyed Fort
Lewis as site for the Center.

Aug. 25, 1970  Major General McChristian briefed Chief of
Staff on results of survey of Fort Lewis con-
cluding it more economical than Fort
Huachuca.

Sept. 24, 1970  Army initiated another study known as the
Smith Study to determine the feasibility of
establishing an Intelligence Center at Fort
Huachuca.

November 1970  Smith Study completed and report concluded
it feasible to establish an Intelligence Center
at Fort Huachuca with a projected long-
range strength of 3,600 persons.

February 1971  Move of Intelligence School initiated and com-
pleted in September 1971.
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