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A% November 5, 1943

To: Senator Kilgore
From: Mr, Meader

Subjects Investigation of Army procurement of industrial tractors and
fork 1lift trucks.

This hearing originated by the filing of a complaini with the
Committee by Senator Holmen on October 23, 1943, that favoritism was
being shown by the Army to the Clark Equipment Company in the awarding of
contrects for industrial tractors and fork lift trucks. It was charged
that Harry Ferguson, Inc., was discriminated against in connection with
a rush order for 729 tractors canceled from a Clerk contract on the
grourd that Clark facilities were more urgently needed for other purposes.
The diserimination was said to have resulted from the inclusion in the
proposed contract of certain terms which were impossible of performance.
It was slso charged thet Clark Equipment Company had been favored thru
Army requirements which preferred heavier equipment for warehousing opera-
tionas thus discriminating against Mobilift, a lighter type of fork lift
trucke.

It was cleimed that former emplovees of the Clark Equipment
Compeny, notably Major Max Goodwin and Ceptain Hugh Conklin, had been

influentiel in achieving a fevored position for Clark, not only thru



thelr official duties, but thru thelir acquaintance and esccess to other
Army officials having jurisdietion over vital steps leading up to the
award of equipment contracts,

It is contended that the result of this action is found in (1)
warehouse operating menuels issued by the Army Service Forces and the Air
Forces, which in effect promoted the Clark type of equipment and disparaged
the Mobilift type; (2) 4in drafting specifications which permitted Clark
to comply, but excluded competitors; (3) in procurement directives, in
one of which the Vaughen product was by name indicated as unacceptable and
in whieh dimensions and features were identical in et least two cases with
standard Clark Equipment leaving no margin within which a competitor with
a similar , but not identieal product, could compete; (4) in the award of
contracts by the inclusion of impossible terms; (5) in failing to issue
shipping instructions promptly so that finished egquipment and repair parts
backed-up in the Vaughan plant at a time when depois were in urgent need
of ths equipment. It is also charged that under such circumstances depots
requesting the lighter Vaughan fork lift truck were furnished with a
heavier Clark product on the ground that the lighter equipment was not
available; (6) in demonétrations where former Clark representatives not
directlycharged with any duties with reference to tests were present and
offersd comments on what they considered dissdvantageous features of the

tractor on exhibition and failed to point out any feature in which the Ford



tractor was superior to the Clark product.

There were other miscellaneous charges of procrastination and
lack of cooperation on the part of the Army in dealing with menufacturers
other than Clark,

While the record is somewhat confused;in a large measure. it
supports the charges,although the proof of the extent of the influence
of former Clark representatives rests upon inferences from the circumstances.
In these hearings, the Army was permitted to offer evidence as a prepared
case - somewhat similar to trisl procedure - and this undoubtedly has
contributed to the confused situation of the record because prineipal
witnesses offered by the Army were not personally femiliar with the facts
concerning which they gave testimony. It would probably take some little
time at a hearing to elarify this record. In the writer's opinion, how-
ever, this is of guestionable value since the main issue has become much
broader than the charge of favoritism,

It has now become apparent that in handling the tremendous job
of warehousing Army goods and in scquiring equipment therefor, the Army
has failed to achieve the economy, efficiency and good business methods
which sre demanded, Substantial sums of money ere involved and important
results flow from an ineffective handling of warehousing and storage be-
cause the problem of supply in this war, as in no previous one, is highly

important, The investigation to-date has barely opened the door on this



inquiry. These facts have appeered but have not been sdequately developed:
1. The Storage Division of Army Service Forces failed to employ,

in any serious way,oxperts in materials handling to set up a system for

the obviously gigentic tesk of storing the vast quantities of materials

and supplies being scquired by the AI?W and held available for use in the

various theaters of war. On this poi;t, Colonel Drake testified that he

had secured the service of a six-man panel, who in an offehand way

had visited depots and made suggestions, but apparently had not submitted

any written report or outlined recommended procedure for proper materials

handling. In contrast, it might be noted that the Quartermaster General's

Department had in July of 1941 employed Mr, Marnon who had had twenty years'

experience in materiels handling problems and had devised the Mobilift

fork truck after considering the problems involved in the movement of

packages by mechanical means and after experimentation on various models.

It was alsc quite apparent‘that Major Reed Smith of the Quartermaster General's

Department, who had prepared an operating manual as early as July 1942,

had a much ¢learer appreciation of the problems involved end labor saving

methods than any of the officers who testified for the Army Service Forces.
2, No showing has been made that eny officer in position of

authority had any gualificetions of previous experience in materials handling.

3, No showing was made of having employed in any position of author-



A

ity any man experienced in the production of materials handling equipment -
specifications were shown to have been written by an architect rather than

an enginesr. Captain Conklin and Major Goodwin were no exceptions to this

statement, sinee Major Goodwin was a sales manager of the Chicago branch

of Clark and is not shown to have had any background in either engineering

or production.

- 4, The cost of materials handling under the existing policies
and practices is alleged to be extra;agant. The Army furnished a large
chart end also a printed book both prepared by the Statisticel Division,
but which failed to disclose the development of eny device or stendard
capable of measuring either cost or aefficiency either es between the
various service forces or from month to month. Dollar cost records were
kept for ten months - up to June 1943 - when they were discontinued. These
have not yet been furnished to the Committee.

5, The case of Andre Merle, Mr. Merle who served ip the first
war and was later a refrigeration engineer and who had hed four years eX=
perience with materials handling, but does not claim to be an expert, was
employed under Civil Bervice in the War Department in 1937 and applied for
and received & commission as a Captein in the Army in 1940, .
He was assigned to the allocation division under Major Max Goodwin, and

es such, studied the statistics on meterials handling in the various depots



for the purpose of exercising judgment in determining to which of the
competing services availeble equipment should be allocated.

It is his contention that in late March or early April 1943,
on the beasis of statisticsrwhich showed that the number of employees and

of
units of equipment were increasing, but that the volume/tons handled

He recommendsd

remained constant,emd thet ellocations of further equipment be suspended,
This recomnmendation was made to Major GoodwineShortly thereafter he was
called by Colonel Drske who requested that Captein Merle examine the
figures prepared by the Stetistical Division and find out where they were
in error. After s week's study, Captain Merle reported to Colonel Dreke
that he could not discover that the figures were in error and that
it looked like something must be wrong with the way the Apmy was sdminister-
ing its materials handlinge On April 16, 1943, without further notice
Captain Merle was notified that he was relieved from active service and
shortly thereafter was discharged from the Army on terms which failed to
state whether the discharge was honorable or dishonorables

Ceptain Merle had no knowledge at the time as to either the
person or persons who praferred chapges ageinst him or the nature of the
charge, although he had previou%yippeared,on requesty at the Inspector
Genersl's office (without Colonel Drake) and answered certain questions
which he thought were of a routine charactere

Upon being discharged, he contacted a number of Generals and



other officers in an attempt to disecover the reason for his discharge

but was unsuccessful., Thru Mrs. Roosevelt, he secured a so-called re-
hearing before a ¢ivilian board in which he was not advised of the

charge esgainst him and was not asked any questidns and which resulted in
an affirmence of his dismisssl, Thru further cor;espondence with Mrs,.
Roosevelt, he was later advised that his dismiésél resulted from a falsi-
fication in an application that he possessed g degree of civil engineer,
which he did not irp fact possess, )

Subsequently, he was employed in the Planning Division of Army
Service Forcee as a civilian, apparently on his Civil Service status as
it existed prior tec his receiving his Army commission.

Mri Merle at the request of the Comrittee bas attended all of
the hearings, although he has not yet testified, Todey, November 5, 1943,
he was advised that effective immediately, he was discherged from Civil
Service and upon inguiry was able to learn only that the reason given was
thet he had been discharged from the Armys.

Mr, Merle has contended that he has never had e fair hearing nor
even a court mertiasl and would welcome any atténtion that the Committee
might feel his case warraents. He mekes no cleim thet he is an expert in
materials hendling, but does claim to be a competent engineer, and before

Y
bis discharge was engeged in snelymtsing materials handling equipment for the



purpose of determining the quantities of scarce materisls for which the
Army shoudl request allocstion by the War Production ﬁoard.

At this =tage, it would seem that further inquiry by the Committee
should be made into:

l. The materials hendling problem faced by the Army and the
8kill and efficiency with which it has been and is being solved.

2. Personnel generslly and their record of performance as

shown by statistics revealing the cost and efficiency of materiels handling

operations,
the

3. In the event that such inguiries develothonclusion that the
problem hes been poorly solved, the higher officers responsible should be

assked to explein why they permitted it.

November 6, 1943,

Senator Holman called the Coomittee this morning (Névember 8, 1943)
end stated that he believed the Army was withholding information; that the
numerous witnesses present at the previous hearings were coaching each cther
and relieving each other by volunteering gnswers directed to someone else; and
that he believed future séssions: should proceed with just one witness in the

room at & time,



