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FOREWORD

For more than four decades after the end of World War II in 1945, the security
interests of the United States focused on tensions with the Soviet Union. The
contest, which became known in 1948 as the Cold War, pitted two fundamentally
opposed ideologies and political systems against one another across the so-called
Iron Curtain in Europe.

As tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union mounted, the
United States increased its overseas military presence. The North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), established in 1949, created an alliance led by the United
States for the mutual defense of Western Europe. NATO embodied the two foreign
policy cornerstones of the United States—deterrence and containment of Soviet
expansion of influence and control.

The attack in June 1950 by North Korea on its neighbor, South Korea, prompted
the United States to extend its policy of geographic containment of Soviet ambitions.
Through negotiations with several Mediterranean countries, the United States
established air bases that placed U.S. military aircraft in position to strike the Soviet
Union should any conflict of arms threaten world stability.

This history examines the work of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in military
construction in the Mediterranean Basin (including northern and northeastern Africa)
and the Middle East, which created the infrastructure that made the policies of
deterrence and containment possible. This work included not only construction in
support of the U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force in these areas but also work executed
on behalf of our Middle East allies paid for with funds they provided. A remarkable
story in its own right, the history becomes even more important, given events in the
region since 1990, by providing a background understanding of the present role and
position of the United States in that vital region.

This is the second volume in the U.S. Army Center of Military History’s series
U.S. Army in the Cold War. It is a companion study to the first volume in the series,
Building for Peace: U.S. Army Engineers in Europe, 1945-1991, also written by
Robert P. Grathwol and Donita M. Moorhus.

ROBERT L. VAN ANTWERP DR. JEFFREY J. CLARKE
Lieutenant General, USA Chief of Military History
Chief of Engineers
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PREFACE

This book traces the activities of American military engineers in the
Mediterranean and Middle East from the reconstruction that began in Greece after
the end of the war in 1945, through the construction of air bases in North Africa,
the massive building program in Saudi Arabia, and support for the liberation of
Kuwait in 1991. Numerous civilian and military engineers who participated in the
programs described here suggested a written history.

Two historians at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Office of History, Dr.
William C. Baldwin and Dr. Paul Walker, initiated the project that led to this
book. Col. Leon Yourtee, commander of the Transatlantic Division, successor to
the Mediterranean Division, the Middle East Division, and the Middle East/Africa
Projects Office, approved funds for the project in 1993. Yourtee died unexpectedly
before the division awarded the contract. During the preparation of the draft manu-
script, which we submitted in 1998, the division had three commanders, Col. Charles
S. “Stoney” Cox, Col. Anthony V. Nida, and Col. Donald T. “Tim” Wynn.

Dr. Baldwin administered the contract and provided critical assistance and
support. He helped locate documents and photographs, suggested interviewees,
monitored our progress, read all drafts of each chapter, chided us about using passive
voice, and caught inconsistencies in the text. He advised us about graphic material
and arranged a much-needed extension of the time period specified by the original
contract. In addition to attending every meeting of the History Committee, he met
with us frequently at the Humphreys Engineer Center near Fort Belvoir—guiding,
encouraging, and prodding. When the Corps of Engineers was unable to print the
manuscript, he continued to champion the project and ultimately persuaded the U.S.
Army Center of Military History to publish it. Dr. Baldwin died in August 2009
after a short illness. We deeply regret that he will not see the finished book.

We were fortunate to have support from many people in the Transatlantic
Division headquarters in Winchester, Virginia. Paul Rosensteel, the executive
assistant, and Ruby Pierce and Judy DeCristofaro, secretaries in the executive office,
provided good advice as well as access to the command leaders. The information
management specialist, Elizabeth “Libby” Stearn, guided us through the thousands
of boxes in the Records Holding Area. Joan Kibler and her staff in the Public
Affairs Office provided both materials and visibility for the project. Others in the
headquarters set up interviews, configured the computers, taught us the quirks of
the copy machines, and negotiated a succession of security systems to ensure that
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we had access to the records. Ms. Kibler in particular continued to advocate for
publication of the history in the decade after we completed the manuscript.

The History Committee of the Transatlantic Division participated actively in the
project. Committee members suggested people for oral history interviews, tracked
down additional documents, caught typographical errors, and offered encouraging
words. The deputy commander, Lt. Col. Nicholas “Nick” Kolar, enthusiastically read
the draft chapters and presided over meetings of the History Committee. Committee
members, including Bruce Anderson, Ron Friestad, Larry Graham, Wayne Henry,
Mike Keller, Joan Kibler, Ollie Werner, and Dick Wiles, reviewed each chapter.
The manuscript benefited enormously from their attention to detail.

We are particularly grateful to the dozens of current and former employees
of the Corps of Engineers and its contractors for their willingness to share their
experiences with us through oral history interviews. Without exception, they were
proud to have been a part of the overseas mission of the Corps of Engineers. Their
words enabled us to understand unusual situations and working conditions as well
as the work they did. Several people provided photographs, slides, documents, and
artifacts. The bibliography lists all of the people interviewed.

Dr. Paul Walker, chief of the Office of History during the research and writing,
and Dr. John Lonnquest, chief of the Office of History at the time of publication,
were unfailingly supportive. Dr. Martin Gordon, archivist in the Office of History,
facilitated our search for documents both in the Research Collections at the
Humphreys Engineer Center and at Washington National Records Center (WNRC)
in Suitland, Maryland. Jean Diaz and the late Marilyn Hunter offered editorial
advice and suggestions.

Four individuals—Douglas J. Wilson, Ruth Heller, Chadwick Fleming, and Eileen
O’Pray—yprovided help during the research and writing phase of almost five years.
Doug worked with us for the duration of the project. He sorted and copied hundreds
of documents from the Records Holding Area in Winchester, Virginia; set up the
bibliographies; abstracted pertinent information; transcribed all of the oral history
interviews; and drafted sections of chapters 11, 14, and 15. Ruth and Chad sorted
and copied documents in dusty boxes at the WNRC in Suitland and at the Corps of
Engineers Research Collections in Alexandria, Virginia. Chad also prepared a draft
section of chapter 11. Eileen assembled a basic bibliography of secondary sources on
the Middle East, culled relevant information and colorful descriptions from dozens of
oral history interviews, and recommended photographs and maps from among scores
we assembled. Ten years after completion of the manuscript, Doug helped prepare
the manuscript for publication. Joan Kibler at the Transatlantic Programs Center,
successor to the Transatlantic Division, provided slides taken in the 1980s and early
1990s of the division’s work in Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Oman, and Egypt.

Staff at the U.S. Army Center of Military History under the leadership of Keith
R. Tidman, Beth MacKenzie, and Diane Sedore Arms guided the manuscript to
publication. Diane M. Donovan carefully reviewed the text, clarified ambiguous
language, and made certain that we explained all terms. S. L. Dowdy prepared the
maps; and Gene Snyder designed the layout of the text, maps, and illustrations.
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Conventions for transliterating geographical names change. The Center of
Military History uses as its authority for publications the designations provided
by the U.S. Board on Geographic Names. The documents we consulted and the
interviewees who spoke with us during our research used slightly different place
names than those referenced in this book. In all but a few cases, the similarities
are clear enough that no confusion should arise for anyone consulting our original
sources.

This project has expanded our understanding of the people, the geography, and
the history of more than a dozen countries in the Mediterranean, Africa, and the
Middle East. We hope this book conveys through words, maps, and photographs
our fascination with the projects we describe and our appreciation of the people
who built them.

30 September 2009 ROBERT P. GRATHWOL
DONITA M. MOORHUS
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Bricks, Sand, and Marble

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Construction in the
Mediterranean and Middle East, 1947-1991






PART 1|

THE MEDITERRANEAN AND THE
ORIGINS OF THE COLD WAR

In the late 1940s, the United States adopted the complementary policies of
containment and deterrence—containing the Soviet Union and world communism
and deterring military attack by positioning nuclear weapons within airstrike
distances of virtually any point on the globe. As part of its military strategy,
between 1947 and 1958, the United States constructed a necklace of air bases that
extended around the world. The chain included bases in the Caribbean, Greenland,
Iceland, western and southern Europe, Morocco, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Iraq,
Pakistan, Thailand, the Philippines, South Korea, Japan, and back to the North
American continent across Canada. The bases provided advantageous positions
for U.S. military aircraft armed with atomic weapons.

U.S. Army engineers went to the Mediterranean and the Middle East in the late
1940s and early 1950s to construct one strand of the necklace. There, they created
an organization that continues to operate in the region today. They designed and
constructed much more than airfields, but the origins of their organization trace
to that work and date from the beginnings of the Cold War.

The geography of the Mediterranean Sea determines its historic strategic
importance: It links the continents of Europe, Africa, and Asia. At its western end,
the Mediterranean connects with the Atlantic Ocean through the Straits of Gibraltar,
which the British have fortified and controlled since 1704. The northern waters of
the Mediterranean wash the shores of Spain, France, Italy, the Balkan countries,
Greece, and Turkey. (See Map 1.) At Istanbul, the Mediterranean connects with
the Black Sea and Russia through the Dardanelles, the Sea of Marmara, and the
Bosporus. To the southeast, the Suez Canal ties the Mediterranean to the Red Sea
and the Arabian Peninsula, the Indian Ocean, and the Far East. The Mediterranean’s
southern shore encompasses the entire north coast of Africa.

The global scope of World War II destroyed the Eurocentric balance of
power that had characterized world affairs for nearly two centuries. The rise of
Germany as an aspirant to world power in the late nineteenth century had thrown
the existing system into disarray. World War II completed the rupture of that
system, leaving Germany and Japan defeated and Britain and France exhausted.
Only two states emerged from the war with their positions enhanced: the Soviet
Union and the United States of America. Both were extra-European powers, and
both had interests and ambitions that reached around the globe. The collapse of
the old system was not fully evident when the war ended in 1945. Neither was
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it evident what system would replace the multipolar balance of power that the
European states had dominated.

For a short time after 1945, the U.S. government and the American people believed
that an ordered world would be achieved in cooperation with their wartime allies: Britain,
France, and the Soviet Union. Within months, conflicts arose among these nations as
the Soviet Union sought to use its military triumph to influence and control adjacent
territories. Prompted by the actions of the Soviet Union, Britain’s wartime prime minister,
Winston Churchill, speaking in Fulton, Missouri, in March 1946, sounded an alarm.
Using the ringing rhetoric that had strengthened the resolve of his compatriots when
they stood alone against Hitler, Churchill declaimed:
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Nobody knows what Soviet Russia and its Communist international organization
intends to do in the immediate future, or what are the limits, if any, to their expansive and
proselytizing tendencies. But the facts about the present situation in Europe are clear.

From Stettin on the Baltic to Trieste on the Adriatic an iron curtain has descended
across the continent. Behind that line lie all the capitals of the ancient states of central
and eastern Europe. Warsaw, Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest and
Sofia, all these famous cities, and the populations around them lie in what I must call the
Soviet Sphere, and all are subject in one form or another, not only to Soviet influence but
to a very high and, in many cases, increasing measure of control from Moscow. . . .

Turkey and Persia [Iran] are both profoundly alarmed and disturbed at the claims
which are being made upon them and at the pressure being exerted by the Moscow
government.
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Churchill extended his analysis to the Mediterranean and Middle Eastern
realms by including Turkey and Iran. Although these countries were not cut off in
the same way by the soon-famous Iron Curtain, Churchill surely saw their potential
incorporation into a Soviet sphere, a development that represented a threat to
the West. He concluded his speech by calling for an alliance of strength among
English-speaking peoples to remove from the Soviet Union any “temptation to
ambition and adventure.””

The ambition and adventure that Churchill described seemed borne out by the
course of events. As the Red Army advanced near the end of the war and occupied all
the states of Eastern Europe, the Soviet Communist Party installed local Communists in
positions of power; between 1946 and 1948, they came to control key government offices
throughout the region. The Soviet Union also applied its influence to the south. From
Turkey, the Soviet Union sought freer passage for its warships from the Black Sea into
the Mediterranean. In Iran, the clash involved both political and economic issues. First,
near the end of the war, the Soviet Union sponsored a separatist movement in Azerbaijan
that threatened to remove that province from the control of the Iranian government.
Second, the Soviet government demanded concessions relating to Iran’s rich petroleum
resources such as Iran had granted to Britain and the United States during the war.

Traditionally, Britain had balanced Russian interests in the Middle East; but
the war had undercut its ability to continue this role. By war’s end, Britain had lost
two-thirds of its sales from exports, one-fourth of its merchant marine, one-half of its
investments overseas, and one-fourth of its financial reserves. As the crises involving
Soviet pressure on Turkey and Iran unfolded, it became apparent that Britain was no
longer a match for the Soviet Union in the Middle East. In April 1946, the United
States stepped in directly by sending the battleship USS Missouri to the waters off
Turkey. As the crisis continued into the autumn, President Harry S. Truman ordered
the aircraft carrier USS Franklin D. Roosevelt, four cruisers, and a flotilla of destroyers
to the eastern Mediterranean. In the case of Iran, the United States crafted a diplomatic
settlement in the United Nations (UN) that induced the Soviet Union to withdraw
support from the separatist movement in Azerbaijan on the prospect (never fulfilled)
of receiving Iranian oil concessions. In the absence of any other balancing force in the
Middle East, only action by the United States could block Soviet expansion.

A crisis in Greece precipitated a new policy and a formal extension of American
power into the Mediterranean. During World War 11, two rival factions—a Marxist
guerrilla movement and a pro-West group sympathetic to the British—had vied
for control of Greece. The two groups clashed openly near the end of the war, but
Britain managed to put down the Communist-led insurrection. In February 1945,
the Communist faction accepted an amnesty and Greece formed a non-Communist
government. In 1946, the Communists rejected the results of a national plebiscite
that restored the Greek monarchy. From mountain bases in the north, they reopened
the civil war. Communist insurgents received material support and safe haven from

! Churchill speech quoted at length in Herbert Feis, From Trust to Terror: The Onset of the Cold
War, 1945—-1950 (New York: W. W. Norton & Co. Inc., 1970), pp. 76-78.
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the Balkan states Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Albania, which were Communist at
that time.

Because the governments of the three Balkan states shared the Communist
ideology with the Soviet Union, the civil war in Greece appeared to be a provocation
and a further extension of Soviet influence. The struggle occurred contemporaneously
with—and seemed to parallel—the progressive extension of the Soviet Union’s
domination over Eastern Europe. Western statesmen saw in the two developments a
combination of a Communist commitment to international revolution and the tradi-
tional Russian policy of controlling bordering states to ensure its own security.

It appeared by the end of 1946 that only resolute action would prevent the Iron
Curtain of Churchill’s oratory from extending deep into the Mediterranean and the
Middle East. On its own, Britain could no longer counterbalance Soviet expansion in
the eastern Mediterranean. The Greek civil war drove home to the political leadership
in Britain the full extent of the nation’s exhaustion. In February 1947, the British
government delivered to the United States a secret communiqué asserting that it
could no longer sustain the pro-West faction in Greece. On 3 March, the Greek
government formally requested American assistance.?

American policymakers feared that a British withdrawal of support would ensure
a victory for the Communist forces in Greece and that the momentum of success
would threaten the pro-West governments in Turkey and Iran. Before a joint session
of Congress on 12 March 1947, President Truman enunciated a new policy to meet
the crisis and to counter Soviet ambitions. He outlined an American commitment to
help any free peoples defend against internally or externally sponsored aggression.
The president specifically asked Congress to approve emergency foreign aid for both
Greece ($300 million) and Turkey ($100 million) so they could resist the pressures
that threatened their sovereignty. In vivid terms, he described the aid as part of a
global struggle “between alternate ways of life.” One system functioned by the will
of the majority expressed through free institutions, the other was driven by the will
of a minority wielding terror and oppression to maintain control. “If we falter in
our leadership,” Truman added, “we may endanger the peace of the world—and
we shall surely endanger the welfare of our own nation.” Eight months later, the
National Security Council, established by the National Security Act of 1947, adopted
a policy statement asserting that “the security of the Eastern Mediterranean and of
the Middle East is vital to the security of the United States. . . . The security of the
whole Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East would be jeopardized if the Soviet
Union should succeed in its efforts to obtain control of any one of the following
countries: Italy, Greece, Turkey, or Iran.”

This policy, the Truman Doctrine, became the cornerstone of a new American
foreign policy to contain the expansion of Soviet influence. It combined diplomacy

2 Charles H. Donnelly, United States Defense Policies Since World War II (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1957), p. 14.

3 Truman speech extensively quoted in Feis, From Trust to Terror, pp. 192-95.

4 Kenneth W. Condit, History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, vol. 2, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and
National Policy, 1947—-1949 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Joint History, 1996), p. 16.
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with economic and military aid for American allies to counterpoise the ultimate
threat of American military intervention to protect the interests of the United States
in the region. The Truman Doctrine expressed what became known as the policy
of containment.

Truman’s speech presented a fundamental conviction that had developed in
U.S. policy-making circles since 1945: The Soviet Union sought expansion beyond
its own borders. It made little difference whether this arose to satisfy Soviet needs
for security, for reasons of its Marxist ideology of international revolution, for
national aggrandizement, or out of motives of power politics. Even if the Soviet
Union’s tactics shifted from confrontation to infiltration and subversion, the threat to
freedom and open world markets remained. The Truman administration concluded
that the Soviet Union would use every means short of war to achieve its objectives.’
Tensions between the two countries and ideologies became known as the Cold War.
The rhetoric of Truman’s speech set the tone for American foreign policy over the
next five decades.®

Events over the following two years reinforced the image of two systems
clashing for power and influence. In June 1947, U.S. Secretary of State George
C. Marshall sketched his plan to extend American aid to the countries of Europe
still recovering from the devastation of the recent war. The West European states
accepted the terms of the Marshall Plan. The East European states, under pressure
from the Soviet Union, declined to participate.

During 1948, the attempts of the wartime allies to cooperate in Germany, never
very successful, broke down completely. In late June, the Soviet army of occupation
in eastern Germany blockaded the western sectors of Berlin, isolating the city from
the West and threatening it with economic and moral strangulation. The Americans
responded by airlifting food, coal, and all the supplies necessary to sustain life in a
city of 2 million inhabitants. The airlift preserved West Berlin from absorption into
the Communist system. On 4 April 1949, the United States signed the North Atlantic
Treaty joining Canada and the countries of western Europe in a formal alliance for
mutual defense. On 8 May, the West Germans, with the encouragement of their West
European neighbors and the United States, approved a new constitutional document
establishing a democratic and pluralistic government. On 12 May, having failed to
prevent the establishment of a West German government, the Soviet Union lifted
the Berlin Blockade. These events confirmed and reinforced the general American
impression that two ideological systems were locked in a monumental struggle.

The end of the Berlin Blockade brought no slackening of the Cold War. Indeed,
geopolitical events of 1948 and 1949 convinced U.S. policymakers that the threat
from the Soviet Union reached far beyond Europe and the Mediterranean. While

> Howard Jones, A New Kind of War: America’s Global Strategy and the Truman Doctrine in
Greece (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989), preface.

¢ For a detailed discussion of the relationship between events in the eastern Mediterranean and
the formulation of the Truman Doctrine, see Bruce R. Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the
Near East: Great Power Conflict and Diplomacy in Iran, Turkey, and Greece (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1980), esp. ch. 6.
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the Soviet blockade of Berlin had heightened tensions in Europe, the armies of
the Chinese Communists led by Mao Zedong progressively gained the upper hand
in their civil war against the nationalist forces of Chiang Kai-shek. By October,
the Chinese Communists had won full control of the mainland areas of China and
declared a new People’s Republic. As control of China swung to the Communists,
American intelligence learned that the Soviet Union had exploded its first atom bomb
in July 1949, thus ending the American monopoly of atomic weapons. The airlift to
relieve West Berlin enhanced American prestige; the fall of China to the Communists
and the Soviet Union’s acquisition of atomic weaponry challenged it.

In 1949, the U.S. National Security Council declared deterrence through military
readiness to be the nation’s military strategy.” In early 1950, President Truman
ordered a reexamination of American policy overseas. The National Security
Council undertook a comprehensive review of the premises of the administration’s
foreign policy. The document that emerged from the study, NSC-68, cast the
geopolitical situation as a polarization of power between the “slave society [and]
the free.” In this contest, “the Soviet Union, unlike previous aspirants to hegemony,
is animated by a new fanatic faith, antithetical to our own, and seeks to impose its
absolute authority” in its own territory and in adjacent states. “To that end,” the
National Security Council study asserted, “Soviet efforts are now directed toward
the domination of the Eurasian land mass.” To meet this challenge, the United
States had to mount a global strategy to return the initiative in world affairs to the
non-Communist nations. The contest demanded that the United States “mobilize
its own and its allies’ economies for a vast military effort.”

President Truman received NSC-68 in its final form in April 1950. The report
recommended that American policy include an increased commitment to the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in Europe, the stationing of American
airpower with atomic capability in Europe and around the periphery of the Soviet
Union, increased cooperation between allied and American military forces, and a
strong alliance system under the leadership of the United States.” The document
proposed not just the reactive policy of containment, but also active military and
diplomatic initiatives to put U.S. armed forces in the best possible position and state
of readiness to meet Soviet aggressions.

The analysis behind NSC—68 became more credible when on 25 June 1950 North
Korea attacked South Korea across the 38th Parallel, the line established after World
War II to demarcate the zones of Soviet and American occupation. North Korea
had evolved since 1945 into a Communist dictatorship allied with the Soviet Union.
When North Korea launched its unprovoked attack, America’s allies in Europe

7 Karen Lewis et al., “A Systemic Study of Air Combat Command Cold War Material Culture,”
vol. 1, “Historical Context and Methodology for Assessment,” 1995, pp. 23—-107, HQ, Air Combat
Command, Langley Air Force Base, Va.

8 The passages from NSC—68 come from Walter LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War,
1945—-1980 (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1980), pp. 98-99.

° LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War, pp. 98-99; William R. Keylor, The Twentieth-
Century World, An International History (New York: Oxford University Press, 1984), pp. 287-88.
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became anxious. They feared that the aggression in Asia, if successful, would lead to
similar attacks in Germany or Austria. The attack on South Korea seemed to confirm
the assumptions expressed in NSC—68. But even before the outbreak of hostilities in
Korea, the Department of Defense (DoD) took steps to support militarily the more
proactive policy outlined in NSC—68. The department ordered the construction of
overseas air force bases in three countries where United States Air Force (USAF)
units already operated—Turkey, Libya, and Saudi Arabia—and in one country where
they had had no presence since the end of World War I[I—French Morocco.

The following chapters trace the story of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
involvement in the military construction that put the weapons in place around the
Mediterranean. The engineers’ first assignment came in Greece as a direct extension
of the Truman Doctrine. There, the Corps operated a district between 1947 and
1949. The formulation of NSC—68 and the outbreak of the Korean War transformed
the Corps’ role from temporary instrument to permanent presence in the region. In
Turkey and in Libya, the Corps established district operations to manage military
construction in the two host countries and in Saudi Arabia. Chapter 1 covers these
early manifestations of the Corps’ activity in the Mediterranean basin. Chapters 2
and 3 trace the development of the largest Corps of Engineers undertaking in the
region—the construction of air bases in Morocco—and the elevation of the engineer
organization to full-fledged division status.



1

ARMY ENGINEERS IN THE
MEDITERRANEAN, 1942-1952

During World War II, the Mediterranean region was a major theater of
operations involving nearly all the states that touch that sea. Only Spain remained
neutral throughout the war. Early in the war, North Africa became a battlefield
between Italy and Britain as Italy sought to expel the British from Egypt. In late
1942, American and British forces launched amphibious landings on the shores
of Morocco and Algeria in French North Africa. From there, the Allies fought
their way east against Italian forces, aided by their German allies, to link up with
British armies from Egypt. By May 1943, the anti-Hitler coalition controlled all of
North Africa, which then provided the staging area for the invasions of Sicily in
July and the southern Italian peninsula in September. North Africa gave the Allies
safe airfields from which to launch air attacks against German and Italian forces
in southern Europe and the Balkans. Throughout the provinces of the Middle East
where British influence predominated, from Egypt to the Persian Gulf, the Western
powers enjoyed similar basing arrangements. The airfields and naval installations in
North Africa also made convenient points of transit for goods passing to the Soviet
Union, an ally of the United States and Britain after 1941.

At the end of the war, the United States showed little inclination to maintain
a strong military presence in the region. Once the war ended, the United States
demobilized and withdrew its military forces from around the world. In the
Mediterranean and the Middle East, the United States, which had around one hundred
military installations in 1945, reduced its presence to seventy-four installations in
1947 and to fewer than thirty by 1949.!

France and Great Britain, major colonial powers in the Mediterranean and
Middle East, both retained significant roles in the region. Free French Forces under
General Charles de Gaulle replaced the pro-German Vichy government in France
at the end of the war. As one of the four victorious powers, France retained control
of Morocco, Tunisia, and Algeria. (See Map 1.) Britain retained its influence in the
areas from Egypt through the Middle East and acquired the former Italian colony
of Libya as a trust territory under the United Nations.

! James R. Blaker, United States Overseas Basing: An Anatomy of the Dilemma (New York:
Praeger, 1990), pp. 31-32.
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Army Engineers in Greece, 1947-1949

When President Truman decided to extend help to Greece, the State Department
turned to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to put its technical expertise at the
service of the U.S. Mission for Aid to Greece. Alone among government agencies,
the Corps possessed the capabilities of design, contracting, and engineering needed
to restore the country’s infrastructure.? For most of the early decades of the century,
the Army Corps of Engineers had concentrated on civil works projects such as
dredging harbors, regulating waterways, building canals, and controlling floods. In
1941, the Army transferred the mission of military construction for the Army and
the Army Air Forces from the Quartermaster Corps to the Corps of Engineers. The
Corps of Engineers thus became the agency that organized, managed, and executed
the construction needed to support U.S. military forces. From its experience using
private companies for design and construction in supervising civil works programs,
the Corps had developed the capacity to manage the even-larger task of supervising
the rapid construction of the base camps, airfields, and other installations, at home
and abroad, needed to win World War II.

When called into service in Greece in 1947, the Army engineers faced the task of
rebuilding transportation and harbor systems to support that country’s economic and
military needs. While retreating from Greece in late 1944, the Germans had destroyed
roads and bridges, rail lines, and canal and port facilities. The principal ports at Piracus,
Volos, and Thessalonika remained only marginally functional. (Map 2) To block the
Corinth Canal, German demolition teams had set explosives that had triggered two
massive slides and filled the waterway with debris. The system of roads and bridges
had suffered during the war and from rebel attacks after 1945. The Greek government
had undertaken repairs, but it lacked money, equipment, and experienced engineers
to clear the debris and to rebuild.

At the request of the State Department, two joint ventures of American contrac-
tors undertook the work in Greece. Atkinson-Drake-Park (ADP) consisted of the
Guy F. Atkinson Company of San Francisco, California; Johnson-Drake and Piper
of Minneapolis, Minnesota; and Starr-Park and Freeman of New York. This joint
venture accepted the contract for the reconstruction of highways and railroads.
The second joint venture—Steers-Grove, consisting of the J. Rich Steers Company
and Grove, Shepherd, Wilson, and Kruge of New York—accepted a contract to
reconstruct the port facilities at Piraeus and to reopen the Corinth Canal. The U.S.
State Department awarded the contracts; by agreement between the State Department
and the Department of the Army, the Corps of Engineers administered them.?

2 Frank N. Schubert, “A Helping Hand: Three Decades of Corps of Engineers Involvement in
Foreign Assistance Programs,” p. 4, Office of History (OH), HQ, United States Army Corps of En-
gineers (USACE), Alexandria, Va.

3D. W. Griffiths, “Reconstruction in Greece,” Military Engineer (July-August 1949): 252;
Typescript Rpt, 22 Oct 48, sub: Reconstruction and Rehabilitation—Grecian Program, p. 1, Research
Collections, Mil Files X1I-4, OH, HQ USACE.
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Because the full extent of the work was difficult to define before the work
actually began, the Corps and the State Department agreed to make the awards
on a cost-plus-fixed-fee (CPFF) basis.* CPFF contracts were widely used during
World War II because they offered benefits for both parties. By preselecting
qualified contractors and negotiating a contract to pay a fee as well as all direct

4 Typescript Rpt, 22 Oct 48, p. 1.
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During World War II, the Germans destroyed much of Greece’s infrastructure. An American
contractor reconstructed an area of the breakwater in Volos Harbor.

costs, the government could begin a project quickly, even before design could be
completed. Companies could accept a project in which the costs and the risks were
very difficult to calculate. CPFF contracts required close government audits, which
made supervision and administration difficult and expensive; and the government
had to dispose of equipment and materials at the completion of the project. The
biggest disadvantage was that the contractor had little incentive to curb waste or
extravagance because the contract guaranteed his costs and a profit. Also, a contractor
could overload the job with his own equipment and pad his profits by charging the
government a rental fee.’

In the atmosphere of the early months of the Cold War, the advantages of CPFF
contracts outweighed the disadvantages. From the first application of the Truman
Doctrine in Greece in 1947, CPFF contracts became a standard feature of overseas
military construction as the U.S. government hastened to contain the Soviet Union.

On 1 August 1947, the Army engineers established the Grecian District under
the Corps of Engineers’ North Atlantic Division in New York. Ten days later, the
district engineer, Col. D. W. Griffiths, set up his headquarters in Athens. Griffiths;
his deputy, Lt. Col. Paul D. Troxler; and the skeleton staff of the district worked
with the contractors to plan the reconstruction. At the same time, the district

5 “Military Construction in Continental United States and Permanent Overseas Bases,” Dec 51,
p- 40, Engineer School, Fort Belvoir, Va., Gen Files VII-19-10, OH, HQ USACE.
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established a rear-echelon office in New York City to expedite procurement and
to handle stateside activities. Both ventures also established offices in New York.
Eventually, the Grecian District set up area offices in Thessalonika, Larisa, Lamia,
Patras, Corinth, and Piraeus to supervise the initial program: work at three ports,
rebuilding the highway and railroad systems, and clearing the Corinth Canal. The
plan divided the tasks among the contracting companies and the Greek government
agencies that had the capability to assist in executing the work.°

From the beginning, the American contractors faced difficulties in assembling
both equipment and personnel to carry out the construction in Greece. It took six
months of sustained effort to put an effective organization at the sites. Nonetheless,
629 American contractor and government personnel and 12,131 Greek nationals
worked on the construction projects at the peak of activity.’

Steers-Grove did repair work at the ports of Piracus, Volos, and Thessalonika.
Before the war, the port at Piraeus could simultaneously accommodate sixteen
transport ships, each with a capacity of ten- to fifteen thousand tons. In 1947, only
two ships could dock in the port. The war had left quay walls damaged, parts of walls
and the gates to the drydocks demolished, docks clogged with debris, and nearly all
port equipment destroyed. Only three hundred fifty yards of quay were usable when
reconstruction began. From wreckage on the harbor floor, the contractors salvaged
enough material to build two heavy-duty cranes; but they also had to import floating
cranes. By December 1948, Steers-Grove had rebuilt over two thousand three
hundred yards of quay walls. Crews cleared debris to reconstruct drydocks and to
open the waterways. By the end of the operation, Piraeus harbor could accommodate
seventeen large vessels at a time. Work also progressed at Volos and Thessalonika
where damage to the ports was less severe.®

Clearing of the Corinth Canal began in November 1947. The Isthmus of Corinth
is a narrow strip of land that links the Peloponnese Peninsula with Attica, the
main land mass of Greece. The canal, built between 1882 and 1893 and less than
four-and-a-half miles long, reduced the distance for ships traveling between the east
and west coasts of Greece by about one hundred twenty-five miles. In addition to
slides touched off by demolition teams, the Germans had dumped bridge wreckage,
locomotives, and railroad cars into the canal to complicate eventual excavation. After
eight months of work, the canal opened on 7 July 1948 for shallow-draft traffic and
in September for all traffic.’

The Greek railroads had suffered the same disruption as the ports and canal.
Retreating Germans had systematically blown up bridges and demolished rolling
stock in 1944, virtually paralyzing the system. Thirty-three railroad bridges needed
reconstruction before normal rail service could resume. The U.S. aid program assigned

¢ Typescript Rpt, 22 Oct 48, pp. 1-2; Griffiths, “Reconstruction in Greece,” p. 252.

7 Christ Mentzelopoulos, “The Work Performed in Greece Under the Direction of the Corps of
Engineers,” address at Polytechnic School, 1 Apr 49, reprinted in Technika Chronika (April 1949);
Griffiths, “Reconstruction in Greece,” p. 253.

8 Typescript Rpt, 22 Oct 48, pp. 2-3.

? Griffiths, “Reconstruction in Greece,” p. 254.
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By April 1948, excavation of the Corinth Canal was over half complete.

rehabilitation of the railroads to Atkinson-Drake-Park. The American contractor turned
repair of the tracks over to the Greek railroad companies, ordered twelve bridges
fabricated in the United States, and undertook the reconstruction from salvaged materials
of twenty-one others. The railroad project also included repair of two tunnels.'

10 Tbid., pp. 256-57; Typescript Rpt, 22 Oct 48, pp. 4-7.
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The Greeks had never modernized their highways for motorized transportation.
Of the 6,521 miles of roadways shown on maps of the national highway system,
around 75 percent could be used by motor vehicles and only at very low speeds.
Since rebuilding the whole system went far beyond the scope of the American aid
program, ADP and the Army engineers decided to address only the 1,100 miles
of roads essential to the country’s immediate needs for economic recovery and
military communications. After a guerrilla raid destroyed an asphalt plant and
equipment valued at $90,000, engineers eliminated almost 250 miles of road from the
rehabilitation program for reasons of safety. Road construction involved extensive
patching of existing base courses and resurfacing with asphalt. It also included
repair of about 90 percent of the highway system’s bridges and culverts. To support
the paving, contractors purchased or acquired nine asphalt plants from surplus
equipment and military depots in the United States. Army engineers supervised
the laying of 656,015 tons of aggregate and 29,512 tons of asphalt, as well as the
surfacing of more than 750 miles of highway before they turned the job over to the
Greek Ministry of Public Works in 1949."!

After work on the road and rail systems began, the Greek Air Ministry asked
the Corps of Engineers’ Grecian District office to engage Atkinson-Drake-Park to
work on eight airfields where runways already existed and to build two completely
new airfields. The airfield work included construction of parking aprons and control
towers and installation or rehabilitation of lighting and drainage systems. ADP laid
almost ten thousand square yards of runway, nearly 60 percent of which was pierced-
steel plank. Almost four thousand square yards of runway had an asphalt surface.
The contractor began work in April 1948 on the longest runway, the 1,500-foot
strip at King Paul Airfield near Tripolis, and completed it on 30 July. Construction
also began in April at a new field, Bisdouni, in northwest Greece near the Albanian
border; the 1,200-foot runway began operating on 4 October.!?

Frequent delays characterized the early months of work in Greece. Motor
vehicles to transport goods and personnel and other construction equipment arrived
late; in December 1947, bad weather limited operations. Guerrilla activity and
shortages of certain critical materials forced the extension of the program beyond the
planned completion date of 30 September 1948. Despite the civil war, the engineer
and contractor personnel worked unarmed. Guerrillas did not attack Americans
directly; but they carried out acts of sabotage against construction equipment, motor
vehicles, existing facilities, and facilities under reconstruction. Rebels or bandits
kidnapped some Americans and held them for ransom, but no Americans were
reported killed. The Greek workers fared badly: 28 died, 102 were wounded, and
474 were reported missing. Rebel attacks also damaged or destroyed eighty-one
pieces of equipment valued at about $350,000."

! Typescript Rpt, 22 Oct 48, pp. 4-5; Griffiths, “Reconstruction in Greece,” p. 254.

12 Typescript Rpt, 22 Oct 48, p. 7; Griffiths, “Reconstruction in Greece,” pp. 255-56; Mentzelo-
poulos, “Work Performed in Greece.”

13 Mentzelopoulos, “Work Performed in Greece.” Griffiths, “Reconstruction in Greece,” pp. 252-53,
gives a slightly lower dollar figure for the loss of equipment.
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The Gorgopotamos Bridge in Greece, shown here in October 1947, was damaged during
World War Il

During the entire Greek construction program of 1947—1949, the two American
firms spent about $56 million, well below the $70 million budgeted for the program.
In April 1949, a closeout team arrived at district headquarters in Athens; by summer,
the Grecian District had closed its offices.' The close of the Grecian District
removed the only organization in the Mediterranean directly under the command
of the Corps of Engineers, but Army engineer officers remained in the region to
assist U.S. military aid programs to other nations.

In June 1950, the American ambassador to Greece, Henry F. Grady, assessed
the aid program on behalf of the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations.
He reminded the senators that many in Congress had doubted the advisability of
appropriating funds for aid to Greece in 1947; some had even labeled the undertaking
Operation Rathole. By 1949, he asserted, one could see a relatively stable economy
in Greece and a trained and partially equipped Greek armed services. A year later,
the Greek Army had been “completely victorious” over the Communist guerrillas.
When speaking of the aid program to Greece, Grady concluded, “We can honestly
use the word ‘success.””"?

4 Memo, D. W. Griffiths, 9 Apr 49, sub: Status of Overseas Construction for the Month of March
1949, Mil Files X1I-4, OH, HQ USACE; Mentzelopoulos, “Work Performed in Greece.”

15 U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations and Committee on Armed Services, Mutual Defense
Assistance Program, 81st Cong., 2d sess., 1950, p. 77.
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Army Engineers in Turkey

Turkey had figured almost as prominently as Greece in President Truman’s
speech of March 1947 enunciating the new policy of containment of the Soviet
Union. The same appropriations process that furnished aid to Greece also provided
for financial and technical support to Turkey. In both countries, the aid supported an
immediate need to shore up political and military structures as a deterrent to Soviet
expansion into the Mediterranean.'

The challenges of 1948 and 1949 changed the relative importance of the U.S.
military presence in Turkey. The policy of commitment to active defense initiatives
enhanced the importance of Turkey to American strategic interests. Turkey had
common borders in the east with the Soviet Union and in the west with the Soviet
satellite state of Bulgaria. Turkish control of the strategic water route from the Black
Sea to the Mediterranean Sea positioned the country on the flank of possible Soviet
passage to the oil-rich regions of Iran and Saudi Arabia.

With the original program of aid for Turkey, the U.S. government had established
an umbrella organization named the Joint American Military Mission for Aid
to Turkey (JAMMAT). Subordinate elements—The United States Army Group
(TUSAG), The United States Air Force Group (TUSAFG), and The United States
Navy Group (TUSNG)—worked under the mission to administer the aid program. '’
When aid began in 1947, no Army engineer element served in Turkey.

Initially, most of the U.S. aid went to the Turkish Army, which numbered five
hundred thousand in 1947. By 1950, American advice and assistance had helped
Turkey increase the combat capabilities of its armed forces and cut its numbers by
half. But Turkey needed additional help to create a truly modern and mobile army
and to reduce its expenditures on defense from 35 percent of its national budget to
more manageable proportions.'®

As part of the aid package, USAF personnel sought to train Turks to operate and
maintain the construction equipment to modernize the country’s military airfields.
They also initiated and supervised a maintenance and supply program for the Turkish
Air Force. In 1948, TUSAFG began construction at two sites, providing supervi-
sion, training, and guidance to the labor force of Turkish troops. The construction
equipment came from surplus Army engineer supplies, but the Corps of Engineers
had no direct role in the aid program."

16 Kenneth W. Condit, History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, vol. 2, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and
National Policy, 1947—1949 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Joint History, 1996), p. 36.

7 Lewis McBride, “A Brief History of The U.S. Engineer Group (TUSEG), U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Ankara, Turkey, 1950-1954,” p. 1, Construction Div, Office of the Chief of Engineers
(OCE), M-2-2/16, Europe Division—Record Holding Area (EUD-RHA).

8 U.S. Senate, Mutual Defense Assistance Program, pp. 7879, statement submitted 9 Jun 50 by
George Wadsworth, U.S. ambassador to Turkey.

19 “History of the United States Engineer Group, Ankara, Turkey,” p. 1 (hereafter cited as TUSEG
Hist), Encl no. 7 in OCE, “Historical Summary, 1950-1951,” Gen Files 2-1, OH, HQ USACE (here-
after cited as OCE, Hist Sum, 1950-1951); McBride, “Brief History,” p. 1.
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In 1949, Congress appropriated more funds for military construction in Turkey;
but by that year, it had become apparent that TUSAFG had achieved disappointing
results. Continuing deterioration of the airfields threatened to jeopardize the Air
Force’s prospects to use the facilities jointly with the Turks. JAMMAT needed more
rapid and efficient construction. An Army engineer assigned to JAMMAT, Col.
Thomas H. Lipscomb, recommended activating an engineer district like the one in
Greece. The U.S. ambassador worked with Turkish authorities to shape an agreement
whereby the U.S. military mission furnished management personnel (construction
engineers, technical staff, and American contractors with their employees) to support
an expanded construction program. The government of Turkey agreed to assume
responsibility for real estate; for the cost of all rail transportation; for the shipment
of materials and equipment within Turkey; for all construction equipment, spare
parts, and materials from stocks previously furnished; and for the services of a
Turkish aviation engineer unit.?

U.S. Engineer Group in 1950

With the agreement in place, the chief of engineers, Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick,
established The United States Engineer Group (TUSEG) on 10 May 1950. Although
the U.S. Engineer Group operated as an engineer district, its name conformed to the
nomenclature used by other groups operating under the joint U.S. military mission to
Turkey. From headquarters in Ankara, TUSEG supervised and executed all military
construction in Turkey assigned by the chief of engineers under the Mutual Defense
Assistance Program approved by Congress in 1949.%!

Lt. Col. Arthur H. Frye Jr. commanded TUSEG, working first with a small
staff in the Office of the Chief of Engineers (OCE) in Washington. Frye sought to
recruit people who could adapt to a 24-month tour in a country where the living
conditions, customs, religion, language, and political environment demanded
flexibility. Using a unique procedure approved by General Pick, the chief of the
TUSEG Engineering-Construction Division, Lewis W. McBride, personally selected
candidates who combined experience in both design and construction.??

Because of the Air Force’s urgency, the Corps of Engineers awarded a cost-
plus-fixed-fee contract similar to the contracts used in Greece in the late 1940s.
Three firms participated in the joint venture called Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove: Metcalf
Construction Company; Gordon Hamilton Contracting Company Inc.; and Grove,
Shepherd, Wilson, and Kruge Inc. The initial CPFF contract, signed on 25 May 1950,
anticipated a construction program lasting two years and estimated at $10,766,864

2 TUSEG Hist, p. 2; McBride, “Brief History,” p. 2; Condit, Joint Chiefs of Staff and National
Policy, 1947-1949, pp. 231-32; Interv, Herbert M. Hart with Maj Gen (Ret) Thomas H. Lipscomb,
12 Nov 83, pp. 136-53.

2l McBride, “Brief History,” p. 2; Condit, Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 19471949,
pp- 231-32.

22 McBride, “Brief History,” pp. 2-3.
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with a fee of $460,000. TUSAFG determined the needs and established the types of
construction that TUSEG and Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove were to execute.

At a series of meetings in Washington, representatives of OCE, Metcalf-
Hamilton-Grove, and TUSEG defined the levels of support and responsibility. The
contractor procured equipment and materials and recruited personnel with only minor
help from the Corps of Engineers’ North Atlantic Division and New York District.
The Corps suggested that contract personnel working in Iceland and Newfoundland
would be attractive recruits for the Turkish program when work slackened in those
North Atlantic locations.?

The chief of engineers, General Pick, defined Colonel Frye’s authority as
comparable to that “usually vested in district and division engineers.” TUSEG would
operate under JAMMAT for administrative purposes but would report directly to
the chief of engineers in Washington. TUSEG received authority to suspend the
“administrative regulations of the Department of the Army applicable to military
procurement and construction” and to proceed under civil regulations. Frye was
encouraged to shift “functions normally considered government activities” to the
contractor if he thought it would produce savings. TUSEG also received explicit
instructions that “criteria and standards of construction will be in accordance with
the desire of the U.S. Air Force Group and may be less than OCE standards if
sound engineering principles and practices are not thereby violated.”” The special
status, the special exemptions, and the suggestion that standards could be lowered
all emphasize the unusual character of the military construction program for Turkey
and the urgency that leaders in Washington assigned to it.

On 28 May 1950, TUSEG established a rear-echelon office in New York City
to facilitate procurement of construction materials and recruitment of personnel.
This office, under a deputy contracting officer, worked with the New York District
of the North Atlantic Division to monitor and coordinate work with the New York
office of the joint venture, Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove.*

By early June, the contractor had received an outline of the construction program
calling for work at eight sites, six of which had existing facilities: Bandirma on
the Sea of Marmara; Erzincan, east of Ankara; Balikesir, about fifty miles south
of Bandirma; Afyonkarahisar, southwest of Ankara; Kayseri in central Turkey;
and Merzifon, southwest of the Black Sea city of Samsun. (See Map 3.) In those
locations, Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove would rehabilitate existing runways, install
distribution systems for aviation fuel, and add support facilities including hangars,

2 “Synopsis of TUSEG Construction Program Under Joint American Military Mission for Aid to
Turkey as of 1 Aug 52,” p. 1, Mil Files XII-33-8 (hereafter cited as TUSEG Construction Synopsis as
of 1 Aug 52); Memo, Brig Gen G. J. Nold to Ch, U.S. Engineer Group, Ankara, Turkey [TUSEG], 9
Jun 50, sub: The U.S. Engineer Group, Joint American Military Mission for Aid to Turkey, Mil Files
XII-4-1; Memo, Robert F. Jacobs to Policy, Regulations and Procedures Br, 26 May 50, sub: Request
for Exception to CPR P19.6 and Item 9, CPPL 3-50, Mil Files XII-4-1; all in OH, HQ USACE.

2 Memos, Col Robert E. Cron to Div Engr, 22 May 50, sub: Support for the Engineer Group in
Turkey, and Nold, 25 May 50, both in Mil Files XII-4-1, OH, HQ USACE.

25 Memo, Nold to Ch, TUSEG, 9 Jun 50.

26 TUSEG Hist, pp. 2-3.
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airmen’s housing, and additional fuel storage. At two other locations—Diyarbakir
(in eastern Turkey on the Tigris) and Eskisehir (in western Turkey)—the program
called for new air bases with concrete runways capable of accommodating modern
jet aircraft and the appropriate support facilities.?’

Beginning Work

Personnel from TUSEG and Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove arrived in Ankara on 25 and
26 June 1950, just as the North Korean attack on South Korea began. The mission of
the Army engineers in Turkey suddenly became more compelling. TUSEG’s advance
party opened offices in an apartment building in a residential section of Ankara. The
building provided office space insufficient to accommodate both the Army engineer
staff and the contractor personnel, so the contractor rented additional space in the Cehan
Palace Hotel. TUSEG arranged to have the U.S. Army Group handle all shipments
of materials through Turkish ports. The Turkish government furnished rail shipments
from the ports to job sites. The TUSEG staff had assumed they would receive office
equipment and furniture from the joint U.S. military mission, but JAMMAT had very
little to offer. Frye tried to get the items he needed from the New York District, but
the supplies he received were in such poor condition that the entire lot “could not be
sold for junk or otherwise for enough money to even pay for the packing charges,
much less the freight costs.” Without the proper office equipment, the administrative
management of the construction program suffered.?®

Disregarding the obstacles, the Americans set to work. To ascertain what engi-
neering equipment and supplies were available in Turkey, Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove
sent a small party to the JAMMAT supply depot at Cumaovasi, near Izmir. They
discovered that only about 25 percent of the spare parts and materials that had arrived
under the aid program had ever been unpacked. The inventory of approximately seven
thousand items presented a problem of property control and a potential commitment
of time that diverted the effort from starting construction. Confounding matters for
the team, all the property documents were written in Turkish.?

In addition to inventorying spare parts and other materials, TUSEG and the
contractor sought to locate and gather the construction equipment available in
Turkey. They found that the U.S. ambassador had lent equipment to the Turkish
Ministry of Public Works, which was using it on civilian airfields at Istanbul and
Ankara. The Turkish Air Force used some other equipment on projects that had
a much lower priority for TUSEG than the bases for the U.S. Air Force. It took
persistence on the part of Colonel Frye to recover this equipment, and then it was
not always in usable condition. None of the thirty American trucks that the Turks

27 Memo, Nold to Ch, TUSEG, 9 Jun 50.

28 TUSEG Hist, pp. 2—4; McBride, “Brief History,” p. 11; TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1
Aug 52, p. 5. Quotation from Memo, A. J. Evans, Ch, Audit Div, Ofc of the Engr Comptroller, to Div
Engr, North Atlantic Div, 5 Dec 50; “Inspection of U.S. Engineer Group, Ankara, Turkey,” 3 Nov
50, p. 4; both in Mil Files XII-4-1, OH, HQ USACE.

¥ TUSEG Hist, p. 3.
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had used, for example, came back with functioning brakes; the Turks had filled
the brake systems with motor oil rather than with brake fluid, thereby dissolving
all the rubber seals.*

TUSEG personnel succeeded in moving the program forward by cooperating
with a Turkish liaison group at Ankara, Coordinating Bureau no. 2, commanded
by a Turkish Air Force colonel with a Turkish Army engineer colonel as deputy.
The Turkish officers helped to solve customs problems and to transport equipment,
supplies, and personnel. The liaison group assigned Turkish troops to provide labor
for construction projects, acquired the necessary real estate, helped reconnoiter sites,
and provided other services to TUSEG and the contractor.”!

TUSEG, having made the administrative and logistical arrangements that it could,
organized a reconnaissance visit to the proposed construction sites. Concurrently,
personnel from TUSEG and the contractor’s staff drew up a preliminary schedule
to accomplish the work within the 24-month deadline set by TUSAFG. Metcalf-
Hamilton-Grove had trouble recruiting and mobilizing qualified design engineers,
especially engineers with knowledge and experience with Corps of Engineers
practices and procedures. To accelerate the progress of the project, TUSEG assigned
several of its personnel to work with the contractor’s staff.*

Design of the runways and facilities proceeded simultaneously with the tasks of
assembling construction equipment and crews and launching construction. The large
open space of the Cehan Palace Hotel’s ballroom became the engineering-drafting
room. Personnel from TUSEG’s Engineering-Construction Division supervised
the design work of the contractor, interpreting the Air Force’s criteria, suggesting
preliminary layout, and checking all drawings and specifications. Incorporating the
facilities that the reconnaissance party identified, the contractor drafted plans for
the rehabilitation or conversion of runways, taxiways, and facilities to be used by
the U.S. Air Force.™

The TUSEG staff soon learned that TUSAFG had already made changes to
reflect additional requirements or revisions by JAMMAT. Diyarbakir in the east
and Balikesir in the west received the highest priority. Runway surveys began at
Diyarbakir in July and August 1950. Initial specifications called for a 9,000-foot
runway with supporting taxiways, twenty-six hardstands for parking vehicles, and
14,000 square yards of parking apron. The plan left housing, utilities, and hangars
for later development. Construction included a distribution system for aviation
fuel, but the Air Force had provided no criteria for the system. At Balikesir, the Air
Force wanted resurfacing to begin on the 4,900-foot runway as soon as possible.
The survey revealed that many of the failures of the existing runway had occurred

30 McBride, “Brief History,” pp. 14-15.

31 Tbid., p. 19.

32 TUSEG Hist, pp. 3-5; TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, p. 5.

33 McBride, “Brief History,” pp. 2-3, 6-7, 11; TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, p.
5; TUSEG Hist, pp. 2—4.
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because of poor drainage, so designers
incorporated a new drainage system and
adequate surface drainage.**

In the first week of September 1950,
TUSEQG established area offices at Diyarbakir
and Balikesir.*> Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove
began initial grading operations at Diyarbakir
on 11 September and runway rehabilitation
at Balikesir on 1 October. At the outset, work
progressed slowly because the contractor
lacked sufficient crushing and screening
equipment. Just below the surface at
Diyarbakir, construction crews encountered
large boulders that required more blasting
than anticipated, thus delaying progress on
the drainage system. While the construction
proceeded, work continued on design until
the draft plans for this phase were completed
in December.*®

The Air Force’s tight schedule forced
the Army engineers to take risks. TUSEG’s
command group decided to have the
contractor continue construction through
the winter even though Balikesir’s winters
were typically wet and Diyarbakir usually
received heavy snow and freezing cold. The
American audacity impressed the Turks,
especially when the moderate 1950-1951
winter allowed the construction to progress.
Many Turks saw this as a sign that Allah had
blessed the endeavor. To the Americans, it
appeared a lucky outcome to a calculated
risk. The following winter was very severe,
but by then work could progress on facilities
less sensitive to the weather than runway
construction.’’

Even though Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove
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had begun work, neither the contractor nor TUSEG had received a proposed overall
program of construction for Turkey by November 1950. Lack of a plan made any
coherent projection of operations, staffing, and distribution of materials or equipment

3 TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, pp. 6-7.

35 TUSEG Hist, p. 5.

3¢ TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, p. 6; McBride, “Brief History,” p. 6.

37 McBride, “Brief History,” p. 6.
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impossible. TUSEG had drawn up a budgetary sketch, but it covered only the
administrative costs for the organization itself. Because of lack of data, the budget
could not reflect payments to the contractor or other payments necessary for an
accurate cost estimate. To no avail, Colonel Frye had called on TUSAFG to provide
a comprehensive plan for the construction program. The problems of administrative
control were compounded because the contractor had started work hurriedly and had
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focused on recruiting construction personnel. As a result, the staff lacked sufficient
competent personnel to manage property accounting and time checking. Contractor
personnel also had bought and issued materials without adequate control. Colonel
Frye was aware of the contractor’s problems with staff, and he recognized the
difficulties in recruiting qualified personnel for work in Turkey.*

In early December 1950, Frye discussed the problems at a conference of division
engineers. The chief of engineers, General Pick, could do little more than call for
prompt action to get additional contract personnel to Turkey. He placed the problem
of aiding Frye and Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove in the hands of Col. Frederick F. Frech,
commander of the North Atlantic Division, which had taken over supervision of
TUSEG on 1 December.”’

Despite the problems, the contractor completed work on the first phases of
runway and taxiway rehabilitation at Balikesir in January 1951. Between April
and June 1951, crews stripped, graded, and placed a base course on the existing
asphalt section of the runway at Diyarbakir and added a drainage system. Over the
winter and into the spring of 1951, contractor and TUSEG personnel worked on
modifications ordered by TUSAFG. Drawings for modifications at Balikesir began in
February 1951 and were completed by September. In March, the Air Force ordered
modifications to the specifications for Diyarbakir. The contractor received directives
to add ten hardstands, twenty-five housing units, utilities, and additional facilities
for 164 officers and 1,237 men. Modifications delayed design completion from
mid-March to July, when TUSAFG asked for still more changes. Final approval of
the modified design came in August 1951.%

In November 1950, comparable work had begun at the air base at Eskisehir
with a preliminary survey. Construction began the following summer, but additional
changes in TUSAFG priorities and a modification of the proposed location of the
runway delayed grading for the runway until April 1952. Construction of Quonset
huts and erection of prefabricated hangars advanced simultaneously.*!

Broadening Military Construction Under the U.S. Engineer Group

Late in 1950, it became clear that Congress would approve the Air Force’s
expanded construction program for Turkey. With this new appropriation, the Air
Force planned an entirely new airfield, later known as Incirlik Air Base, near Adana.
Specific information about the Adana project had reached TUSEG early in 1951,

3 Memo to Ch of Engrs, 3 Nov 50, sub: Inspection of [TUSEG], and Memo [in Reply], Lt Col
Arthur H. Frye Jr., 20 Nov 50, both in Mil Files XII-4-1, OH, HQ USACE.

3 Memo, Col F. F. Frech, 7 Dec 50; MFR, Brig Gen G. J. Nold, 11 Dec 50, sub: Turkey Project
(Telephone Call to Colonel Frech); GO no. 17,29 Nov 50, sub: Change in Jurisdiction of U.S. Engineer
Group in Ankara, Turkey; all in Mil Files XII-4-1, OH, HQ USACE.

40 Memo, Lt Col William G. Steffey, 20 Jun 51, sub: Narrative Report on Status of Construction,
Report Control ENGKM-21 (16 May—15 June 1951), Mil Files X1II-33-9, OH, HQ USACE; TUSEG
Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, pp. 2, 6-—7; “History of the Mediterranean Division,” [Apr 57],
box 19, access. no. 77-92-0002, Washington National Records Center (WNRC), Suitland, Md.

4 Memo, Steffey, 20 Jun 51, p. 5; TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, p. 10.
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allowing staff to initiate planning and reconnaissance surveys. On 28 February 1951,
the directive for the facilities arrived; TUSEG established an area office at Adana
the following week. Based on the information gathered through the advance work,
design began for a runway, taxiways, aprons, hardstands, and a drainage system.
TUSEG negotiated with Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove for the additional construction and
by 1953 had added $15 million in construction to the original 1950 contract.*’

Construction crews set up Quonset huts as a campsite and for temporary use as
operations buildings. By June 1951, they had completed twenty-six huts; five more
were under construction for use as a hospital, a recreation hall, and living quarters.
The contractor continued to build housing, shops, roads, a railroad spur, utilities,
and other facilities to support a future contingent of 1,365 airmen. Because of the
high priority assigned to work at Adana, Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove diverted a major
portion of its personnel, equipment, and effort to rapid construction of the facilities
there. Over the summer of 1951, much of the equipment needed for the construction
arrived at a port seventy-five miles southeast on the Mediterranean. The contractor
completed construction of the concrete runways in May 1952.4

In June 1952, the U.S. Air Force Group added a second new airfield to the
construction program. TUSAFG selected a site at Batman after a reconnaissance
trip that included representatives of TUSAFG, TUSEG, and the Turkish Air Force.
The contractor conducted surveys for runways there in late June. In mid-August,
TUSAFG issued a directive for design and construction to include a paved runway,
taxiways, parking aprons, and a hydrant system for aviation fuel.*

The Army engineers initiated design work in February 1951 for two other sites
named in the original directive: Bandirma and Kayseri. At Bandirma, on the southern
coast of the Sea of Marmara, the contractor completed laying asphalt on existing
runways on 9 June. With paving work at Bandirma completed, the construction
crews dismantled the asphalt plant and moved it to Balikesir.*

At the Kayseri field, the Air Force suspended work in May 1951 because of
poor approach angles for landing and takeoff.* The contractor had built one hangar
and paved a small area of apron; but in March 1952, the Air Force canceled the
Kayseri project completely. Similarly, at Afyonkarahisar, where design had begun
on housing for the Turkish Air Force in January 1951, the Air Force suspended
work in May 1951 and then canceled the project in March 1952. One other project,
at Erzincan, also dropped out of the construction program. At Merzifon, another of
the original sites, design work began in July 1951.%

42 McBride, “Brief History,” p. 10; TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, pp. 9—10; Memo,
Steffey, 20 Jun 51, p. 2.

+ Tbid.

4 TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, p. 12.

4 McBride, “Brief History,” p. 10; TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, pp. 2-3,
11-12.

4 Memo, Steffey, 20 Jun 51, p. 1.

47 McBride, “Brief History,” p. 10; TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, pp. 2-3, 11-12,
14-15.
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Administrative and Procedural Issues in Turkey

The expanding and changing scope of the construction program introduced for
Turkey in 1951 exacerbated problems and created complications for TUSEG and
Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove. The contractor had to revise personnel and recruitment
plans. Turkish suppliers could not meet the new requirements for cement, and
Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove had to seek new suppliers and sign new contracts in
Europe. The Air Force’s added construction demanded more equipment, which the
contractor had to procure from sources in the United States. The Turkish government
had to purchase additional land, arrange rights of way, and find new sources of
aggregate. All these issues complicated the administration of a program that had
originated before the outbreak of the Korean War as a peacetime undertaking. By
1951, pressure increased on the staffs of TUSEG and the contractor to speed up
progress on the work and to advance the completion dates.*®

The Korean conflict stimulated construction in the United States and in strategic
locations abroad. This made labor, equipment, and materials more expensive
and harder to acquire. Competent engineers and managers who might have been
available for work in Turkey received attractive opportunities elsewhere. The fate
of construction equipment located in Newfoundland illustrates the problem that
the pressure of combat in Korea created for procurement. The engineers in Turkey
had assurances that they would receive the equipment as work in Newfoundland
diminished; but with the outbreak of the Korean conflict, the scope of work in
Newfoundland expanded and the equipment stayed there. The contractor in Turkey
had to rush orders for similar equipment to manufacturers in the United States. The
manufacturers, of course, had a flood of comparable orders from other jobs.*

Additionally, communications between personnel in the field and the admin-
istrative offices maintained by TUSEG or the contractor in Ankara were virtually
impossible. Local mail service was unreliable; telegraph service proved equally
unsatisfactory. Placing a telephone call from Ankara to the field could take from one
to three days. Telephone calls to the United States were rare because the chances of
making a connection were small. Radio equipment might have alleviated the isolation
within Turkey, but the Turkish government resisted assigning radio channels to
foreign military units. The communications problems increased the general sense
of frustration among the staff and put a greater burden of responsibility on the field
personnel >

Living conditions in Ankara were stark. The Americans lived on the local
economy because no government quarters existed. In general, housing in Turkey
offered shelter but little comfort. At construction sites, employees sometimes lived in
mud huts that were hot in the summer and cold in the winter. Hotel accommodations
in smaller cities were marginal. One contract employee wrote that the first sentence he

4 TUSEG Hist, p. 7.
4 Ibid., pp. 7-8.
50 McBride, “Brief History,” pp. 17-18; Memo, Steffey, 20 Jun 51, p. 10.
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had spoken completely in Turkish had been “There is a rat in my room!”*! Americans
purchased day-to-day provisions from the local economy, but they depended on the
Sears, Roebuck catalog for clothing. The U.S. military provided only a small canteen
in Ankara, and other locations had no military support facilities. Water shortages
and fuel rationing were common. Whether in spite of these hardships or because
of them, the Americans maintained remarkably high morale and developed close
relationships among one another.*

The workforce for design and construction in Turkey was small, and the numbers
remained relatively constant. (See Table 1.) To supplement the labor force, Turkish
troops occasionally worked on TUSEG projects.>

By the end of the summer of 1952, construction scheduled under the initial
program was virtually complete at Balikesir, Bandirma, and Diyarbakir. Construction
for the field near Adana was at 75 percent completion, and Eskisehir was over half
complete. The Air Force, however, had canceled projects at Kayseri, Erzincan, and
Afyonkarahisar; no construction had begun at either Merzifon or Batman.>*

U.S. aid to Turkey in the early 1950s sought to provide the country with the
means to resist a Soviet attack and to manage a holding action against the Red
Army should an attack occur. The work managed by U.S. Army engineers through
TUSEG supported these strategic objectives. The air bases on which TUSEG worked
remained under the authority of the Turkish Air Force; American personnel used
them with the permission of the Turkish military and government.” In 1951, to
attach Turkey more firmly to the Western security system, NATO members invited
Turkey to join the alliance. Turkey accepted; in early 1952, NATO expanded its
membership and security perimeter by simultaneously incorporating Turkey and
Greece as new members.

In June 1952, Col. Bruno L. Jakaitis succeeded Colonel Frye as TUSEG
commander. Work under the 19501951 programs neared completion, but Jakaitis
received hints that additional work might come from NATO. This created a
dilemma for TUSEG and for the contractor: The existing volume of work no longer
justified the levels of personnel and equipment on hand. Although there was no
commitment for additional work, the Air Force urged that the construction crews
and the equipment be retained at TUSEG’s disposal. The issue remained open
during 1953. In May 1954, TUSEG became part of the Joint Construction Agency
(JCA), headquartered in France, which supervised and managed construction in

51 John D. Tumpane, Scotch and Holy Water (Lafayette, Calif.: St. Giles Press, 1987), p. 3.

52 McBride, “Brief History,” pp. 16—17; Interv, Stuart Rochester with Maj Gen (Ret) Daniel A.
Raymond and Barbara L. Raymond, 9, 11 Jan 80, p. 29.

53 USTAP [United States Technical Assistance and Productivity Program] Rpt no. 64, 31 Mar 52,
sub: The U.S. Engineer Group, Progress Report for March 1952, an. 4; Col Bruno L. Jakaitis, an. 4 to
USTAP Rptno. 67, [Jun 52], sub: TUSEG, Progress Rpt for June 1952, p. 3; both in Mil Files XII-34,
OH, HQ USACE. Memo, Steffey, 20 Jun 51, p. 2.

3 TUSEG Construction Synopsis as of 1 Aug 52, pp. 14-15; Memo, Steffey, 20 Jun 51, p. 6.

5 McBride, “Brief History,” p. 19; Melvyn P. Leffler, “Strategy, Diplomacy, and the Cold War:
The United States, Turkey, and NATO, 1945-1952,” Journal of American History (March 1985):
807-25.
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Table 1—PersoNNEL ENGAGED IN TurkisH AIR-BAse CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

15 June 1951 1 March 1952 30 June 1952

The U.S. Engineer Group

Officers 4 6 5
U.S. nationals 57 57 52
Other 19 25 23
TUSEG Subtotal 80 88 80
Contractor

U.S. nationals 277 246 176
Other 3 — —

Indigenous 2,170 2,641 2,242
Contractor Subtotal 2,450 2,887 2,418
Total Employed 2,530 2,975 2,498

Source: Adapted from Memo, Lt Col William G. Steffey, 20 Jun 51, sub: Narrative Report on
Status of Construction, Report Control ENGKM-21 (16 May-15 June 1951), p. 2, Mil Files
XII-33-9; USTAP [United States Technical Assistance and Productivity Program] Rpt no. 64,
31 Mar 52, sub: The U.S. Engineer Group, Progress Report for March 1952, an. 4, Mil Files
XlI-34; Col Bruno L. Jakaitis, an. 4 to USTAP Rpt no. 67, [Jun 52], sub: TUSEG, Progress Rpt
for June 1952, p. 3, Mil Files XII-34; all in Office of History, Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Alexandria, Va.

NATO host countries.® Work in Turkey continued as a JCA responsibility under
the European Command.

The Middle East District in Libya and Saudi Arabia, 1950-1951

Even before the Korean War, the U.S. defense establishment had formulated
plans and taken steps to accelerate the rehabilitation and expansion of existing
airfields in Turkey. The outbreak of the Korean conflict created additional impera-
tives to expand the American military presence overseas. By 1950, the American
policy of national security relied heavily on the U.S. Air Force’s capacity to
discharge atomic bombs on the Soviet Union. Deterrence thus made positioning

3¢ McBride, “Brief History,” pp. 1, 5. Memos, Col Bruno L. Jakaitis, 12 Feb 52, sub: Disposal of
USAF-MDAP Construction Equipment in Turkey; Col Frank X. Krebs, 15 Aug 52, sub: Disposal of
USAF-MDAP Construction Equipment in Turkey; Brig Gen John R. Hardin, 27 Aug 52, sub: Funds
for Construction in Turkey; Col William E. Leonhard, 4 Sep 52, sub: Funds for Construction in Turkey;
all in Mil Files X1I-34, OH, HQ USACE.
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U.S. airpower within flight distance of that country critically important. Libya and
Saudi Arabia, which offered strategic locations on either side of Egypt and the
Suez Canal, became part of the plan to expand the U.S. Air Force overseas. The
Corps of Engineers organized the Middle East District to manage U.S. military
construction in the region.

In 1950, the U.S. Air Force already had operating bases in both Libya and Saudi
Arabia. The base near Tripoli, Libya, built in 1923, had been Italian but was captured
by U.S. forces in 1943. (See Map 4.) Used by the Army Air Corps until the end of
the war, the base was renamed in 1945 after Lt. Richard Wheelus, who had been
killed on a training flight earlier that year. When the U.S. military withdrew from
the base in June 1947, the British, who held Libya as a UN protectorate, remained.
In February 1948, the U.S. Air Force returned, reactivated the base, and rededicated
it as Wheelus Air Base.”’

The American presence at the airfield in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, also dated back
to World War II. (See Map 5.) In 1942, the Japanese cut air routes from Hawaii across
the Pacific to the China-Burma-India Theater. The United States therefore shifted
its supply efforts to a South Atlantic trans-African route through Cairo, Iraq, and
Iran to Karachi to distribute materiel throughout the China-Burma-India Theater.
Looking to shorten the route, the Army Air Forces recognized the advantages of
the kingdom of Saudi Arabia. The United States had few diplomatic or commercial
relations with the Saudis; but during 1943, the two nations developed diplomatic
contacts and concluded a treaty of friendship. The United States received permission
to survey a route across the country. King Abdulaziz ibn Saud, who had unified
the tribes of the Arabian Peninsula into Saudi Arabia in the 1920s and 1930s,
granted permission to the United States to locate an airfield in the kingdom. The
survey showed that the small airfield built by the Arabian-American Oil Company
(ARAMCO) near its administrative offices in Dhahran was the best site. A military
installation there would save about two hundred air miles over the customary route
from Cairo to Karachi. The war ended before the airfield was completed, but the
U.S. Army Air Corps retained a presence there. In January 1946, construction to
expand the facilities at Dhahran began; a month later, the Air Corps activated a
military installation at the site. By May, air traffic between Cairo, Dhahran, and
other sites in the Middle East had begun. In June 1946, the U.S. Air Force’s Air
Transport Command (ATC) flew forty-four flights out of Dhahran and Trans World
Airlines another twenty flights.®

ST R. L. Swetzer, Wheelus Field: The Story of the U.S. Air Force in Libya, The Early Days, 1944—
1952 (Ramstein, Germany: Historical Division, Office of Information, U.S. Air Forces in Europe,
1965), pp. 1-12; George M. Haddad, Revolutions and Military Rule in the Middle East: The Arab
States, Part II: Egypt, The Sudan, Yemen and Libya (New York: Robert Speller & Sons Publishers
Inc., 1973), p. 311.

58 Ofc of History, U.S. Air Force, “Historical Data Pertaining to Dhahran Air Base, Saudi Arabia,”
n.d., R&D File no. 2477; HQ, Strategic Air Command, Intel Brief no. 28, 1 Dec 47, sub: Dhahran, Saudi
Arabia; both at Office of Air Force History Library, Bolling Air Force Base, Washington, D.C.
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Between 1946 and 1950, ATC and United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE)
alternately commanded units stationed at the Dhahran airfield. Relations between
the United States and Saudi Arabia cooled during these years because the Truman
administration supported the creation of the state of Israel in Palestinian territory.
Nonetheless, in June 1949, the governments of the United States and Saudi Arabia
concluded an agreement that defined limited use of the Dhahran airfield by the U.S.
Air Force. The field remained under Saudi military command although American
aircraft booked 4,992 takeoffs and landings there in 1949, over half of which were
by C—47s and C-54s.%°

When the Air Force apprised the chief of engineers, General Pick, of its plans
for Libya and Saudi Arabia, Pick designated Col. Paul D. Troxler to establish the
Middle East District. Troxler had directed construction during the war at the field
that became Wheelus Air Base and between 1947 and 1949 had served as deputy
district engineer in Greece. On 12 September 1950, Pick ordered Troxler to report
to the assistant chief of military construction to receive a briefing on the proposed
mission in Libya and Saudi Arabia. The British Foreign Office quickly approved
the American request for six hundred acres of land adjacent to Wheelus field, giving
the U.S. Air Force a base in Libya.®

Preliminary Planning and Mobilization

Between September and November 1950, Colonel Troxler identified design
and construction contractors to execute the overseas construction program. For
preliminary design work, he chose Knappen-Tippetts-Abbett Engineering Company
(KTA) of New York. On 27 November, he led a party on a three-week trip to
Wheelus and Dhahran to prepare an engineer reconnaissance report. The advance
party included Tippetts and another engineer from KTA; the prospective area
engineer for Dhahran, Col. T. F. Airis; the proposed supply officer for the Middle
East District; and Troxler. The initial outline of projects estimated $12.22 million
of work at Wheelus for the Military Air Transport Service (MATS, the Air Force’s
successor to the Air Transport Command) in fiscal year (FY) 1951 and another
$48.86 million for FY 1952. The estimate for Dhahran for the MATS and the
Strategic Air Command was $10.5 million for FY 1951 and $30.1 million for FY

52 Thomas S. Snyder and Shelia A. Shaw, United States Air Forces in Europe, Historical Highlights,
1942-1992 (Ramstein, Germany: Headquarters, U.S. Air Forces in Europe, 1993), pp. 34, 37; Ofc of
Info Sves, HQ, 2d Air Div, United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE), “Saudi Arabia: Information
Pamphlet,” 1 Aug 59, p. 6, box 15, access. no. 77-92-0001, WNRC (hereafter cited as Saudi Arabia
Info Pam). On the frequency of use by American aircraft in 1949, see Col Paul D. Troxler, Rpt on
Test Result Data for Airfield Pavement Eval, Dhahran Airfield, Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, Jan 52, no.
77-84-2400, box 61, Transatlantic Division—Records Holding Area (TAD-RHA), Winchester, Va.

¢ “Historical Summary, Middle East District, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army (Period 25 June
1950-8 September 1951),” p. 1 (hereafter cited as Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51), in
OCE, Hist Sum, 1950-1951; Swetzer, Wheelus Field, p. 5; Memo, Col Fred O. Easley Jr., 10 Mar 51,
sub: Conference on Land Requirements, Wheelus Field, Mil Files XII-30-3, OH, HQ USACE. The
Middle East District was officially activated on 1 January 1951.
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1952. The program also anticipated work at several other sites, mainly in Libya;
but those projects had a lower priority.*!

The day after Christmas 1950, Colonel Troxler received authorization from the
chief of engineers to issue a letter contract to KTA for a more complete design at
Wheelus Air Base. Similarly, on 3 January 1951, he received approval to issue a
contract to Fluor Corporation Ltd. of Los Angeles, California, for construction of
facilities at Dhahran. Fluor held contracts with the Arab American Oil Company

¢! Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, pp. 1-2.
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for planning and construction, so it already had a presence in Saudi Arabia; the
Dhahran airfield was adjacent to the ARAMCO oilfields.*

The Military Air Transport Service had signed a contract earlier with KTA to
prepare a master plan for Wheelus and Dhahran, but the master plan proved impos-
sible to formulate. Air Force instructions were to build facilities with a ten-year life
expectancy, but the Air Force had no fixed set of requirements in January 1951. Over
the next year, it changed requirements for the two fields frequently and radically.
The changes made it extremely difficult, slow, and costly for KTA—or anyone—to
follow through on many of the specific line item tasks.*

62 Tbid., pp. 4-5; “History of the Mediterranean Division,” [ca. 1957], pp. 29-30, box 19, access.
no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.
¢ Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, pp. 2, 4-5, 14-15.
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On 4 January 1951, Troxler and KTA personnel traveled to Andrews Air
Force Base near Washington, D.C., to meet with representatives from USAF
headquarters, from MATS, and from the Office of the Chief of Engineers to review
the available information and the program in general. The preliminary data from
the reconnaissance trip and the early stipulations of the program provided a general
framework for construction at Wheelus Air Base. KTA’s architect-engineers had
begun design on six projects: a warchouse, the water supply, family housing, a
power system, night lighting, and a global communications installation. They had
not yet received the directive for the project to which the Air Force assigned its
top priority—widening, strengthening, lengthening the runway to measure 11,000
by 200 feet, and laying the supporting taxiways.*

After the January meeting, KTA’s architect-engineers continued to prepare
sketches, layout plans, and cost estimates for these seven projects. Eventually, a
150-bed hospital also became a part of the facilities at Wheelus. With distressing
frequency the Air Force changed designs, rejected KTA’s proposed designs,
or introduced new criteria that the contractor had to incorporate. Between 18
January and August 1951, Troxler recorded thirty-seven changes for Wheelus.
In roughly the same period, plans for facilities at Dhahran underwent thirty-one
changes.®

Mindful of the Air Force’s insistence on expediency, Troxler planned the initial
work around certain assumptions. First, the construction contractors would have
to ship all equipment to the job sites; they could not count on finding equipment
available in the area. Second, the contractors would be able to find unskilled labor
in the country but skilled labor had to come from the United States. From the
preliminary survey trip, Troxler assumed that good building materials would be
available locally or from European markets. Finally, using data from the designers
and the initial survey, Troxler projected three months to assemble the equipment
and personnel and nine months to complete the initial phase of construction.®

Throughout the winter and early spring, Troxler worked with the Corps of
Engineers’ North Atlantic Division and with the contractors to prepare for the
construction programs in Libya and Saudi Arabia. On 2 February 1951, he issued a
letter contract for construction in Libya to the joint venture of Crow-Steers-Shepherd
(CSS), comprised of William L. Crow Construction Company and J. Rich Steers Inc.,
both of New York, and Shepherd Construction Company Inc. of Atlanta, Georgia.

% For this and the following paragraph, see Knappen-Tippetts-Abbett Engineering Co. (KTA),
Prelim Rpt, 15 Jan 51, sub: Improvement of Wheelus Air Force Base, Tripoli, Warehouse, box 56,
77-84-2400, TAD-RHA; “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953),” p.
3, box 51-83-8379, Richard T. Farrell Papers, OH, HQ USACE; “Air Force Directive to the Chief
of Engineers Concerning the Work on the Runway at Wheelus,” 8 Jan 51, box 51-83-8379, OH, HQ
USACE.

¢ Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, pp. 5-5¢; Memo, Lt Col Robert M. Tarbox, 6 Mar
51, sub: Wheelus Field—Additional Work, Mil Files XII-30, OH, HQ USACE.

% KTA, Prelim Rpt, 15 Jan 51; “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April
1953).”
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The letter contract, to be converted to a definitive cost-plus-fixed-fee contract within
ninety days, designated $1.25 million in construction work.?’

Construction in Libya

In mid-February 1951, four months after preparatory work had begun, the Air Force
sent to the chief of engineers preliminary specifications for the work on the runway at
Wheelus Air Base. The Air Force instructed the designers that “any siting data and/or
functional and operational characteristics needed to base design which are not furnished
in these instructions will be obtained from the Installation Commander.” So great was
the premium on speed that the architect-engineer firm had barely two weeks to work on
the design phase before construction began. On 1 March, Crow-Steers-Shepherd started
work to extend the runway by 2,000 feet using construction equipment borrowed from the
Air Force.%® The first construction equipment for CSS, 770 tons, arrived from the United
States at the port of Tripoli on 29 March with government-owned camp equipment and
construction materials. A ship arrived on 4 April from Yugoslavia laden with 50,000
bags (2,300 metric tons) of cement. Another ship reached Tripoli on 11 May with 2,000
tons of heavy equipment and general cargo.®’

As construction began in Libya, Troxler and his district staff in New York City
operated out of temporary offices borrowed from the North Atlantic Division. Troxler
had to coax the Air Force into providing the money needed to keep construction on
schedule. In early April, after his requests for an immediate transfer of $182,000
had produced only $100,000 for the acquisition of land, Troxler asked for help from
the chief of engineers. Unless the Air Force took immediate action, Troxler pointed
out, a lack of funds would delay construction seriously. The money continued to
come, but haltingly; the Air Force never managed to provide a steady flow of funds
for the program.”

The district headquarters opened in Libya on 4 May 1951 at Porta Benito, where
British military forces provided space. On 15 May, General Pick issued the order
making Troxler’s appointment as district engineer permanent.”’

By late June, the Libyan project faced another complication. Cargo ships,
whose arrival had been infrequent during the early months of construction, began

¢ Memo, Col William C. Ready, 12 Feb 52, sub: Authority to Issue a Letter Contract, Mil Files
XII-30, OH, HQ USACE; “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953).”

 Quotation from Memo, 13 Feb 51, sub: Authorization—Design and Construction of Airfield
Pavement and Parking Apron, Wheelus Field, Tripoli, Libya, unmarked box, Karl C. Dod Papers,
OH, HQ USACE; Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, p. 9.

¢ “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953),” pp. 47-48b-2.

70 Memo, Col Paul D. Troxler, 11 Apr 51, sub: Procurement of Real Estate, Wheelus Field, Tripoli,
Libya, Mil Files XII-30-3, OH, HQ USACE. For the recurrent delays, see “Chronological History,
Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953),” pp. 3a, 3d, 48a—48b-1a; Memo, OCE to Chief of Staff
(CS), United States Air Force (USAF), 7 Jan 52, sub: 1952 Funds for Construction at Wheelus Air
Force Base, Mil Files X1I-30, OH, HQ USACE.

"t Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, p. 9; “Chronological History, Middle East District
(Through 30 April 1953),” p. 1.
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Concrete was poured over steel reinforcement to construct the arch for a drainage culvert
at Wheelus Air Base.

arriving with a frequency that overtaxed the limited harbor facilities at Tripoli. The
shipments included asphalt, dynamite, equipment, general cargo, and much-needed
vehicles. At Troxler’s request, the U.S. Army Transportation Corps sent an officer
to survey the port and its operations. Based on the officer’s report, a detachment of
Transportation Corps specialists arrived in Tripoli to aid operations.”

72 Ibid.
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For the communications center, under construction at Wheelus Air Base in August 1951,
native limestone blocks were placed to the first bond beam level and reinforced steel was
used for a section of the bond beam.

As Troxler had predicted, assembling the labor force presented a problem.
Although local workers cost very little in wages—the equivalent of $0.55 to $1.40
a day—they lacked the skills needed to execute the construction. As a result, the
project imported skilled laborers and craftsmen from other countries, principally
from Italy and Malta. The British administration, acting under United Nations
authority as a caretaker government while the Libyans organized self-rule, raised
no objections to non-Libyan labor. As of 1 September 1951, with 41 percent of the
construction programmed for 1951 at Wheelus field completed, the project employed
2,162 people.” (See Table 2.)

Construction in Saudi Arabia

The Middle East District encountered numerous problems in organizing the
military construction at Dhahran. First, the diplomatic situation inhibited the
commencement of work. Because the construction represented an expansion of
American privileges beyond the 1949 agreement with Saudi Arabia, the parties
needed a new agreement. The U.S. ambassador to Saudi Arabia conducted the
negotiations, assisted by the commanding general of the U.S. forces assigned to
the Dhahran Air Transport Station. The ambassador and the State Department

3 Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, p. 10.
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feared that any influx of American military personnel, construction personnel, or
equipment while the negotiations proceeded would offend the Saudis and complicate
the bargaining, so they urged that the advance party remain small.”

Another factor dictated a small advance party: Dhahran had very few facilities
and could offer little support to an incoming construction force. With these factors
in mind, Colonel Troxler selected only three people to gather data in the field. On 30
May, Saudi Arabia and the United States reached a level of agreement sufficient to
allow the ambassador to approve a more visible operation. With clearance from the
U.S. commanding general at Dhahran, Troxler authorized construction of additional
billets for district and contractor personnel and sent people to Saudi Arabia as the
billets became available. On 18 June 1951, the two governments signed an agreement
renewing and extending usage rights of the Air Force at the Dhahran airfield.”

To speed construction of facilities, the district shipped to Dhahran about 320
tons of Quonset huts, knockdown warehouses, and other materials for a construction
camp, labeling the shipments as Air Force supplies. The district personnel also
spent considerable time securing air-conditioning equipment, a necessity in almost
all structures because temperatures of 130°F were common at Dhahran. As a result
of the early shipment and procurement of equipment and supplies, construction
crews had the camp about 75 percent complete by September 1951. As late as
October, however, the lack of air-conditioning units for quarters made recruitment of
construction personnel more difficult.” (See Table 3.) Despite the austere conditions,
recruitment succeeded in staffing the project.

Construction on the main facilities for Dhahran had barely gotten underway by
September 1951. Fluor had begun two permanent barracks for the Air Force and had
initiated work on a parking apron adjacent to the runway. Even this modest progress
depended on Fluor’s established relationship with ARAMCO; the contractor rented
a good portion of its equipment from the oil company.”’

A number of problems complicated development and retention of an effective
labor force in Saudi Arabia. Local workers could do rough masonry and carpentry,
but practically no skilled native craftsmen worked in the area of Dhahran. ARAMCO
had trained a small number of Saudis as mechanics and equipment operators but
needed all of them for its own program. The Muslim workers’ productivity dropped
significantly during Ramadan, the month of religious fasting, and during the period
of recovery after the fasting. The severe summer temperatures made prolonged
physical exertion outdoors a serious health risk, thus affecting productivity for
another six months of the year. The civilians working with the Corps of Engineers

" Ibid., p. 11.

5 Ibid., pp. 11-12; Saudi Arabia Info Pam, 1 Aug 59, foreword, pp. 6-7.

76 Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, p. 12. See also “Engineer Division Mediterranean:
Information Booklet,” 15 Aug 59, p. 7, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE (hereafter cited as Engr Div
Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959); Karl F. Bobzien, Rpt of Inspection (OCE) Dhahran Area, Middle
East District, 15 Oct 51, p. 2, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE.

77 Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, pp. 12-13.
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Contractors used native limestone in the construction of family housing at Wheelus Air
Base, September 1951.

and the contractor came under the Islamic Sharie Court and local tribal law, the
severity of which inhibited recruitment of American civilians.”

As with the program for Wheelus, construction at Dhahran suffered from
frequent changes requested by the Air Force. The Air Force redefined the mission
of the Dhahran base three times in 1951. The changes in the projected population
of the base and in the facilities required to execute the changing missions forced
substantial redesigns, and the estimated costs jumped from $9.4 million to $19.1
million.”

Administrative Issues at Wheelus and at Dhahran

Certain practices and procedures characterized the Middle East District’s
supervision of construction at both Wheelus and Dhahran. The prime contractor
on both jobs used local subcontractors, supervised all construction activities, and
provided a substantial portion of the equipment and all imported materials such as
plumbing, lighting fixtures, and mill work. Throughout the district, contractors used

8 Ibid., pp. 13-14.
™ Tbid.
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Table 2—PersonNNEL EMPLOYED IN WHEELUS AIR BASE CONSTRUCTION

ProGram, 1 SEPTEMBER 1951

Middle East District Office U.S. personnel 44
Knappen-Tippetts-Abbett Engineering Company 23
Crow-Steers-Shepherd 204
Native/local nationals 1,875
Other foreign nationals 16
Total 2,162

Source: Adapted from Office of the Chief of Engineers, “Historical Summary, 1950-1951,"p. 10,
Gen Files 2-1, Office of History, Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alexandria, Va.

asphaltic concrete, often laid on macadam, for paving. The prime contractor’s own
labor force had to install the imported materials and lay all the paving.®

In Libya, acquiring land for U.S. military facilities represented a delicate
problem. Arab attitudes toward land and tenacity in holding onto it made long-term
leases more palatable than outright purchases. The need to resettle tenants required
land acquisition away from the bases and provision of huts and water wells for the
resettled people. Complicating matters further, many Muslims viewed Americans
and Englishmen with skepticism and even distrust, especially because the U.S. and
U.K. governments supported the new state of Israel. By contrast, relations between
American and the local British elements of the caretaker government established
as a result of the UN trusteeship were far better. The British cooperated with Air
Force personnel to acquire the land. In Saudi Arabia, although the same Muslim
mistrust of Westerners existed, treaty provisions covering the acquisition of desert
land eased the difficulties.®!

Changes in the requirements defined by the Air Force, the using service, hindered
construction programs in both Libya and Saudi Arabia. A part of the difficulty derived
from internal conflicts within the Air Force. Five separate—at times competing—Air
Force agencies had direct interests in the construction supervised by the Middle East
District: the Military Air Transport Service, the Strategic Air Command, the Airways
and Air Communications Service (AACS), U.S. Air Forces in Europe, and USAF
headquarters in Washington. The multiple interests among the various echelons of
command delayed and confused the coordination of requirements for construction.
The attempt to develop master plans simultaneously with the progress of construction
added to the confusion. Only in late December 1951, nearly a year after work on

% Tbid.
$! Tbid., p. 16.
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Table 3—PeRrsoNNEL EMPLOYED IN CONSTRUCTION
ProGRAM AT DHAHRAN, SEPTEMBER 1951

Middle East District (1 military, 11 civilians) 12
Fluor Corporation (Americans) 66
Local contractor personnel 533
Third-country nationals 21
Total 632

Source: Adapted from Office of the Chief of Engineers, “Historical Summary, 1950-1951,"
p. 12, Gen Files 2-1, Office of History, Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Alexandria, Va.

Wheelus had begun, did the design contractor, Knappen-Tippetts-Abbett, receive
a copy of an approved, revised master plan.*

Change orders disrupted the coherent execution of the construction program.
When the Air Force revised the layout of a taxiway at Wheelus, running it through
storage sheds and shops used by the contractor, the Middle East District staff had to
arrange additional space to accommodate the displaced contractor. Fortunately, the
British could provide a barracks that they were vacating; but the taxiway construction
had to wait until the British completed their new quarters. Such situations wasted
effort, added to costs, and created a sense of frustration among the people trying to
respond to the Air Force’s pressure for quick results.®

Similarly, the Air Force’s inability to provide a continuous and dependable
flow of funding led to additional costs, confusion, and demoralization. At one point,
Colonel Troxler asked Crow-Steers-Shepherd to prepare new working estimates for
all projects in the 1951 construction program in Libya. Troxler planned to use the new
estimates to revise the monthly reports on construction progress and cost summary
that tracked the work. CSS calculated their estimates on two sets of assumptions.
First, they applied all overhead and indirect costs exclusively to the 1951 program in
Libya in the event that they did not receive 1952 funds. Alternatively, they divided
the overhead and indirect costs between the 1951 and 1952 programs. Given the
sporadic flow of funds from the Air Force, the two calculations seemed prudent;
but preparing two estimates compounded administrative costs. On the basis of the
revised cost estimates, Troxler sent a request on 6 September 1951 to the chief of
engineers appealing once again for help to secure outstanding funds from the Air
Force. To cover existing deficiencies of funds, Troxler asked for $3.5 million. He
requested a minimum of at least $1.3 million so that procurement could proceed

8 Ibid., pp. 15-16.
8 “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953),” pp. 3f, 11c; Middle
East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, pp. 15-16.
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without further delay. In November, Troxler had to advance $45,000 from the
district’s own budget to the Wheelus project to avoid halting the procurement of
land and idling men and equipment.®

Procuring construction materials proved very difficult. All steel items, particu-
larly if they had to be fabricated, required lead times of nine to twelve months.
Specialized building materials and electrical materials such as generators and cables
required the same lead time. All items had to be processed through an American port,
and then the ocean voyage took three to six weeks. Delays increased when plans
changed, the mission underwent revision, or modifications occurred. The frequency
of such changes made ordering all the more difficult in a market for construction
goods made tight by the economic boom induced by the Korean War.®

Recruiting qualified civilian personnel proved challenging in the face of the
increased tempo of military construction and civilian production in the early 1950s.
The Middle East District faced an acute shortage of qualified personnel for project
design, for construction work, and for administrative tasks, especially those associ-
ated with CPFF contracts. The shortages of personnel increased the burden and the
range of the responsibilities of personnel from Corps of Engineers districts.*

CPFF contracts characterized the military construction throughout the
Mediterranean region in the early 1950s. The lack of specific plans from which to
derive firm estimates, coupled with the imperative to begin construction quickly
and deliver projects early, made CPFF contracts almost mandatory. For supervisory
personnel, these contracts imposed a more burdensome system of checks and controls
to govern expenditures and monitor property than did lump-sum or unit-price
contracts. The costs of managing CPFF contracts overseas were far higher than
comparable costs in the United States.®’

The necessity of simultaneously conducting the normally sequential phases of
mobilization, planning, and initiation of construction also brought administrative
complications. To permit the district engineer and his staff to supervise a CPFF
contract properly, the contractor ought to have his staff assembled on site before
the arrival of materials or the start of construction. That staff ought to include
accountants, timekeepers, auditors, cost-management and clerical personnel, and
warehouse personnel to receive, register, and store government-furnished equipment.
District staffs that discharge parallel functions should be in place in the field at the
same time. Such timely staffing did not happen in the Mediterranean basin in the
early 1950s—not in the Middle East District, not in Turkey, not in any other Corps
element supervising military construction in the area. The district engineer and the
prime contractor both operated with the overriding concern to begin construction
as quickly as possible. As a result, construction began as soon as partial plans
became available. Administrative staff came later. Government inspectors who later
identified administrative deficiencies and leveled criticisms against contractors and

8 “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953),” pp. 3a, 3d, 3f.
8 Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, pp. 16-17.

8 Ibid., p. 17.

87 Tbid., pp. 17-18.
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the personnel of the Corps of Engineers often ignored the exigencies of the situation
in which work had begun.®

Colonel Troxler recognized the difficulties of mounting an appropriate
administrative structure in an emergency situation, and he offered OCE several
suggestions to improve the Corps’ ability to respond effectively. He urged the
formation of a permanent group of experienced American civil service personnel
under the jurisdiction of the chief of engineers. The group would include engineers;
construction specialists; auditors; and supply, administrative, and legal personnel.
These civilian specialists would have the talent and experience to put a project or
program in operation in an emergency or until recruitment of a more permanent
staff, and all would be subject to tours of duty overseas. From this group the Corps
could draw the nucleus of trained personnel necessary to establish an overseas
engineer district.*

Troxler also urged that the government try to encourage additional American
construction and engineering firms to take on overseas construction. He pointed out
that since only a few American firms bid on overseas construction in normal times,
these companies were likely to become overextended in an emergency. Troxler
contended that because the United States’ role in world politics had expanded,
the country required an ever larger segment of its construction industry to have
experience in overseas work, as well as the capability to handle the special problems
such work imposed.”

Colonel Troxler also proposed that district engineers be given greater authority
to shift funds between line items in the construction program so funds that became
available through savings on one element of the work could be applied immediately
to some other element where deficiencies had arisen. Finally, he proposed simplifica-
tion of “the present cumbersome and expensive procedures governing accountability
of government property for overseas districts.”!

Troxler raised these suggestions just before the North Atlantic Division sent
an inspection team to Tripoli and Dhahran in October 1951 to review the state
of construction and administration in the Middle East District. The inspection
highlighted many of the problems that Troxler had catalogued in his own reports to
OCE.” It contained no surprises, but it did pinpoint certain areas for improvement.
District and contractor personnel worked quickly to correct problems. In mid-
December, the U.S. Army Audit Agency conducted its own audit of the district’s
operations and came away satisfied. The district and the contractor prepared new cost
estimates based on six months’ experience. They anticipated rising costs because
of predicted higher wages, increasing material costs, and local inflation due to the
pressure of the construction program for 1952. They also anticipated the need to

8 Ibid., p. 18; “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953),” p. 48b-1.

8 Middle East Dist Hist Sum, Jun 50-Sep 51, p. 19.

% Tbid., p. 19.

! Ibid., pp. 19-20.

%2 See Rpt of Inspection (OCE) Dhahran Area, Middle East District, 15 Oct 51. The responses
from the area engineer and the district engineer are attached to the inspection report.
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import skilled and semiskilled labor from Europe at higher costs as the local labor
pool neared depletion. December brought the welcome assurance that the district
would receive the $3 million that Troxler had requested in September.”

The Middle East District’s situation could hardly be described as normal, but
at least the construction effort at Wheelus and, to a lesser extent at Dhahran, were
beginning to settle down. Quite the opposite atmosphere characterized the work in
Morocco, the other area where U.S. Army engineers launched a program of military
construction in the Mediterranean basin during 1950—-1951.

% “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953),” pp. 48b-2, 48b-4, 3g, 3h.
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THE MOROCCAN AIR-BASE PROGRAM
1950-1954

By 1950, the Cold War dominated the formulation of American foreign policy.
U.S. policymakers interpreted the actions of Soviet leaders as threats to the very
existence of the open, liberal, democratic, and capitalistic system of values on which
Western freedoms rested. The expansion of air bases in Turkey, Libya, and Saudi
Arabia translated this conviction into military strategy. French Morocco hosted the
most ambitious effort to position the U.S. Air Force Strategic Air Command (SAC)
within striking distance of the Soviet Union.

About the size of Virginia, the Carolinas, and Georgia combined, Morocco lies
in northwest Africa with coasts on both the Atlantic Ocean and the Mediterranean
Sea. From Morocco, the Strategic Air Command could send its bombers directly to
targets in European Russia, including Moscow, the Ukraine, the Caucasus oilfields,
and the Donetz-Dnieper industrial region. Farther from the Soviet Union than Turkey,
bases in Morocco put American aircraft out of reach of Soviet armed forces given
America’s air superiority and the Soviet Air Force’s limits.!

Port Lyautey (now Kenitra) and Casablanca, sixty-five miles farther south on
Morocco’s Atlantic coast, both had well-developed harbor facilities capable of
handling the influx of men and materiel that a buildup of American bases would
entail. Between the two cities lies Rabat, important as an administrative center since
1912 when the French formally established their protectorate over the country.

In addition to the benefits of geography, Morocco offered political advantages.
By the late 1940s, the United States and France were deeply engaged in diplomatic
and military discussions. The talks aimed to strengthen the North Atlantic Alliance
and to create a credible military defense for Western Europe through NATO. The
North Atlantic Treaty had come into effect in August 1949, and President Truman
had signed the Mutual Defense Assistance Act in October. Throughout the winter
of 1949 and into 1950, the United States and France held diplomatic negotiations
to create a line of communications and supply from France’s Atlantic seaports to
Germany’s western border. The moment the two governments signed a Line of
Communications Agreement on 6 November 1950, U.S. forces started to pour into

' On Morocco’s strategic position, see James P. O’Donnell, “What’s Behind the Air-Base Scan-
dals?” Saturday Evening Post, 28 June 1952, pp. 18-19, and “Morocco: American Invasion,” Time
(31 March 1952): 32. Gerald M. Adams, 4 History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, 1951-1963
(Omaha, Nebr.: Moroccan Reunion Association, 1992), pp. xiii—xviii.
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France to begin constructing the necessary installations. Within two years, U.S.
troop strength in France and Germany would nearly triple to over two hundred fifty
thousand.? The establishment of air bases in Morocco and the augmentation of U.S.
forces in Europe constituted complementary elements in the American policy to
contain the Soviet Union.

Planning for Moroccan Bases

In 1948, when Western Europe faced the challenge of the Soviet blockade
of Berlin, the U.S. Air Force began to think of returning to Morocco to position
itself closer to the Soviet Union.> USAF headquarters in Washington even sent a
preliminary survey team to French Morocco in January 1950 to reconnoiter possible
air bases. When North Korea attacked South Korea, five months later, the Air Force
pushed the idea of bases in Morocco more vigorously. Air Force headquarters
estimated that it would need five large airfields and a depot to support SAC operations
in Morocco as a deterrent to the Soviet Union.*

In August 1950, USAF headquarters informed the chief of engineers, General
Pick, that it anticipated a large and urgent construction program in Morocco. This
was the first mention to the Army engineers of the major construction plans for
North Africa. Pick selected Col. George T. Derby to assist the Air Force with its
planning for the construction program.® A West Point graduate, Derby had spent
World War II as an engineer officer in the Pacific. Since 1946, he had commanded
the Norfolk District for the Corps of Engineers.°

In September 1950, USAF headquarters selected a reconnaissance team to
assess the situation in Morocco. Before the team arrived in North Africa, Congress
appropriated $22.8 million for a Moroccan construction program. Air Force Col.
Stanley T. Wray led the reconnaissance party, which traveled first to United States
Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) headquarters in Wiesbaden and then, with French

2 This development is covered in Robert P. Grathwol and Donita M. Moorhus, Building for Peace:
U.S. Army Engineers in Europe, 1945—1991 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army Center of Military History,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2005), pp. 86-93, 110-14, 121. See also Brig Gen David H. Tulley,
“The Military Construction Program,” Military Engineer (1954): 403—08, esp. p. 405.

3 U.S. Congress, House, Subcommittee on Military Public Works of the Committee on Appropria-
tions (John J. Riley, Chairman), Moroccan Air Base Construction, 82d Cong., 2d sess., 1952, p. 3
(hereafter cited as Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases). The committee also published testimony
given during its hearings: U.S. Congress, House, Investigation of Military Public Works, Part 4, Mo-
roccan Air Base Construction, Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations,
82d Cong., 2d sess., 1952 (hereafter cited as Riley Comm Hearings). See also O’Donnell, “What’s
Behind the Air-Base Scandals,” pp. 18-19.

4 Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 3.

> “The Moroccan Story” [mid-1953], p. 1, Mil Files X1II-29-7, Office of History (OH), HQ, United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Alexandria, Va.; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases,
p. 3; Interv, Herbert M. Hart with Col (Ret) George T. Derby, 19, 20 Dec 84, pp. 1-2, 81-82.

¢ Interv, Hart with Derby, 19, 20 Dec 84, pp. 1-2, 81-82; George T. Derby, “Memo on Growing
Pains of East Atlantic District,” 9 May 51, in Mil Histories (vol. 1 of 2, Jan—-May 51), box 51-83-8377,
Richard T. Farrell Papers, OH, HQ USACE.
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diplomatic clearance, to Morocco. Colonel Derby accompanied the group to
familiarize himself with the scope of the program. In mid-October, the group returned
to Washington and advised that a construction program in Morocco was feasible.’
The French air bases at Sal¢, Meknés, Marrakech, and Khouribga had facilities left
from World War II that the Air Force could expand and strengthen for SAC use.
(See Map 6.) The team proposed new construction only at Nouasser, where the Air
Force anticipated building an airfield and supply depot. The Air Force construction
program would support an offensive force of three medium bomber wings, a strategic
reconnaissance wing, two tanker squadrons, and an escort fighter wing.®

Talks began in November 1950 between France and the United States concerning
air bases in Morocco. On 9 November, the assistant secretary of the Air Force and
high-level representatives from the Strategic Air Command, the U.S. Air Force
Materiel Command, and the U.S. Air Force in Europe met with General Pick and
his senior staff from the Corps of Engineers. Everyone at the meeting wanted the
Moroccan program to begin without delay: The Corps of Engineers should start
negotiations for an architect-engineer contract and for a construction contract even
before American and French diplomats had concluded their talks. The Air Force
and the Corps of Engineers also agreed to use a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract such
as was being used for construction in Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Libya.’

The deepening crisis in Korea spurred the urgency to make air bases available in
Morocco. The UN forces led by General Douglas MacArthur had driven the North
Korean armies to north of the 38th Parallel. As they approached the border between
China and North Korea, the government of the People’s Republic of China massed
three hundred thousand soldiers along the frontier. On 26 November, thirty-three
divisions of Chinese troops launched a massive attack across the Yalu River into
North Korea, driving the UN troops back toward the South. It appeared that the
troops defending South Korea might be overwhelmed.

Before the November meeting on the Moroccan air bases, in September the Air Force
had diverted all the funds Congress appropriated for Morocco to other projects, leaving
the Army engineers with no money for contracts. After the meeting, Derby worked with
the secretary of the Air Force, Thomas K. Finletter, and the Air Force staff to salvage
enough money to begin the Moroccan work. Finletter drafted a letter, and Derby carried
it to USAF offices in the Pentagon to beg them to transfer funds from other projects.
This effort proved successful: On 29 November, the Air Force transferred to the chief

7 George T. Derby, “History of the Corps of Engineers Activities in French Morocco” [Sep 51],
pp. 1-2, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE; “Utilization of Selected Airfields,” attached to Letter of
Instruction (LOI), Lt Gen Lauris Norstad to Lt Gen John K. Cannon, 5 Sep 50, Mil Files XII-27, OH,
HQ USACE.

8 Col Stanley T. Wray, Rpt of Survey Gp to French Morocco, 19 Oct 50, Mil Files XII-27, OH,
HQ USACE; LOI, Norstad to Cannon, 5 Sep 50.

° Derby, “History of Corps of Engineer Activities,” pp. 1-2, and “Memo on Growing Pains”;
“Important Dates in French Morocco,” 1 May 52, in Mil Histories (vol. 3 of 4, 1952), box 51-84-6364,
Farrell Papers.
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of engineers $11.4 million, half of the funds originally appropriated by Congress for
the construction.'

On the same day, the Air Force issued a directive to the Corps of Engineers
emphasizing urgency and its “immediate need” for the airfields. The directive
conveyed the Air Force’s conviction that the survival of the Western alliance depended
on the rapid completion of the bases as a deterrent to Soviet aggression:

It is definitely recognized that the work is to be prosecuted at a faster than normal rate
requiring the mobilization of more than the usual amount of equipment for a job of this
magnitude. It is desired that sufficient equipment be mobilized to insure the completion

10 “Construction for USAF, French Morocco,” 13 Mar 51, Mil Files XII-27, OH, HQ USACE.
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of the 6-month phase of the program within 6 months of the date when clearance to
enter the country . . . is obtained. The work should be prosecuted in such a manner as to
produce the maximum of operational facilities in a minimum of time."!

The directive specified a first six-month phase to provide facilities sufficient to
support limited operations: landing, takeoff, and refueling. Later construction would
enhance the level of operations at the bases. The directive specifically designated
the project as an “emergency construction” program.'?

Colonel Derby took seriously the mandate “to produce the maximum of
operational facilities in a minimum of time.” As soon as the Air Force transferred
money, Derby began to assemble a team of civilian employees and contractors to
execute the construction. He turned to people in the Norfolk district office whom
he knew and trusted professionally; in asking for civilian volunteers, he indicated
that the program involved construction of air bases in Morocco and that the initial
phase of construction had a deadline of 1 June 1951. Several people from Norfolk
formed the nucleus of what would become a new Corps of Engineers district.'?

Derby simultaneously pursued the normally sequential stages of finding
companies to execute design and construction. Throughout December, he held
discussions to preselect firms qualified by experience to do the work and developed
the terms of the CPFF contract. Derby settled on the architect-engineer firm of
Porter-Urquhart Associates and on 22 December 1950 awarded them a CPFF letter
contract to design the air bases and the supply depot. One of the principals in the
firm, O. James Porter, had developed the California bearing ratio test to evaluate the
capacity of soils, base course aggregates, and pavements to support the weight of
various vehicles. Porter had initially applied the test method to highway construction
in California. During World War II, he had applied his formula to airfields and gained
extensive experience in runway design, construction, and testing.'* His experience
in developing and installing weight-bearing pavement added a particularly relevant
dimension to his firm’s qualifications for the contract.

On 27 December, Derby learned that five days earlier French and American
negotiators had signed an agreement for the construction of air bases in French

! The directive is quoted extensively in U.S. Congress, Senate, Preparedness Investigating Sub-
committee of the Committee on Armed Services (Lyndon B. Johnson, Chairman), Investigation of
the Preparedness Program: Interim Report on Moroccan Air Base Construction, 82d Cong., 2d sess.,
1952, p. 3 (hereafter cited as Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52).

12 “Moroccan Story,” pp. 1-2, gives the full text of the directive of 29 November and an amend-
ment from mid-December. Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 4; “Important Dates in French
Morocco.”

13 Memo for Files, Jack E. O’Connor, 25 Feb 51, sub: Narrative History of the Establishment of
East Atlantic District, Nov. 1950-Feb 1951, box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers. O’Connor, the district
supply officer, was recruited from the Norfolk District.

4 “Atlas Contract History,” p. 2, Mil Files XII-29-5, OH, HQ USACE; “Moroccan Story,” pp.
1-2; Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, pp. 2-3; Anthony Turhollow,
“Airfields for Heavy Bombers,” in Builders and Fighters: U.S. Army Engineers in World War 11,
ed. Barry W. Fowle (Fort Belvoir, Va.: Office of History, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1992), pp.
210-12.
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Morocco. The United States would bear all costs for building the bases and turn
the facilities over to the French when they were no longer needed for the common
defense. The French agreed to allow an American contractor to undertake the
construction in Morocco; in the Franco-American construction agreements regarding
metropolitan France, only French firms could be awarded contracts for construction
for the U.S. military. To balance their concession, French negotiators insisted that
subsidiary technical agreements be negotiated with the French governor general in
Morocco, giving him complete control over the specific terms that would regulate
when construction started and how it proceeded. The complicated negotiations
on the technical terms continued over several months and delayed the start of
construction."

On 3 January 1951, Derby awarded a letter contract for construction to Atlas
Constructors, a joint venture consisting of Morrison-Knudsen Company Inc. of
Boise, Idaho; Nello L. Teer Company of Durham, North Carolina; Ralph E. Mills
Company Inc. of Salem, Virginia; Blythe Bros. Company of Charlotte, North
Carolina; and Bates & Rogers Construction Corporation of Chicago, Illinois. Derby
also arranged a letter subcontract between Porter-Urquhart and Fay, Spofford &
Thorndike of Boston, Massachusetts, for work on facilities to handle petroleum,
oil, and lubricants (POL) to support the air bases. None of the contracts contained
final terms; negotiations on the specific cost figures and fees continued throughout
1951 as the work progressed.!®

Propelled by the urgency of the project, Derby worked through the Christmas
holidays to recruit a team of Corps of Engineers civilians, design and construction
engineers, and construction management personnel to launch the Moroccan air-base
program. The Air Force provided only general directions rather than master plans and
specifications. Neither designers nor construction engineers had seen the proposed
sites for the air bases, but they absorbed Derby’s intensity and commitment.!’

Mobilizing the East Atlantic District

With the contracts in place, Derby concentrated on two tasks. First, he had to
move rapidly to establish the headquarters of the new East Atlantic District. Second,
he had to represent the interests of the Corps of Engineers during the negotiations
for the technical agreements that would govern construction of the air bases in
Morocco on a day-to-day basis.

15 “Moroccan Story,” pp. 1-2; Grathwol and Moorhus, Building for Peace, pp. 86-88; Johnson
Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, pp. 3—4.

' The provisional character of the contracts is evident from memos regarding later negotiations
in Mil Files XII-27, OH, HQ USACE. See, for example, Memos, Maj Gen Lewis Pick, 9 Jul 51, sub:
Request for Authority to Award a Definitive Contract to Atlas Constructors; Col George T. Derby,
11 Jul 51, sub: Request Approval of Award of CPFF Contract no. DA-30-082-eng-5; Col George T.
Derby, 12 May 51, sub: Request for Approval of Award of CPFF Contract for Construction.

17 “Moroccan Story,” p. 3.



THE MOROCCAN AIR-BASE PROGRAM, 1950-1954 51

Building an air base involves a series of steps that are usually taken in sequence:
exploration of the site, negotiations to acquire it, award of a design contract, master
planning, preliminary design, preparation of drawings and specifications, award of a
construction contract, acquisition of materials and equipment, and, finally, construc-
tion. The process includes site visits, testing of soils and available materials, and
research to determine the best supplies and the cheapest means of delivery. For the
Moroccan program, the Army engineers and their contractors had to take these steps
as simultaneous processes because time was the team’s scarcest commodity. Even
without master plans from the Air Force, the engineers had to make decisions.

After receiving the letter contract, Atlas Constructors’ management team
mapped a plan for completing the first six-month phase of construction. Atlas would
reinforce and extend the existing runways at four sites and build new runways and
depot facilities at Nouasser. Atlas alerted Derby that, in the limited time allotted,
they could not acquire the equipment needed to produce the highest quality base
courses of carefully graduated rock. Using rock crushers, they could reduce local
rock to four inches or less; but the base laid would have to be thicker than one laid
with more carefully sized particles. The crushers would also yield an aggregate
satisfactory for asphaltic concrete, the surface layer that Atlas recommended for
the runways; but the level of control of particle size would not be as precise as that
achieved by feeding carefully graded aggregate into the asphalt plant.'®

Mindful of the six-month deadline, Derby accepted the Atlas proposal and
chose asphalt. Layers could be added to strengthen the initial asphalt base during
those times of day and night when the runways were not in use; the Army engineers
had done this in Berlin during the airlift in 1948 and 1949. To strengthen concrete,
however, the runway would have to be taken out of service. Another advantage
of asphalt was its availability in Morocco; cement would have to be shipped to
North Africa. Emphasizing speed over cost, Derby instructed Atlas to suspend
conventional procurement and advertising procedures and to assemble the personnel
and equipment it needed, including the rock crushers called for in their plan."
Derby’s focus on the priority of completing the air bases quickly led him to make
decisions that fixed the nature of the foundation course for the runways in Morocco
and “irretrievably limited the project specifications” that the Air Force formulated
only months later. The Air Force issued a second directive on 10 January 1951 and
set the following 1 July as the date for completing facilities capable of supporting
landing, refueling, and takeoft.?

The chief of engineers activated the East Atlantic District and appointed Derby
as district engineer effective 15 January. Like the Middle East District managing
construction in Libya and Saudi Arabia, the East Atlantic District operated under the

18 Tbid.

1% Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 5; Derby, “History of Corps of Engineer Activities,” p. 4.

20 “Moroccan Story,” p. 3; “Important Dates in French Morocco.” Quotation from Riley Comm
Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 5.
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Water reservoir under construction at the Nouasser airfield, 16 December 1953

North Atlantic Division. Derby left Washington immediately to work on the technical
agreements with the French and arrived in Rabat, Morocco, on 17 January.?!

While Derby assisted at the diplomatic negotiations with the French, the staff
of the East Atlantic District began to acquire the equipment and supplies necessary
to run an overseas office. In early January, Atlas Contractors opened operations in
Norfolk in temporary quarters. To limit potential loss of time later in the project,
Atlas purchased equipment before the specific construction tasks were defined.
Throughout the spring, the company bought what it could find, competing for scarce
equipment with construction companies working elsewhere overseas and in the
United States. Atlas asked dealers and manufacturers of construction equipment to
come to Norfolk to negotiate sales of equipment. The first scheduled shipping date
was 26 January 1951.%2

2l General Orders (GO) no. 1, 9 Jan 51, sub: Establishment of the East Atlantic District; Derby,
“History of Corps of Engineer Activities,” p. 4; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 5.

22 Memo for Files, O’Connor, 25 Feb 51, pp. 1-3; Derby, “History of Corps of Engineer Activi-
ties,” p. 4; Memo, William L. Cary to Secretary of the Army, 25 Apr 52, sub: Moroccan Air Bases,
pp. 1-2, Mil Files XII-28, OH, HQ USACE; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, pp. 4-5; Memo,
Col John E. Ray for Inspector General (IG), 5 May 52, sub: Interim Report, Investigation of Army
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Six-plane hangar at the Nouasser airfield

In mid-January, at the insistence of the North Atlantic Division, the East Atlantic
District moved its temporary offices to New York City to facilitate coordination
with division personnel. Atlas moved its shipping operations to Newark, New
Jersey, which forced the postponement of the initial shipping date by three weeks.
By mid-February, Atlas had purchased $25 million worth of equipment—its best
guess of what it would need—and put it on ships bound for Morocco. The equipment
included 150 heavy trucks and other vehicles, 500 generator plants, 200 earthmovers
and compactors, 200 welding machines, 175 compressors and pumps, 125 tractors,
60 concrete mixers, 50 cranes and steam shovels, and 35 rock crushers and asphalt
plants.?

Concurrently with preparations in the United States, the Army engineers opened
operations in Morocco. On 23 January, the East Atlantic District’s deputy district
engineer, Lt. Col. Leonard L. Haseman, arrived with a party of seventeen to establish
the district office in Rabat. A graduate of the University of Missouri in 1936 and
U.S. Military Academy in 1940, Haseman had served in the Southwest Pacific
during World War II. After completing a master’s degree in engineering at Cornell
University, he had served in MacArthur’s postwar administration of Japan, first as
chief of the Aerodrome Section and later as chief of military construction.?*

Participation in the Construction of the United States Air Bases in French Morocco, Mil Files XI1-28,
OH, HQ USACE.

2 Memo, O’Connor, 25 Feb 51, p. 3; O’Donnell, “What’s Behind the Air-Base Scandals,” p. 90;
“Construction Overseas in Mediterranean Division,” [1957], box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers.

2 Memo, Ray for IG, 5 May 52; Riley Comm Hearings, p. 151; “Important Dates in French
Morocco.”
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The advance party in Morocco, including people from Porter-Urquhart and
from Atlas Constructors, began inspecting the sites designated for airfields. By
late February, Haseman had about one hundred twenty-five Americans (Corps and
contractor personnel) and thirty Moroccans working in and out of the district office
securing transportation and conducting surveys of local resources and facilities.
The rear-echelon office in New York, staffed with two engineer officers and a
Transportation Corps officer, coordinated activities with the North Atlantic Division
and assisted with stateside procurement.

Derby worked to resolve the technical agreements still pending with the
authorities in France and with French colonial authorities in Morocco. These
agreements governed issues of great concern to the local French population: How
many Americans would come to Morocco, and would they be military or civilian
contract personnel? Where would the Americans locate construction camps and
other facilities to support the thousands of construction workers?

The negotiations proved tedious and difficult. When the French government
approved an accord in December 1950, it had anticipated modest contingents of Air
Force personnel at the five air bases. After the negotiations, the Air Force raised
its estimates and spoke of fifteen- to twenty thousand airmen, more than four times
the number initially proposed. The French governor general in Morocco feared
that a strong American influence would disrupt the local economy by increasing
the demand for labor and would disturb the delicate cultural balance. Metropolitan
French authorities showed similar sensitivities in their negotiations concerning the
expansion of NATO and U.S. forces and insisted on many of the same restrictions
in continental France that the French governor general sought in Morocco.?

Negotiating New Sites

In mid-February, the negotiating parties abandoned four of the five sites
originally programmed for airfield construction. These sites had been located near
cities, and French Moroccan officials objected that proximity to urban centers would
increase the impact of the American presence on the local population. From the list
of sites proposed in September 1950 and approved by the French in December, the
negotiators retained only the airfield and depot at Nouasser. The French wanted to
keep Nouasser on the list because they anticipated that the facilities would eventually
serve as the commercial air terminal for Casablanca.?’

2 MFR, 21 Feb 51, sub: Need for Automobiles, Mil Histories (vol. 1 of 2, Jan-May 1951), box
51-83-8377, Farrell Papers; Memo, Ray for IG, 5 May 52; Memo, O’Connor, 25 Feb 51, p. 5. On
the rear-echelon office, see Rpt, Brig Gen G. J. Nold, 17 Nov 51, sub: Morocco Visit, p. 3, Mil Files
XII-41, OH, HQ USACE.

% Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 5; Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construc-
tion, Aug 52, p. 4; O’Donnell, “What’s Behind the Air-Base Scandals,” p. 19. On French sensitivities,
see Grathwol and Moorhus, Building for Peace, pp. 86-93, 111.

27 “History of the Mediterranean Division,” [ca. 1957], pp. 13—14, box 19, access. no. 77-92-0002,
Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Md. See also handwritten comments by Leonard L.
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The decision to abandon the original sites marked a dramatic departure from
the original plan to expand airfields and had far-reaching implications. French
Moroccan authorities restricted the numbers of Americans and the quantities
of equipment allowed into Morocco until the parties agreed on alternate sites.
Initially, the authorities had agreed to admit construction equipment, about
one hundred employees of Porter-Urquhart, and unlimited numbers of Corps
employees to staff the East Atlantic District. On 18 February, the governor
general imposed a total freeze on the admission of contract construction
employees. Derby instructed Atlas to discontinue recruiting personnel but to
continue to acquire equipment.?®

The restriction on personnel sharply affected the hiring of workers and the flow
of goods needed for construction. Atlas had to delay recruiting American workers
until the spring labor market; by the time hiring could take place, the best-qualified
workers had already taken jobs. Atlas had to devote more time to recruiting and
ultimately had to pay higher wages. In late February, the equipment purchased
in the United States began to arrive in Morocco; but Atlas did not have enough
supervisors to inventory the incoming property, transfer it to the scattered storage
sites, and guard it.”

Abandoning the original sites also meant that the Army engineers and the
design and construction personnel had to find new locations for the airfields. In the
weeks after the mid-February decision, they surveyed eighty-one sites to identify six
tentative locations that satisfied the Strategic Air Command. With the concurrence
of the French Air Force, the Americans proposed Sidi Slimane, Benguérir, Mechra
bel Ksiri, and El Djema Sahim.*

The relocation of the bases also changed the fundamental nature of the construc-
tion program. Rather than expanding existing facilities, the architect-engineers
and contractors had to plan entirely new facilities. Atlas had bought its equipment
expecting to expand and upgrade existing airstrips, and the equipment was inadequate
in quantity and unsuited in capacity for constructing new bases. Plans had to be
drawn and cost figures recalculated. Atlas had construction crews ready to start
work in March; they could not be kept idle while the U.S. Air Force worked out the
detailed master plans or list of specifications that would guide the work of design
and construction.’!

The Air Force had chosen Brig. Gen. Pierpoint M. Hamilton, recipient of
the Medal of Honor for his participation in the 1942 invasion of Morocco, as its
negotiator with the French governor general in Morocco. During the first three

Haseman on Karl C. Dod, “Airfield Construction in North Africa: Morocco,” n.d, p. 14, Mil Files
X1-4-3, OH, HQ USACE.

2 Derby, “History of Corps of Engineer Activities,” pp. 4-5; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air
Bases, p. 5.

¥ Derby, “History of Corps of Engineer Activities,” p. 5; Derby, “Memo on Growing Pains.”

30 “History of the Mediterranean Division,” [ca. 1957], pp. 13-14, 20.

31 «Air Force Directive Relative to Moroccan Air Base Crash Program,” n.d., file 306, box 48, Lt
Gen Samuel D. Sturgis Jr. Papers, OH, HQ USACE; Haseman comments on Dod, “Airfield Construc-
tion in North Africa,” p. 14; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, pp. 2, 12, 18.
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weeks of March 1951, Hamilton and his French counterparts agreed to prepare for
construction at Nouasser and at three substitute sites: Sidi Slimane, 25 miles east
of Port Lyautey; Benguérir, 50 miles north of Marrakech; and Mechra bel Ksiri,
200 miles east of Rabat. The negotiators agreed to select a fifth site after further
study.’?

Through all these modifications of the original construction program, the
Air Force maintained the deadline for having operational bases. Other Air Force
commands issued directives detailing levels of completion to be achieved in later
months, but none of the memorandums superseded the fixed date of 1 July 1951 for
minimum combat readiness that USAF headquarters had issued in the directives of
29 November and 10 January.*

Derby decided that Porter-Urquhart lacked the manpower and experience needed
to handle the business management and accounting for the enlarged construction
program. To meet the demands of the changed program, he brought Skidmore,
Owings, and Merrill of New York into the design team; the new joint architect-
engineer venture became known as PUSOM.**

The technical negotiations continued for another five weeks after negotiators
reached agreement on the location of the four bases. Colonel Haseman continued
to deal with local French authorities in Rabat whose concerns were parochial, not
global.®® They worried about which parcels of land the Air Force wanted, how to
avoid inflating wages in the Moroccan labor and contracting markets, and whether
the Americans would compensate land owners for the loss of crops. Voicing
concern about the number of American cigarettes appearing in Morocco, French
officials proposed that the French tobacco monopoly take control of all American
tobacco allowances to prevent an influx into the local black market, a suggestion
that Haseman rejected.®

32 Memo, O’Connor, 25 Feb 51, p. 5; “Important Dates in French Morocco”; “History of the
Mediterranean Division,” [ca. 1957], p. 20; Derby, “History of Corps of Engineer Activities,” p. 5;
Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 6.

33 “Air Force Directive Relative to Moroccan Air Base Crash Program,” n.d.; MFR, Lt Col Leonard
L. Haseman, 19 Apr 51, sub: Construction Authorization, Mil Histories (vol. 1 of 2, January—May
1951), box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers; Memo, L. S. Coy to Lt Col Leonard L. Haseman, 8 May 51,
sub: Main Events in French Morocco with Relation to the Construction of USAF Air Bases, Mil
Histories (vol. 3 of 4, 1952), box 51-84-6364, Farrell Papers; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases,
pp- 2, 12, 18.

3 Memo, Cary to Secretary of the Army, 25 Apr 52, p. 6; Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air
Base Construction, Aug 52, p. 5.

35 Adams, History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, p. 2; “Important Dates in French Mo-
rocco”; MFR, Lt Col Leonard L. Haseman, 2 Feb 51, sub: Security Classification, box 51-84-6364,
Farrell Papers.

3¢ MFR, Lt Col Leonard L. Haseman, 2 Mar 51, sub: Tobacco Rationing, box 51-83-8377, Farrell
Papers; MFR, Col Leonard L. Haseman to Col George T. Derby, 5 Mar 51, sub: Site Selection and
Wage Rates, box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers. This and other folders in this box and in box 51-84-6364,
Farrell Papers, have numerous memos that detail the difficulties the local French officials placed in
Haseman’s way.
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Emergency Construction Underway

During much of the spring of 1951, Colonel Derby shuttled between Rabat and
Paris, the site of negotiations for the final phase of the technical agreements. On 11
April, he left Paris to return to the United States knowing that the parties were close
to an accord. Two days later, he requested that USAF headquarters issue revised
directives commensurate with the expanded scope of construction and release
additional funds to the Corps of Engineers. On 17 April, Derby met with Air Force
leaders at the Pentagon. General Pick had instructed him to be sure that the Air Force
understood the new cost estimates of $390 million for the revised scope of work
that now included four new sites. Pick also wanted Derby to obtain from the Air
Force a commitment concerning the specific facilities it wanted and by what date.
During the 17 April meeting, the Air Force deputy chief of staff for operations, Lt.
Gen. Idwal H. Edwards, reemphasized the 1 July ready date but was less clear on
specific facilities. Derby insisted that he needed a steady flow of funds to continue
the program. The minutes of the meeting note that “at that time a lot of AF officers
began to talk, each one trying to convince every other one that there was plenty of
money and nobody needed to worry.”?’

On 14 April, Derby had received word that negotiators in Paris had reached
an accord that allowed construction to start. As Derby and General Hamilton had
agreed, Derby immediately wired Haseman in Morocco. Haseman received Derby’s
cable on 16 April and contacted the senior Air Force officer in Morocco, Col.
Wilfrid H. Hardy of the Air Force Materiel Command. The bases were intended for
the 5th Air Division of the Strategic Air Command, activated in mid-January 1951
and commanded by Brig. Gen. Archie J. Old Jr., who was in England pending the
mobilization and transfer of his division to Morocco. Colonel Hardy did not consider
Derby’s cable to Haseman authoritative because it bypassed his chain of command;
and he refused to permit construction to begin. When Haseman protested the delay,
Hardy threatened that, if work began, he “would initiate immediate action to have
me [Haseman] court-martialed and replaced” for disobeying the orders of a senior
officer. Haseman instructed Atlas Constructors at Nouasser and at Benguérir to
refrain from any construction activities pending further notification. At Sidi Slimane
and Mechra bel Ksiri, the French had not yet procured the necessary land, so Atlas
could not begin construction at those locations either.*®

Hardy had never endorsed General Hamilton’s choice of Benguérir as one of the
air-base sites. While awaiting instructions through channels that he could accept as
authoritative, Hardy made his case against Benguérir to two visiting special assistants

37 Quotation from MFR, 18 Apr 51, sub: Extract of Minutes of Meeting 17 Apr. 1951, USAF, Held
at Request of Col. George Derby, p. 3, Mil Files XII-27, OH, HQ USACE. See also “Important Dates
in French Morocco”; Derby, “Memo on Growing Pains”; “Important Dates in French Morocco.”

38 Derby, “Memo on Growing Pains”; Adams, History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, p.
2; “Important Dates in French Morocco.” Quotation from MFR, Lt Col Leonard Haseman, 17 Apr 51,
Mil Histories (vol. 1 of 2, Jan-May 51), box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers. The incident is mentioned
in both congressional reports and in other sources.



58 BRICKS, SAND, AND MARBLE

to the secretary of the Air Force. He argued that local conditions—temperatures to
140°F, an elevation of over one thousand five hundred feet, and lack of water in the
area—made Benguérir a poor site. On 17 April, the assistants cabled the argument to
Lt. Gen. Lauris Norstad, USAFE commander in Wiesbaden since January 1951 and
the Air Force vice chief of staff in Washington when the Moroccan plan had taken
shape in September 1950. Two days after Hardy voiced his reservations, Norstad
cabled his reply. He accepted Hardy’s objections and ordered that no construction
start at Benguérir pending further investigation.*

The interventions of Hardy and Norstad reflect an internal struggle within the Air
Force. The Moroccan bases were purportedly to serve the Strategic Air Command
and its long-range bombers. But the Air Materiel Command and USAFE both had
reservations about the perception and scope of the SAC mission in French Morocco.
This competition among Air Force commands lasted well into the 1950s.*° The
struggle played out largely behind the scenes of the Moroccan construction program,
but it complicated the engineers’ task.

On 19 April, Hardy received orders that he found sufficient to authorize
construction at Nouasser, Sidi Slimane, and Mechra bel Ksiri. Still, no construction
began that day. Atlas Contractors actually began moving earth at Nouasser on 22
April, after the French authorities had cleared the local population from the area.*!
Crews who had been at the site since early March to construct their workers camp
now started around-the-clock operations. By 28 April, they had stripped the runways
of all vegetation, the first stage of construction. The plan for Nouasser projected
a major air transport terminal, an air depot to stockpile reserve materiel in case of
war, and general support facilities for a wartime bomber unit. The most urgent need
was for an airstrip to support strategic bombers.*

At Sidi Slimane, where Atlas had established its construction camp in early April,
the French had not yet acquired the needed property, in part because local landowners
wanted the Army engineers to shift the runway’s position. In addition, the Air Force
had run into technical difficulties in operating communications equipment at Port
Lyautey, Sidi Slimane, and Mechra bel Ksiri, raising the possibility of having to
reorient runways. Construction finally started at Sidi Slimane on 9 May 1951; but as
construction crews began work, half a dozen storks returned from southern Africa
to find their nests destroyed. To remove the birds as an obstacle to construction, the
contractors had to weave six artificial nests.*

% Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 7; O’Donnell, “What’s Behind the Air-Base Scandals,”
p- 97.

40 Quoted passages from Adams, History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, p. 3; see also pp.
5, 26.

4 MFR, Haseman, 19 Apr 51.

4 Memo to Haseman, 8 May 51; “Important Dates in French Morocco”; O’Donnell, “What’s
Behind the Air-Base Scandals,” p. 90.

4 Memo, Haseman, 19 Apr 51; MFR, Haseman, 19 Apr 51; MFR, Lt Col L. L. Haseman, 17 Apr
51, sub: Technical Questions Concerning Airbase Construction, Mil Histories (vol. 1 of 2, Jan-May
1951), box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers; “History of the Mediterranean Division,” [ca. 1957], p. 5. The
story of the storks comes from O’Donnell, “What’s Behind the Air-Base Scandals,” p. 90.
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Through all of the delays, the Air Force did not deviate from its directive to
complete at least minimum facilities by 1 July; but progress was slow. During May,
the Air Force revised its master plans for the construction program to catch up with
the changes in the agreements with France and to incorporate the new sites. Master
plans for Nouasser arrived on 4 May, two weeks after initial groundbreaking. Master
plans arrived later in the month for Sidi Slimane, for Benguérir, and for Mechra bel
Ksiri.* On 14 May, the Air Force told Atlas to abandon the Benguérir site. At Mechra
bel Ksiri, the French had problems acquiring the land; other than construction of
a workers camp, no work began there until very late May. The Air Force was still
unable to agree with the French on an acceptable site for the fifth base.*

The construction program in Morocco continued to suffer because of the
terms of the technical agreements. Near the end of the diplomatic negotiations, the
French had introduced a stipulation reserving all off-base contracting for French
or Moroccan contractors. Although Atlas had assembled four hundred skilled
workers, the company could not build the pipeline from Morocco’s Atlantic ports
to the airfields and POL facilities except for the fueling stations on the bases
themselves. Local French authorities argued with the Americans about purchasing
local bitumen—at above-market prices—and insisted that Atlas equipment entering
the country be subjected to French taxes. From Casablanca, where the East Atlantic
District moved in mid-April, Haseman conducted a seemingly unending series of
meetings with local French officials and businessmen to keep construction moving
and costs contained.*

On 25 May, General Old arrived in Morocco with the staff of the SAC 5th Air
Division. The same day, Atlas Constructors gained access to the land at Mechra bel
Ksiri. On 1 June, with the Air Force deadline less than a month away, Atlas laid the
first rock in the base course for the airstrips at Nouasser. On 3 June, Atlas began
operating an asphalt plant at Nouasser and laid base-course rock at Sidi Slimane.
Colonel Derby realized that the contractors could not meet the 1 July deadline, but
he thought they could have landing strips ready at Nouasser and Sidi Slimane two
weeks later.?’

As the ready date approached, Derby, the district staff, and the contractors faced
adilemma. The Air Force’s imperative to provide operational airfields in the shortest
time possible conflicted with customary construction standards. Any construction
project involving Corps personnel represents three considerations—timeliness,
quality, and cost—as three apexes of an equilateral triangle. When the three are
equally emphasized, with costs reasonable, quality high, and completion on schedule,

4“4 MFR, 18 Apr 51; Memo to Haseman, 8 May 51.

4 “Important Dates in French Morocco”; Derby, “Memo on Growing Pains”; Adams, History of
U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, p. 3.

46 Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, pp. 4-5; O’Donnell, “What’s
Behind the Air-Base Scandals,” p. 97; Memos from 27 Apr, 3 May, 8§ May, 10 May, 19 May, and 21
May 51, box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers; “Important Dates in French Morocco.”

47 “Important Dates in French Morocco”; “Air Force Directive Relative to Moroccan Air Base
Crash Program,” n.d.
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it is as though the three considerations meet at the center of the triangle. A marked
emphasis on one particular factor distorts the balance and compromises the other
two factors. In the case of the Moroccan air bases, Derby had received instructions
to subordinate all other considerations to timeliness.

On 9 June, Harold M. Simmons, a supervisor from the architecture-engineer
firm Porter-Urquhart, ordered Atlas construction crews at Sidi Slimane to halt
work on the runways. Simmons objected that the aggregate going into the base
course contained too much clay mixed with the gravel to remain stable over time.
He notified Atlas in writing, and Atlas appealed his order to Derby. Derby knew
that no more-satisfactory aggregate existed close enough to the construction site to
allow completion of the runway by the deadline. In a conference on 11 June, Derby
acknowledged that individual loads of gravel had too much clay. He agreed that
Simmons and his inspectors could maintain quality by rejecting such loads as they
arrived. Nonetheless, he overruled the order to stop work and instructed Atlas to
proceed. Derby reasoned that the contractor could upgrade the base course at a later
date but that any delay at that moment would compromise timely completion of his
mission.* Less than a week after Derby overruled Simmons’ order to stop work,
the East Atlantic District contacted Porter-Urquhart about Simmons, whose wife
worked in the accounting office that he supervised. The district felt that Simmons
had tried to obstruct an audit team’s review of his wife’s work. After reviewing the
report of this incident, the company fired Simmons.*

On 19 June, General Old ordered all work stopped at Mechra bel Ksiri. He found
the terrain at Mechra bel Ksiri unfavorable because a hill obstructed the approach
and takeoff patterns and a portion of the area designated for the runway flooded
during annual rains.*

On 21 June, USAF headquarters in Washington transferred command respon-
sibility for the Moroccan bases to the U.S. Air Forces in Europe and instructed
General Norstad to deal directly with Derby. In late October, the Air Force
transferred command of the bases back to the Strategic Air Command and restored
the appropriate relationship with the Corps of Engineers.*!

On 25 June, a few days after the first transfer of command, Derby met with
General Old and USAFE commander General Norstad in Casablanca and reported
that Atlas Constructors was laying asphalt at record speeds at both Nouasser and
Sidi Slimane. Derby proposed that the Air Force fly the first combat aircraft to the
Moroccan bases on Bastille Day, 14 July. The generals seemed delighted with the
idea. The Army engineers would miss the deadline of 1 July, but not by much; and

4 See Derby’s testimony, Riley Comm Hearings, p. 181; “Important Dates in French Morocco.”

4 Ltr, Lt Col Leonard L. Haseman to Porter-Urquhart Assoc., 14 Jun 51, Mil Files XII-27, OH,
HQ USACE.

50 “Important Dates in French Morocco”; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 8.

51 Memos, to Brig Gen Colby M. Myers, 21 Jun 51, sub: USAF Construction, French Morocco,
and to CinC USAFE [Commander in Chief, United States Air Forces in Europe], 21 Jun 51, both in
Mil Files XI1-27, OH, HQ USACE; Maj Gen Lewis A. Pick, “U.S. Air Forces Construction, French
Morocco,” 7 Jul 51, Mil Files XI1-28, OH, HQ USACE; Rpt, Nold, 17 Nov 51.
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the selection of Bastille Day would have symbolic importance for the French. The
Air Force had delayed construction at Benguérir, had suspended construction at
Mechra bel Ksiri, and had not even selected a fifth site. Nonetheless, two key bases
would soon be ready for the demonstration of U.S. military power.*?

On 13 July 1951, six F84E jet fighters of the 36th Fighter Bomber Wing from
Fiirstenfeldbriick, West Germany, landed at Sidi Slimane. The next day, as part of
the Bastille Day festivities, this USAFE aerial demonstration team known as the
Skyblazers performed precision aerobatics over Casablanca and then Nouasser.
Five B—50 bombers and four KB-29 tankers from the 2d Bomb Wing in England
also participated in the show. The heavier planes landed and stayed overnight at
Nouasser. These were the first combat aircraft to use the Moroccan air bases, and
their presence signaled the combat readiness of the fields.>

The first and most critical phase of the construction had ended. Construction
crews had excavated 5 million cubic yards of dirt—as much as had been estimated
for all five bases under the Air Force’s original plans. The Strategic Air Command
had two airfields that it could use to reach the Soviet Union in the event of war. Each
base had one 9,000-foot runway for takeoff and landing and a parallel taxiway of
equal length with connecting taxiways between them. Each field had one bulk storage
tank for 55,000 barrels of fuel and a second for 10,000 barrels. Camp facilities were
rudimentary; the first flight crews that visited stayed overnight in tents. Within a
week, however, construction crews had put up the first Dallas hut at Nouasser, the
beginning of more permanent facilities. Another 320 Dallas huts were already in
use at other locations in Morocco.>*

The overall program in Morocco represented the largest single construction
program undertaken by the Corps of Engineers to that date. The entire workforce
included over 4,000 American workers, 4,000 skilled European artisans, and about
18,000 Moroccans. They had worked long hours to bring the two new bases to
minimal operational standards in record time—eighty-four days for Nouasser and
sixty-seven days for Sidi Slimane. During World War II, Army engineers received
praise for moving 4.4 million cubic yards of earth in seven months to build the air
base on Saipan from which superfortresses raided Japan.* To build the two air bases
in Morocco, crews displaced more earth in less than half as much time.

With construction underway at two bases and the other sites still undetermined,
the Air Force decided to renegotiate the remaining locations with French Moroccan
officials. Derby instructed the East Atlantic District’s architect-engineer personnel
to furnish technical advice as the Air Force reexamined seventy-one potential sites.

52 “Important Dates in French Morocco.”

53 Adams, History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, p. 4.

3 O’Donnell, “What’s Behind the Air-Base Scandals,” p. 90; “Important Dates in French Mo-
rocco.”

55 O’Donnell, “What’s Behind the Air-Base Scandals,” p. 90; Derby, “History of the Corps of
Engineers Activities.” On Saipan, see Lenox R. Lohr, “Engineer Shortage and National Security,”
Military Engineer (September-October 1954): 343—46. Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 8,
estimates displacement of earth at 5 million cubic yards. The calculations here of the days to comple-
tion begin with actual construction at the sites.
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In September, the Air Force, the staff of the East Atlantic District, and the French
finally settled on the sites for three additional bases: Benguérir (returned to the list);
Boulhaut, thirty-five miles northeast of Casablanca; and El Djema Sahim, just east
of Safi. On 11 September, supporting General Old’s decision, the Air Force insisted
that Atlas abandon Mechra bel Ksiri and move its crew two hundred miles southwest
to Benguérir. As a part of their study of possible airfield sites, the contractors had
located both water and stone for base courses at Benguérir after Hardy had ordered
it abandoned in April. Mechra bel Ksiri was now dropped from the list even though
the contractors had completed some preparatory work there in May and June at
Hardy’s insistence. The move from Benguérir to Mechra bel Ksiri and back cost
$361,800 and contributed to a loss of morale that eroded the construction crews’
enthusiasm for the work.*®

Despite the changes from one site to another, work continued. Construction crews
and the staff of the East Atlantic District still felt the imperative of the emergency
directives from the Air Force even though the first six-month deadline had passed.
Runways, taxiways, and temporary housing were all usable. Warehouse space
remained incomplete, and supplies arriving from the port at Casablanca remained
at times stacked in the open. The first airmen’s dining hall, a temporary structure
that accommodated nine hundred, opened at Nouasser on 8 August 1951. Airmen
lived in tents with wooden floors; but by October, construction crews completed
fifty-five Dallas huts for lodging, permitting some of the tent accommodations to
be dismantled. A USAF-sponsored grade school opened at Nouasser on 1 October
with fifty-nine students enrolled. Clubs and a commissary opened in November.%’

At Sidi Slimane, airmen found two hundred eighty double Dallas huts ready
for them in September 1951. They had thirteen Quonset huts for maintenance and
for administrative offices and six Quonset-hut latrines. Late in September, a base
hospital replaced the temporary medical dispensary. Although the hospital was in a
tent facility, an Air Force medical group moved in to serve the growing community.
The hospital unit relocated to a new Quonset hut in October, just as cooler and
wetter weather arrived. In mid-October, construction crews also completed the first
warehouse space at Sidi Slimane; by November, about 50 percent of the facilities
for a rotating bomber wing were complete there and the number of Dallas huts had
increased to 433.%®

Airfield construction advanced further when the East Atlantic District opened
an area office at Benguérir in September 1951. Atlas began building its construction
camp there on 22 September; but construction crews undertook little work on
facilities until the French transferred land to the Air Force in late November. On 3

% Memo, Cary to Secretary of the Army, 25 Apr 52, p. 2; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases,
pp- 8, 11; Adams, History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, p. 6; “History of the Mediterranean
Division,” [ca. 1957], p. 6; Derby, “History of Corps of Engineer Activities,” pp. 6—8; Engr Hist Div,
OCE, “Summary of Major Events and Problems, Fiscal Year 1954,” Sep 54, Gen Files, files 3ff, box
3, OH, HQ USACE (hereafter cited as Major Events, FY 1954).

57 Adams, History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, pp. 6-8.

58 Tbid., pp. 7-9; “Important Dates in French Morocco.”
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Armaments and electronics shop at the Benguérir air base, as seen from
the parachute tower

December, Atlas put the first asphalt plant in place at the construction site; a week
later, runway construction began. From the spring of 1951, when work had begun,
to the end of the year, Atlas had completed about $48 million in construction at
all sites.”

As the construction program progressed, the Air Force continued to shift plans.
At Nouasser, for instance, the Air Force relocated facilities a half a dozen times
over the summer of 1951. These actions prevented the contractor from laying proper
drainage pipes and fields, which led to severe drainage problems when the autumn
rains began. The saturation of the area also contributed to later problems. None of
the runways failed, but tests indicated that the moisture compromised the runways’
capacity to support the stresses of repeated use by heavy aircraft.

Other problems arose from decisions Derby made to force the pace of construc-
tion. At times he approved suspension of the standard practice of spraying a coating
of liquid asphalt, which was not always readily available, over the base course of
runways. This decision lowered the quality of the surface layer, a tradeoff the costs
of which became more apparent in later months. In another instance, Derby accepted
an educated guess that the rainy season would start no earlier than late November.
Taking a calculated risk, Atlas laid the asphalt binder course at Nouasser over a very
large area before it changed equipment to put on a sealing coat for waterproofing. The
more conventional method laid the binder course over a smaller segment and then
sealed it before laying more. Derby approved the riskier method to speed up paving,
much as the Army engineers in Turkey had gambled on mild weather when they
continued construction at Diyarbakir and Balikesir through the 1950-1951 winter.

% “Important Dates in French Morocco”; “Atlas Contract History,” p. 6.
% Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 11.
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Elevated water tower at the Benguérir air base

Derby anticipated having time to complete the sealing process before the rains, but
the weather failed to cooperate in Morocco. The rains started in early November, and
water penetration weakened small areas of the pavement at Nouasser by saturating
and softening the base course and subsoil. Suspecting the problem, the engineers
tested the paving with a 200-ton roller that subjected the pavement to pressures four
times greater than the wheel weight of any of the Air Force’s heavy bombers. The
roller produced five small breakthroughs. Derby recognized that repairs would be
necessary later, but the approach had yielded more landing surface in a short time.
In the worst case, repairs could be undertaken while the fields were in use.®!

Clay in the gravel laid for the base course at Sidi Slimane meant that runways
were serviceable but not as durable as a sounder base course would provide. As
indicated earlier, Derby had decided to expedite completion and deal with any
compromises in quality with later repairs. Similarly, procurement of screens to
allow proper sizing of the gravel would have delayed the project by four or five
months. If not corrected, these potential deficiencies might have involved increased
maintenance costs; but none of the compromises Derby made left the runways too

" On problems with asphalt and paving, see Memos, A. R. Butler (PUSOM) to Dist Engr, 17, 25
Jul 51; F. Holloway (PUSOM) to A. R. Butler, 20 Jul 51; all in Mil Files XII-27, OH, HQ USACE.
On the early rains, see Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 10.
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Power plant at the Sidi Slimane air base, Morocco

weak to handle the landing and takeoff of the bombers that they were designed to
serve.®

Fully aware of the potential problems in the construction, in July 1951, Colonel
Derby had engineers begin testing to determine where the asphalt needed reinforce-
ment. By that autumn, Atlas had instructions to implement a repair program during
the summer of 1952 when temperatures would again allow the work to be effective.
Derby requested expert help from soil and pavement specialists. The Corps sent a
two-person inspection team that worked the latter half of October 1951 and found
faults in the pavement at Nouasser and at Sidi Slimane: rough spots, weaknesses,
and a need for further compaction and for waterproofing. Although the deficiencies
came as no surprise, the inspection report focused attention on them in a way that
no one had anticipated.®

By late summer 1951, the urgency that drove the Air Force initially had abated.
The course of the Korean War had changed. After months of indecisive fighting
around the 38th Parallel, the warring parties had begun armistice negotiations on 10
July; but in late August, the talks broke down. Chinese and UN forces jockeyed for
position. Truce negotiations resumed on 25 October. No one felt confident about a
rapid settlement, but neither side seemed willing to pay the price necessary to shift
the military balance decisively. During these months, a financial crisis overtook
the Moroccan project.

62 Staff Conference, 2 Feb 52, Mil Files XII-28, OH, HQ USACE; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan
Air Bases, pp. 10-11.

¢ Riley Comm Hearings, pp. 154-56, 194; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, pp. 10, 18;
Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, pp. 7,9, 10-11, 16.
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Inadequate Funding and Recurring Delays

For months the irregular flow of funds for the Moroccan project had created
difficulties for the Corps of Engineers and the construction contractor. On 19
April 1951, just as construction began, the Corps had requested that the Air Force
transfer $51.25 million to support the Moroccan construction through June and an
additional $10 million for the first quarter of the fiscal year beginning 1 July 1951.
In July, Derby asked for $35 million more to cover costs of the oil pipeline. The
Air Force inexplicably decided to ask Congress for less than the Corps indicated
it needed; Air Force commanders shifted back to the Moroccan program only the
$11.4 million that had been diverted to other activities in November 1950. By the
time this allotment of money reached the field, Derby and his staff had committed
all available funds.*

In late August 1951, the project ran into a serious discrepancy between available
and required funds. Derby cabled the Air Force chief of staff, General Hoyt S.
Vandenberg, to advise that he had to suspend procurement and the recruitment
of critical personnel because of lack of money. Air Force headquarters replied
that Congress was holding up the money needed for construction in Morocco, but
Vandenberg arranged for an immediate transfer of $40 million.*

In June 1951, the Bureau of the Budget had informed the secretary of defense
that it had concerns about the Moroccan program. The Bureau observed that its
accompanying request for a more precise accounting “need not further delay the
requests for authorization by Congress” that the Air Force planned to submit for
future work. Nonetheless, the Bureau wanted a detailed report on how money
had been spent to date. The secretary of defense’s comptroller relayed the request
to the service secretaries. The Air Force commander in Morocco, General Old,
received a cable in the early autumn of 1951: “Request you immediately provide
this headquarters with the authorization and appropriation of funds required by base
and by line as it appears in the fiscal year 1952 construction budget to permit your
construction program to proceed uninterrupted through November 1951.7%

Feeling increasing pressure from the Bureau of the Budget and the Department
of Defense to curb costs, the Air Force questioned the money being spent to provide
family housing for the personnel in Morocco. The contractors and the Army engineers
had had trouble attracting qualified civilian supervisory personnel to the Moroccan
project, and as an incentive they extended assurances that their wives and families
could accompany them. The Corps had expected that the workers and their families

¢ Mil Files XII-27 and XII-28, OH, HQ USACE, contain documents from 1951 on the crisis in
Air Force funding. See esp. Derby to Brig Gen Archie J. Old Jr., 22 Jun 51; Derby to NAD Engr, 23
Jul 51; Lt Col Abromovitz (USAF) to Dir Budget, DCS/Comptroller (USAF), 3 Aug 51; Memo for
Gen Timberlake, 3 Aug 51. Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 9.

¢ Telgs, Col George T. Derby to Gen Hoyt S. Vandenberg, 5 Sep 51, and HQ USAF to Col George
T. Derby, 8 Sep 51, both in Mil Files XII-27, OH, HQ USACE; Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air
Bases, p. 11.

¢ Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 12. The date of the telegram and its receipt, which
the Riley committee report does not give, are surmised.
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Construction of the air bases in Morocco attracted political attention, including a visit in
the mid-1950s from Vice President and Mrs. Richard M. Nixon, here being greeted by Brig.
Gen. Charles Heim (right) and a base commander.

could find housing on the local economy; but the French prohibited this, fearing that
Americans would drive up local rents. Thus, dependent travel had to be suspended
in early 1951. To solve the problem, General Hamilton, the Air Force’s negotiator in
Morocco, had approved construction of a temporary construction village at Nouasser.
The contractor built this housing as a part of the expense of construction. Although
the Corps of Engineers frequently provided housing at remote construction sites in
the United States, officers at USAF headquarters were unfamiliar with the practice.
As a result, with concerns about costs increasing, the construction of one hundred
houses at Nouasser attracted the wrong kind of attention. In early September 1951,
the assistant secretary of defense, Lyle S. Garlock, asked the chief of engineers to
explain the need for the housing.?’

The Office of the Chief of Engineers marshaled arguments to justify the housing
at Nouasser, but it was difficult to provide the detailed cost accounting demanded
by the Bureau of the Budget and the Air Force for the Moroccan project. Line

7 Memo, Brig Gen John Hardin to Lyle S. Garlock, 23 Oct 51, sub: Construction of Temporary
Construction Village at Nouasseur Air Base, French Morocco, Mil Files XII-27, OH, HQ USACE;
“Moroccan Story,” p. 5; Interv, Hart with Derby, 19, 20 Dec 84, p. 87; Haseman comments on Dod,
“Airfield Construction in North Africa: Morocco,” p. 30.
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justification of costs was not possible because the program had no fixed plans
and specifications even in the summer of 1951 after six months of activity. The
original program called for five bases; but at the time of the request for line-item
information, construction had begun at only two bases. The Air Force still had three
sites to select, and estimates of costs for their construction based on hypothetical
considerations were perforce imprecise.®® Neither the contractors nor the Corps of
Engineers staff could account even for money already spent. Ascribing all overhead
costs and equipment purchases to the two bases under construction rather than the
five bases planned would be inaccurate. The nature of the construction program in
Morocco precluded the kind of accounting that the Bureau of the Budget requested.
At this date, however, the emphasis on cost accounting began to displace the sense
of urgency that characterized the Moroccan program initially.®

For a time, personnel in the field continued to hear more encouragement
and praise than reflections of the growing pressure for financial accountability
in Washington. In early October, Colonel Derby received a personal note from
the SAC commander, General Curtis LeMay, about the “very fine verbal report”
that General Old had given him on the construction program in North Africa.
LeMay spoke of the accomplishment as “a direct contribution to the SAC combat
capability” for which he wanted to express his appreciation. In a letter to the Air
Force chief of staff in Washington, LeMay praised Derby’s “extraordinary” results
on the Moroccan job and suggested that Derby supervise any other projects the Air
Force decided to undertake in Africa. He also recommended Derby for promotion
to brigadier general.”

By the beginning of November, Derby again had to plead for funds. On §
November, Atlas Constructors gave notice that, after having spent millions of dollars
of their own money and with no funds in sight to cover these or future expenses, the
company would suspend operations. On 9 and 14 November, the Corps of Engineers
outlined its immediate needs—S$33 million to continue work from the middle to the
end of November, $28.25 million for December, and $22.45 million for January—a
total of $83.7 million.”

In Washington, perceptions of excessive costs for the Moroccan air-base
program began to obscure both the original imperative for emergency construction
and the real accomplishments of the Army engineers and the contractors. On 16
November, several Air Force general officers, civilian representatives of the Bureau
of the Budget, a colonel from the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and a Corps of
Engineers lieutenant colonel met in the Pentagon. Congress had just appropriated

6 Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 13.

® Tbid., pp. 13-14.

7 Ltr, Gen Curtis LeMay to Col George Derby, 9 Oct 51, Mil Files XII-27, and Nold’s paraphrase
of “letter from Lieutenant General LeMay to the chief of staff, Air Force, praising Colonel Derby”
in Rpt, Brig Gen G. J. Nold, 21 Nov 51, sub: Recommendations on East Atlantic District (Morocco),
Mil Files XII-41-6, both in OH, HQ USACE.

"I Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, pp. 13—14; Brig Gen John R. Hardin, “Critical Overseas
Projects,” 14 Nov 51, Mil Files XII-27, OH, HQ USACE.
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$178.67 million for the project. The men at the meeting decided that the Bureau
of the Budget would apportion only $100 million for the Moroccan project—S3$45
million less than the Air Force had just requested. The Office of the Secretary of
Defense further reduced the money that would reach the engineers in Morocco by
requiring that $44 million of the $100 million go to re-fund projects from which the
Air Force had borrowed to keep the Moroccan program operating.’

The DoD deputy comptroller issued to Air Force planners overseeing the
Moroccan program a memorandum summarizing the decisions: “Your request
for $145,762,500 has been reduced to $100 million. No further funds will be
reapportioned until the Air Force reviews this program and presents to this office a
program showing the work which has been accomplished with former appropriations
and the work proposed with the $178,760,000 appropriated in Public Law 254.”7
These were impossible conditions. Derby received $56 million of the $61 million
he requested just to keep construction in Morocco going through December 1951.
The $56 million would surely be exhausted before anyone could supply the figures
that the Bureau of Budget requested.” A priority other than rapid completion of
construction had taken over in Washington.

Late in 1951, a parade of inspectors arrived in Morocco; negative judgments
about the program increased. The U.S. Army Audit Agency reported that Atlas’
management procedures were weak. A special assistant to the Air Force inspector
general raised questions about the quality of the paving and the excessive overtime
put in by construction workers.” In response, the Corps of Engineers reorganized its
management of overseas construction. In mid-November, General Pick created the
East Ocean Division with headquarters in Richmond, Virginia, and placed the East
Atlantic District, the Middle East District, TUSEG, and other work in the Atlantic
region under it. Pick named Brig. Gen. Robert G. Lovett as the new division engineer;
in December, Lovett undertook his own inspection of the operation in Morocco.
Despite progress in constructing the air bases, Lovett found a crisis in morale and
efficiency brought on by the financial squeeze.”

In the last months of the year, the predominant concern in USAF headquarters
about the Moroccan program shifted from rapid construction to costs and the
prevailing assessment changed. In October, General Old praised Colonel Derby’s
accomplishments to General LeMay; in November, he voiced satisfaction with the
work on the air bases. On 6 December, Old’s tone shifted, when he wrote to Derby
that he was “greatly perturbed over the cost of construction of the American bases
in French Morocco.” Old demanded an immediate report “showing by line item use

2 Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 15.

3 Tbid.

™ Ibid. Quotation from Memo, Deputy Chief of Staff (DCS) Materiel (USAF) to DCS Opns (USAF),
19 Nov 51, sub: Air Base Development, French Morocco, Mil Files XI1-27, OH, HQ USACE.

5 Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, pp. 7, 9, 10-11, 16; Riley
Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 18; Riley Comm Hearings, pp. 154-56.

¢ Memo, Brig Gen Robert G. Lovett to Maj Gen Lewis A. Pick, 27 Dec 51, Mil Files XII-27, OH,
HQ USACE, covers much of the same ground as the report paraphrased and quoted in Riley Comm
Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 14.
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The commander of the Mediterranean Division lived in these quarters at the Nouasser air
base until the division office moved to Livorno, Italy, in November 1957.

made of funds expended by Atlas Constructors up to and including 30 November
19517 and attached a list of fifteen categories of expenses. He also asserted that
“entirely too large a percentage of each dollar is spent for the convenience, comfort,
and pleasure of Atlas Constructors’ personnel.””’

On 3 January, General Pick met with representatives of PUSOM and with Atlas
Constructors. Atlas agreed to send Lyman D. Wilbur, a senior vice president and
partner in Morrison-Knudsen, to Morocco to help restore administrative control
to the contractor’s work on the project. The PUSOM director, O. J. Porter, took
exception to the suggestion that the architect-engineers had spent “extravagantly” on
the Moroccan job; he prepared a long refutation for delivery to General Lovett.”

On 8 January, General Pick met with General Old, Maj. Gen. Patrick W.
Timberlake, and Brig. Gen. Colby M. Myers from the Air Force to discuss the
letters from Old to Derby demanding the detailed accounting of the costs. Pick
objected that Old’s requests intruded upon the appropriate role of management of
the construction reserved to the Corps of Engineers. General Timberlake requested
a thoroughgoing audit of the expenditures related to Morocco. Old voiced his
concern that Derby, for whom he expressed the “highest personal regard,” had lost
control of the project, that the contractors were wasteful and inefficient, and that the
construction was substandard. Old further criticized the 100-unit housing village
at Nouasser as extravagant and unnecessary. General Myers asserted that an audit
was necessary to satisfy the Bureau of the Budget and to gain the release of the

7 Ltr, Brig Gen Archie J. Old Jr. to Col George T. Derby, 6 Dec 51, Mil Files XII-27, OH, HQ
USACE.

8 MFR, 3 Jan 52, sub: Meeting with Atlas Constructors and PUSOM,; Ltr, O. J. Porter to Brig Gen
Robert G. Lovett, 4 Jan 52; both in Mil Files XII-28, OH, HQ USACE.
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funds appropriated for the project. At this, Pick exploded. If the gentlemen wanted
an “investigation”—for that is what the Air Force seemed to be demanding—they
should be prepared. An investigation would ask why funds had been so slow in
reaching the Army and why the planning for the Moroccan bases had been so
“dilatory” from the beginning. The meeting became heated and personal. Timberlake
demanded “no whitewash, but an investigation as to the extravagances on the job.”
Pick retorted that the Air Force had rushed the job, planned it poorly, and still had
not selected two of the sites.”

Congressional Investigations

The changing attitude in the Pentagon toward the Moroccan construction
coincided with the increasing scrutiny by congressional committee staffs. Official
reports on the project’s shortcomings accumulated. Investigators for congressional
committees heard from former project participants. Harold Simmons, the engineer
overruled by Colonel Derby in June 1951 at Sidi Slimane and later dismissed over
a conflict of interest concerning his wife’s employment with one of the contractors,
complained to the staff of a Senate subcommittee chaired by a freshman senator
from Texas, Lyndon B. Johnson. The committee received other complaints about
the project from “current and former contractor employees” and others.*

Senator Johnson opened public hearings on the Moroccan air-base program in
January 1952. On 15 January, the Air Force rescinded its “emergency” order and
directed that work in the Moroccan bases continue at a more normal pace.?! The
accusations aired before the Johnson committee touched off a flurry of newspaper
headlines about corruption and waste in Morocco, one of which quoted Senator
Johnson’s characterization of the program as “one sordid mess.” Air Force officers
unhappy with the project blamed the Corps of Engineers for substandard work. Air
Force civilian engineers had inspected the airfields in late 1951, and the Johnson
committee publicized their charge that the project suffered from “1. flagrant disregard
of specifications; 2. mismanagement, waste and loafing; 3. bad materials used in
some cases, such as inferior gravel.” Complaints increased to a “veritable flood,”
according to the committee’s public report.*> Allegations fell into several categories:

™ For two parallel accounts of the meeting, see MFRs, Brig Gen John Hardin, 10 Jan 52, sub: East
Atlantic District Work, and Col Craig Smyser, 11 Jan 52, sub: Conference on Proposed Independent
Audit by Air Force of Casablanca Project, both in Mil Files XII-28, OH, HQ USACE. Both men
participated as part of Pick’s staff.

8 Quotation from Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, p. 2. For
negative reports on Morocco, see Ltr, Col Louis B. Grossmith Jr. to Brig Gen Archie J. Old Jr., 28
Dec 51, Mil Files XI1-27, OH, HQ USACE; Memo for Gen Craig, 2 Jan 52, sub: Inspection of Airfield
Construction Program, East Atlantic District, French Morocco, Mil Files XII-28, OH, HQ USACE;
and reports mentioned in the Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 14, passim.

81 Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, p. 11.

82 For a summary, see Adams, History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, p. 17; Johnson
Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, passim; enumerated list of complaints from
p. 17 of the committee’s report; second quotation from p. 15.
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failure to comply with specifications in constructing runways, taxiways, and aprons
at Nouasser and Sidi Slimane that created unsatisfactory surfaces; failure to maintain
adequate property accounts, controls, and procedures; inadequate cost control; laxity;
improper procurement procedures resulting in excessive payment for equipment and
local services; and possible kickbacks, bribes, and collusion.®

Senator Johnson called the secretary of the Army, Frank Pace Jr., and the chief of
engineers, General Pick, before his committee to respond to the charges. The senator
called representatives of Atlas Constructors and PUSOM, the architect-engineer
contractors. He did not call either Derby or Haseman.

The Johnson committee’s very negative treatment of the project and the media
interest provoked General Pick to action. He visited Morocco twice in January
1952 to gain firsthand information. It was Pick who handed Derby a copy of the Air
Force notice rescinding emergency status for the Moroccan construction. Derby,
who had not received a copy from the Air Force, then instructed Atlas to adjust its
construction schedule.?* To provide closer supervision of the overseas construction,
Pick decided to establish a division with headquarters in Casablanca. He officially
activated this new Mediterranean Division on 14 February and gave it responsibility
for all construction in the Mediterranean region, including the East Atlantic District,
which had just moved its offices to Nouasser, and the Middle East District in Tripoli.
The East Ocean Division, established the previous November, continued to supervise
overseas construction in Greenland, Iceland, Bermuda, and the Azores.®

On the same day that he established the Mediterranean Division, General Pick
met with the under secretary of the Army and with Army and Air Force leaders to
discuss the changes. The Air Force made clear that it had “lost faith in Colonel Derby,
believing that the job has got away from him and is being run by the contractor.”
Pick defended Derby as a “brilliant officer” and insisted that the commander of the
Mediterranean Division would make any personnel changes necessary for effective
execution of the construction program.®

On 21 February, General Pick testified before Senator Johnson’s committee and
stated that he intended to send Brig. Gen. Orville E. Walsh to Morocco as division
engineer of the new Mediterranean Division. Pick defended the Moroccan program
and attributed its problems and mistakes to the accelerated pace of construction
necessitated by the Air Force’s insistence on speed. He contended that the deviations
from normal standards and procedures had been minor and within allowable limits.
Army Secretary Pace responded in a similar tone; in a letter to Senator Johnson on 20

8 “Moroccan Story,” p. 6.

8 Riley Comm Hearings, p. 308.

8 GO no. 4, 14 Feb 52, sub: Establishment of the Mediterranean Division; Johnson Comm Rpt
on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, p. 11; “Important Dates in French Morocco”; John W.
Chambers 11, The North Atlantic Engineers (New York: North Atlantic Division, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, 1980), pp. 86, 91.

8 MFR, 19 Feb 52, sub: Construction of Air Bases in Morocco, Feb. 19 Report on a Meeting of
Feb. 14, 1952, Mil Files X11-28, OH, HQ USACE.
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March, he said, “I feel that there have been exaggerations in some of the testimony
and a tendency to forget the speed element which was uppermost at the time.”*’

The testimony from Pick and Pace did not mollify Senator Johnson, who saw
flagrant departures from specifications, the use of substandard construction materials,
mismanagement, waste, even corruption. Johnson attributed these failures directly to
the district engineer, Colonel Derby, and his deputy, Haseman. The staunch defense
of the program by Pick in his public testimony and by Pace in his letter of 20 March
provoked Johnson. Within hours of receiving Pace’s letter, Johnson made clear his
intention to shut down the Moroccan operation completely “until irregularities and
wasteful practices had been corrected.”*®

Johnson’s threat brought results. Pace wrote a letter dated 21 March that was
delivered to Johnson by hand that afternoon. Pace informed the senator of the
“remedial steps” that he had implemented or would soon implement to address the
committee’s concerns, including ordering Derby and Haseman relieved of their
command responsibilities in Morocco. Pace urged delaying “any further action”
against the two officers until after they had aided their successors, General Walsh
and Col. Jack P. Campbell, in taking over the project. Derby and Haseman were
formally relieved of duty on 5 April and returned to the United States. Walsh took
command at the headquarters of the Mediterranean Division in Casablanca, and
Campbell took command at the East Atlantic District offices at Nouasser."

On 9 April 1952, a subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropriations,
chaired by Congressman John J. Riley (D-South Carolina), opened hearings
concerning the Moroccan air bases. The hearings continued through the summer;
the committee issued a summary report on 26 September, a month after the Senate
Committee issued its “Interim Report on the Moroccan Air Base Construction.” The
conclusions reached in the two reports could hardly have been more different.

In contrast to Senator Johnson’s committee, the House committee called Derby
and Haseman to testify. It also called Pick and other Corps officials. Congressman
Riley let them give detailed explanations of the difficulties they had encountered
with the Moroccan project and the compromises that they had made to complete
the mission according to the Air Force’s emergency schedule. The deputy for
installations from the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force testified: “You have
some deficiencies . . . but what are they against the whole show, and what are they
going to be against the whole show when it is done 2 years from now? They are
minor. All the charges of venality and false bookkeeping and some of the silly
things that have been said about some of these office[r]s are just pin pricks. They
mean nothing.”°

87 Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, pp. 12, 39. Quotation from
Ltr, Frank Pace Jr. to Lyndon B. Johnson, 20 Mar 52, p. 18, Mil Files XII-28, OH, HQ USACE.

88 Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, pp. 38-39.

8 Ibid., p. 19; “Important Dates in French Morocco.” A copy of Pace’s letter to Johnson bears the
notation “4:25 P.M. 3-21-52 Hand-carried to Sen. Johnson by Carey.”

% Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, p. 18.
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The Riley committee paid particular attention to the pressures placed on the
Army engineers and the contractors by the Air Force’s insistence on speed. The
committee noted that the Air Force had rescinded its order for emergency program-
ming of the construction only after Senator Johnson’s committee hearings began to
focus public protests on the endeavor.

The Riley committee reconvened hearings in September after receiving an
outside evaluation of the construction ordered by the secretary of the Army early in
the summer. A consortium of construction contractors led by Glen W. Maxon and
Fred I. Rowe conducted the evaluation. Both Maxon and Rowe were presidents of
highly respected companies with experience comparable to the Moroccan program.
The consortium examined between six- and seven thousand tests on the pavement
already laid at Nouasser and Sidi Slimane and concluded that the faults in base
course affected a very small portion of the pavement.

Referring to the consortium’s report, the Riley committee observed that “all
phases of the nature of the tests and the availability of current information were
discussed by the many engineers present, and those who have the responsibility
for the work agreed that the costs of corrective action will not exceed $2 million.
... This testimony came as a surprise to members of the committee but stands
uncontroverted.” The committee “pressed” O. J. Porter, a recognized expert on
paving, “to state his opinion of the construction performance of the job, the type
of opinion that is normally expected from an architect-engineer.” The committee
report included Porter’s reply without comment: “I think that with all the difficulties
the job as a whole sets a record [of accomplishment] that has never previously been
reached or approached, even in my experience during wartime.”"

The Riley committee concluded that the unprecedented amount of criticism
directed against the Moroccan air-base program remained largely unjustified. The
committee acknowledged that some of the negative reports were accurate but argued
that they had negligible significance and had received disproportionate attention
when weighed against the work that had been accomplished. The committee went
on to detail the scope of what the construction crews had achieved in just one year:
9.9 million cubic yards of earth excavated or filled, over 1 million cubic yards of
base rock laid, and 1.99 million square yards of asphalt binder course and over 1
million square yards of asphalt surface course put in place. Crews had erected 32
warehouses providing 1.125 million square feet of floor space as well as 1,147 other
buildings; another 512 buildings were under construction by April 1952. Further, at
two airfields, Atlas Constructors had completed POL systems with storage tanks,
pipelines, and refueling hydrants. The company had installed 10.5 miles of sewer
line, 17.5 miles of water line, 40 miles of power line, and over 45 miles of roads.
The 200-mile POL pipeline, on which the French did not allow American firms to
bid, was also “well under way.” The Riley committee concluded:

°! For this and the preceding two paragraphs, see Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, pp. 18-21,
quotations from p. 21.
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In short, where one year before there had been nothing, there existed at two
locations in Morocco at the time these hearings began in April 1952, usable air bases,
and there was in the process of establishment an important link in the defense of the
West. . . . So far as Morocco is concerned, the committee feels that a substantial
injustice has been done by making the Corps of Engineer [sic] officers the whipping
boys of this operation.”

This seeming exoneration left Secretary of the Army Pace undeterred. In late
November 1952, he officially “admonished” General Pick, Colonel Derby, and the
commander of the North Atlantic Division, Colonel Frech, for failure to supervise
the Moroccan program properly.*

Assessing the Moroccan Program

Although construction on the air bases in Morocco continued until the mid-1950s,
congressional and public interest in the bases waned after the committees issued their
reports. In late July 1953, the warring parties in Korea signed an armistice, thereby
relaxing international tensions and reducing the threat of war. Near the end of 1953,
the United States negotiated an agreement with the government of Spain to build
American bases there. Congress approved a scaled-down construction program for
Morocco as the need for additional bases in North Africa lessened markedly.

By mid-January 1954, the cost of the Moroccan projects amounted to $340.2
million. The cost of the entire program eventually reached about $412 million.
Neither figure diverges drastically from the $390 million projection that Derby
presented to the Air Force in mid-April 1951 for the construction of new bases
rather than the rehabilitation of existing bases.**

The charges of waste and substandard construction were greatly exaggerated.
Senator Johnson’s subcommittee seemed to acknowledge this when it issued its
second report on Morocco. The first report of August 1952, echoing testimony
gathered early in the year, began by leveling charges of “flagrant disregard
for specifications and sound engineering practices” and of “the indifference of

%2 Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, pp. 21-22, 24, quotation from p. 24. For reports that
support the Riley committee’s judgment, see MFR, 31 Jan 52, sub: Inspection of Mssrs. Kalette and
Perry; Min, Conference Held 2 Feb 52 to Discuss Construction Progress; Memo, Col Charles F. Ivins
for the Inspector General, 15 Apr 52, sub: Interim Report, Investigation of Army Participation in the
Construction of the United States Air Bases in French Morocco, and an amplification of that report,
with the same title and undated [30 Apr 52?]; all in Mil Files X1I-28, OH, HQ USACE. Memo, Cary
to Secretary of the Army, 25 Apr 52.

% Riley Comm Rpt, Moroccan Air Bases, pp. 21-22, 24; Adams, History of U.S. Strategic Air
Bases in Morocco, p. 25; Ltr, Pace to Johnson, 20 Mar 52, in U.S. Congress, Senate, Second Report
on Moroccan Air Base Construction [19 Feb 1953], 44th Report of the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee [Lyndon B. Johnson, Chairman] of the Committee on Armed Services, 83d Cong., 1st
sess., 1953, p. 33 (hereafter cited as Johnson Comm Second Rpt, Feb 53).

% MFR, 18 Apr 51.
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Progress versus the primitive: fighter planes fly over camels in Morocco.

officialdom to the squandering of public funds.”** The report of February 1953 used
more temperate language: “Much stress has been laid by the services on the critical
world conditions at the time of the initiation of the construction project in Morocco.
.. . Whether all that occurred in Morocco was justified by that sense of urgency is
highly questionable.””® The committee also observed: “It is our view that no useful
purpose will now be served by additional investigation of the errors of the past in
Morocco.”’ This is far removed from Senator Johnson’s early public charges of
“waste, inefficiency, and outright graft.”® Despite the more moderate tone and the
disclaimer that additional investigations were unwarranted, the Johnson Committee’s
early charges had received broad public attention.

At the instigation of the Johnson committee, Secretary of the Army Pace did
have a lawyer from his office investigate the Moroccan program. The lawyer

% Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, p. 1.

% Johnson Comm Second Rpt, Feb 53, pp. 26-27.

7 Tbid., p. 4.

% Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52. Johnson’s public charges are
quoted in John G. Norris, “Pace Removes Engineers on African Bases,” Washington Post, 22 March
1952.
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examined the conduct of the program, the charges of graft and corruption, the
charges against the Corps of Engineers, and the personal charges leveled against
Derby and Haseman. He concluded that, far from having acted in dereliction of
duty, “the small group of Engineering personnel demonstrated a real drive in getting
construction going and two runways operational by 14 July [1951].” In examining
“the collusion and kickback cases which were brought before the committee,” he
found that “the evidence of bribes and fraud are not an outstanding defect of the
Morocco project.”

What extant evidence of illegal activity exists reflected only petty violations
that were minuscule when compared with the overall costs of the program; none
involved the Corps of Engineers. Local French courts convicted two French nationals
of soliciting bribes; one worked for the local French government, the other for Atlas,
which promptly fired the offender. Two American employees of Atlas were convicted
in Consular Court in Morocco, one of soliciting a $300 “approval” fee from a local
contractor, the other of demanding gifts from local contractors. The Consular Court
dismissed cases against two other American employees of Atlas for lack of evidence;
one case had alleged “misappropriation of a table lamp.” In light of the magnitude
of the program, the lawyer from the Office of the Secretary of the Army concluded
that none of the cases seemed “to be of shocking proportions.”!%

The lawyer dismissed the personal charges raised against Derby and Haseman
in a strongly worded statement:

There is no evidence of any personal wrongdoing on the part of either Col.
Derby or Col. Haseman. . . . [I] believe that a number of the allegations represent
the views of disgruntled persons and do not have an adequate foundation. I further
believe that the Committee has not been fully informed of the urgency, and the bona
fide psychology of urgency, which prevailed at the time. My own conclusion and
recommendations would be that the engineers should present these points to Senator
Johnson’s subcommittee.'"!

Senator Johnson never called either Derby or Haseman to testify.

The cost of remedial work to correct deficiencies on the hastily built runways
showed that the flaws in construction were minor. Strengthening the runways cost
less than $3 million in a $400 million program. The cost of repairs represents only
7.5 percent of the $40 million spent on the construction completed at the first two
air bases in 1951. For the Army engineers who worked on the Moroccan air bases,
and for many personnel in the Air Force as well, that additional cost could be seen

% Memo, Cary to Secretary of the Army, 25 Apr 52.

19Tbid. For the cases themselves, see Memo, Brig Gen G. J. Nold to William L. Cary, 21 May 52,
sub: Court Cases in French Morocco Regarding the Airbase Construction, Mil Files XII-41-6, OH,
HQ USACE.

1"Memo, Cary to Secretary of the Army, 25 Apr 52.
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In September 1956, Chief of Engineers Maj. Gen. Emerson C. Itschner (right) visited
Mediterranean Division headquarters at Nouasser, where he observed concrete
paving of the taxiway with Lt. Col. John W. Chesley Jr., area engineer, and Paul Erskine
of Atlas Constructors.

as the price of “war risk insurance.”'®> The bases were ready when most needed,
in the summer of 1951.

Both Derby and Haseman continued their Army careers after being recalled
from Morocco. In 1953, Colonel Derby became district engineer in Huntington,
West Virginia. He retired in 1956, feeling that the House committee investigation
had largely vindicated him.'™ Nonetheless, the initial sensational charges damaged
reputations and shortened military careers. The promotion to brigadier general that
Air Force General Curtis LeMay had favored for Derby in the summer of 1951
never came. As for Haseman, he returned from Morocco, served in and around
Washington for the rest of his career, and retired as a colonel in 1966.

Time verified that the Moroccan air-base program was neither excessively expen-
sive nor wracked by corruption or profiteering. The Army engineers accomplished
the mission they were assigned. The Air Force acquired strategic bases at what it
judged to be a crucial moment in the Cold War, and no runway ever failed in use
as a result of the compromises made during the crash phase of the construction. It
is ironic that the program to build American air bases in Morocco is remembered
more for investigations and false accusations than for its accomplishments.

12Quotation and percentage figures from Waldo G. Bowman, “Aftermath in Morocco—Good
Bases,” Engineering News Record, 27 August 1953, pp. 30-36, 39-41.
1%Interv, Hart with Derby, 19, 20 Dec 84, p. 83.
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SHIFTING THE LOCUS OF WORK
1952-1957

The Mediterranean Division, activated in February 1952 by the chief of
engineers, General Pick, became the first postwar division of the Corps of Engineers
to have its headquarters in the overseas area for which it had responsibility. The
general officer commanding the division had an advantage that Colonel Derby
never enjoyed: rank comparable to the senior Air Force officer in the area. The
Mediterranean Division assumed responsibility for the East Atlantic District in
Morocco, the Middle East District in Libya, and The U.S. Engineer Group in Turkey.
Over the following six years, the Office of the Chief of Engineers expanded the
division’s area of responsibility farther east to include Iran and Pakistan.

Organizing the Mediterranean Division

General Walsh arrived in Morocco to assume command of the division
in February 1952, just weeks after the Air Force had ended the emergency
designation for the Moroccan construction program. Between February and
May, until the new commander could assemble his staff, the three districts
continued to report to the East Ocean Division. In that interim, Walsh developed
plans to improve the administrative operations of the division, the East Atlantic
District, and contractor organization. The addition of the administrative layer
of a division-level staff freed the East Atlantic District engineer to concentrate
on managing and supervising the construction. Walsh worked with Lyman
Wilbur of Morrison-Knudsen, who assumed management of Atlas Constructors,
to improve the level of cooperation between the contractor and the Corps of
Engineers’ field organization.

After May 1952, Walsh assumed full responsibility for the division’s programs.
Now that speed of construction was no longer the dominant factor, he could focus
his attention on establishing control, especially in Morocco. He implemented
competitive bidding for local supplies, a standard practice that Colonel Derby had
suspended in 1951 to save precious time. Walsh also ordered fencing for areas used
to store supplies and equipment and tightened security in general. Walsh was not
sure that the property records kept by Atlas Constructors could ever accurately reflect
the equipment on hand, but he knew that congressional investigators, and therefore
the secretary of the Army, gave the highest priority to inventory control. Walsh
instructed Atlas Constructors to end excessive overtime of construction workers, to
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eliminate extra personnel, and to establish more effective supervision. Walsh fully
expected these measures to reduce costs over the duration of the project.

When Lt. Col. Curtis W. Chapman Jr. arrived in August 1952 at headquarters
in Casablanca, Walsh put him in charge of the division’s operations. Chapman
became convinced that the problems in Morocco were operational and that proper
inspections could correct them. Was the work in accordance with the plans and
specifications? Was it on schedule? If not, what help could the division provide
to the district staff to improve the situation? Chapman was able to deploy half a
dozen civilian engineers to increase the frequency of inspections. He sent them to
the Middle East District in Libya and to TUSEG in Turkey as well as throughout
the East Atlantic District in Morocco.?

Gradually, the division’s staff increased. By the winter of 1952—1953, the staff
of about eighty had taken over the inspection and control of construction, duties
that PUSOM had handled since early 1951. PUSOM, the joint architect-engineer
venture with a multinational staff of 568, retained its planning and design functions.?
In January 1953, after less than a year in command of the Mediterranean Division,
General Walsh was reassigned to the Joint Construction Agency in France,
established that month to consolidate construction activities in Europe. Colonel
Campbell, commander of the East Atlantic District, took over as interim commander
of the division.

The Middle East District in Libya and Saudi Arabia, 1951-1952

During Walsh’s short tenure as division engineer, he worked to improve coopera-
tion between the district engineers’ staffs and the contract personnel managing design
and construction. To become acquainted with the staff and to monitor construction, he
made inspection tours to the U.S. Engineer Group in Turkey and to the construction
sites at Wheelus and Dhahran.*

! “Chronological History, Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953),” p. 3, box 51-83-8379,
Richard T. Farrell Papers, Office of History (OH), HQ United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), Alexandria, Va.; U.S. Congress, Senate, Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the
Committee on Armed Services (Lyndon B. Johnson, Chairman), Investigation of the Preparedness
Program: Interim Report on Moroccan Air Base Construction, 82d Cong., 2d sess., 1952, pp. 24, 41
(hereafter cited as Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52).

2 Interv, Paul K. Walker with Maj Gen (Ret) Curtis W. Chapman Jr., 28-30 Sep 81, pp. 100-
104.

3 “History of the East Atlantic District,” p. 4; “Who Is Doing the Work,” p. 8; “The Mediterranean
Division,” p. 10; all in Moroccan Courier, 3 July 1953. The second article gives figures for PUSOM
for 15 January 1953. The third article gives a total staff strength for the division as of July 1953 of 8
officers, 53 American civilians, and 24 local or third-country nationals, that is, citizens of a country
other than the United States or the host country.

4 Johnson Comm Rpt on Moroccan Air Base Construction, Aug 52, pp. 21, 24, 27; Memo, Col
William E. Leonhard, 4 Sep 52, sub: Funds for Construction in Turkey, Mil Files XII-34, OH, HQ
USACE; Col Bruno L. Jakaitis, an. 4 to USTAP Rpt no. 67, [Jun 52], sub: TUSEG, Progress Rpt for
June 1952, p. 3, Mil Files XII-34, OH, HQ USACE.
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Aerial view of Wheelus Air Base looking west, with the Mediterranean Sea to the north

The construction program outlined in 1950 and 1951 was just beginning to
produce visible results. As of mid-August 1952, the construction contractor at
Wheelus Air Base, Crow-Steers-Shepherd, had completed almost 60 percent of the
building program scheduled for 1951 and about 25 percent of the 1952 program.
The slow delivery of construction materials to the worksites compounded delays in
funding by the Air Force and delays in procurement. At Dhahran, the contractor had
assembled 75 percent of the materials for the 1951 program but only 40 percent for
the 1952 program. Although the fiscal year had already ended, construction crews
at Wheelus had on hand only 15 percent of the materials necessary to complete the
construction of barracks and bachelor officers quarters.’

Construction moved slowly at Wheelus in part because of the changing political
situation in Libya. In late December 1951, this former Italian colony, since war’s end
under British administration on behalf of the United Nations, became the first such
country to receive full independence. The implementation of Libyan sovereignty
compelled the Middle East District to begin in May 1952 to negotiate with the new
Libyan government, as well as with the holdover British functionaries, more than

* Memo, Col Paul D. Troxler to Div Engr, Mediterranean Div, 4 Sep 52, sub: Narrative Report on
Overseas Construction, August 1952, Mil Files XII-34, OH, HQ USACE; “Chronological History,
Middle East District (Through 30 April 1953).”
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Aerial view of the Dhahran airfield looking south, September 1954.
Note the absence of vegetation.

one hundred fifty new leases needed to increase the area of the air base from 1,264
to 3,400 acres. Unfortunately, the new Libyan administration was irritatingly slow in
processing the requests. The district enlisted help from the U.S. diplomatic legation,
but delays continued to hinder construction.®

The work at Dhahran made little better progress. The extreme temperatures
caused the concrete mix used in the construction to set so rapidly that the crews
could not transport it by truck the five or six miles from the batch plant to the job
site. Even adding excess water did not offset the evaporation due to the heat, so
the crews poured concrete at night. One participant tells of a night pour starting
about 8:00 p.m. after a daytime temperature of 130°F. Around midnight, the wind
direction changed and the temperature began to drop. Suddenly “freezing to death,”
he donned a jacket, which he wore until his shift ended at 2:00 a.m. The next day,
he learned that the low temperature overnight had been 105°F.”

¢ R. L. Swetzer, Wheelus Field: The Story of the U.S. Air Force in Libya, The Early Days, 19441952
(Ramstein, Germany: Historical Division, Office of Information, U.S. Air Forces in Europe, 1965), pp.
28, 34; Charles B. Faulkner Jr., Rental Re-Eval Rpt: Agreed Areas, Libya, 4 Jun 55, pp. 2-3, unmarked
box, OH, HQ USACE; Memo, Troxler to Div Engr, Mediterranean Div, 4 Sep 52.

7 Interv, Richard T. Farrell with Wilbur Sheehan, Aug 75, p. 2.
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By early September 1952, the Fluor Corporation had completed approximately
three-quarters of the construction program scheduled at Dhahran for FY 1951 and
almost half the work scheduled for FY 1952. The U.S. Air Force had redefined
specifications for strengthening and widening the runway; but as of September 1952,
the area office at Dhahran had not received the new specifications.®

Converting the Cost-Plus-Fixed-Fee Contract in Morocco

From the beginning of the construction program in Morocco, East Atlantic
District personnel had intended to convert the CPFF arrangement to a fixed-price
contract; but they knew that the conversion had to wait until the Air Force had lifted
the emergency directive and the pace of work had slowed. After the first two years,
the government managers and the contractors were able to price the work equitably
and to plan for conversion to a lump-sum, fixed-price contract.’

By early 1953, the idea of conversion had won general approval. On 22
January, the Air Force requested that the Corps of Engineers end all overseas CPFF
contracts. A week later, Atlas Constructors expressed their willingness to submit a
fixed-price, lump-sum proposal if they could get a clear definition of the scope of
the remaining work and a settlement of invoices that they had submitted under the
cost-plus contract.!?

Maj. Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis Jr., who succeeded General Pick as chief of
engineers in March 1953, strongly advocated converting the Atlas contract.
Sturgis appointed Brig. Gen. Walter K. Wilson Jr. as the new commander of the
Mediterranean Division, in part because of his extensive experience with CPFF
contracts, and instructed him to develop a plan for the conversion. In meetings
with the secretary of the Army, the new chief of engineers emphasized the need
for a clear plan from the Air Force for the remaining construction and asked the
secretary to order the steps necessary for conversion. On 9 April, Sturgis asked
Atlas Constructors to submit a report discussing the issues involved in converting
the contract.!'

A few days after General Wilson arrived at Mediterranean Division headquarters
in Casablanca, in mid-April 1953, he asked his staff to prepare a study exploring
the positives and negatives of converting the Atlas Constructors’ contract. Colonel
Chapman headed the team, which strongly recommended against conversion; team
members remained convinced that the vagaries of the construction program still
made calculating a fixed price very difficult. Wilson praised the thoroughness of the

8 Memo, Troxler to Div Engr, Mediterranean Div, 4 Sep 52.

® Memo, Lt Col Leonard L. Haseman to Col George T. Derby, 4 Dec 51, sub: Renegotiation of
Atlas Contract, box 51-84-6364, Farrell Papers; “The Moroccan Story” [mid-1953], p. 8, Mil Files
XI1-29-7, OH, HQ USACE.

10 “Moroccan Story,” p. 8; “Atlas Contract History,” p. 8, Mil Files XII-29-5, OH, HQ USACE.

" Paul K. Walker, Interviews with Lieutenant General Walter K. Wilson, Jr. (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1984), p. 135 (hereafter cited as Walker, Interviews with Wilson);
“Atlas Contract History,” p. 9; “Important Dates in French Morocco,” 1 May 52, in Mil Histories
(vol. 3 of 4, 1952), box 51-84-6364, Farrell Papers.



84 BRICKS, SAND, AND MARBLE

report, thanked his staff, and called Chapman into his office. “Damn it!” he said,
“You don’t understand. We’re going to do this! . . . The chief wants this done.”!?

Wilson announced that he would be taking a three-week tour of the division’s
operations in Libya, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. In his absence, he expected Chapman
and the staff to prepare an equally thorough and conscientious examination that
emphasized the positive elements of conversion. General Wilson returned from
his tour to find the study that he wanted but a skeptical staff. Over the following
weeks, Wilson convinced at least senior members of the division staff, including
Chapman, that the proposed conversion could be advantageous for the government
and fair to the contractor."

The study prepared under Chapman’s direction analyzed more than fifty potential
issues, including pricing, property, supply, legal affairs, security, and the various
services that the contractor had performed under the terms of the CPFF contract. For
each problem, the plan offered several possible solutions and listed the advantages
and disadvantages of each. In June, Wilson and Chapman presented their plan to
General Sturgis and to officials at the Pentagon. They returned to Morocco with
a letter approving the conversion in principle but authorizing the step only if the
actual negotiations with Atlas Constructors confirmed that the conversion would
bring economic advantages to the government. The assistant chief of engineers for
military construction and a representative from the OCE legal office accompanied
Wilson and Chapman to Morocco to assist in negotiations leading to approval of
a final contract.'

The parties had to resolve the difficult issue of assessing the equipment and
supplies on hand in Morocco or on order. In theory, anything Atlas had purchased
constituted a part of its “costs.” The government paid for it, and the materials became
government property. Because equipment and supplies had reached the country with
very little inventory control, it was difficult to tell what was in country, what was
in transit, and what had never arrived. To inventory all the supplies on hand would
have taken too much time, involved too many people, and still not determined what
the government had paid for and thus owned and what still belonged to Atlas. Under
Chapman’s direction, division and Atlas employees inventoried about 10 percent of
the supplies on hand and projected an estimate based on the sample."

Division staff finally calculated the total cost of the remaining construction
and compensation for the inventoried materials at about $21 million, less than half

12 Ltr, Brig Gen W. K. Wilson Jr. to Lt Gen Samuel D. Sturgis, 6 May 53, file 328, box 51, Lt Gen
Samuel D. Sturgis Jr. Papers, OH, HQ USACE; Walker, Interviews with Wilson, pp. 137, 298-99;
Interv, Walker with Chapman, 28-30 Sep 81, pp. 105-06. Chapman’s recollections provide the more
vivid language, but the accounts agree in detail.

13 Walker, Interviews with Wilson, pp. 137, 298-99.

14 «Atlas Contract History,” pp. 9-10; Walker, Interviews with Wilson, pp. 301-02; Memo, Maj Gen
B. L. Robinson, 16 Jun 53, sub: Conversion of CPFF Contract with Atlas Constructors for Construction
of Bases in Morocco, and similar memos from Tulley, 23, 30 Jun 53, and Robinson, 29, 30 Jun 53, in
Mil Files X1I-41-6, OH, HQ USACE; “Summary of Major Events and Problems, Fiscal Year 1954,”
Sep 54, files 3ff, box 3, Gen Files, OH, HQ USACE (hereafter cited as Major Events, FY 1954).

15 Interv, Walker with Chapman, 28-30 Sep 81, pp. 106-07.
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the figure Atlas proposed. Throughout late June and July, the staff worked with
the contractor’s management team to determine fair unit prices for equipment.
The teams assessed the requirements of each construction project to determine the
number of people, the amount of materials, the associated costs, and the potential
savings that would accrue under a new contract. They took into account the need
for remedial work at some sites. At one point, Atlas indicated that it had made all
the concessions it could; the figures on the table represented the contractor’s final
offer. Wilson, saying that he could not accept a settlement at that level, proposed a
competitive bidding process for the remainder of the construction in Morocco. This
was an unattractive option because the technical agreements with the French named
Atlas Constructors as the authorized contractor. Wilson’s firm stand prompted Atlas
negotiators to reconsider. Wilson and Jack Bonny of Atlas negotiated further cuts,
prompting Wilson to say, “I’m scared we’ve cut too much.” He put a little back into
the contract amount because he did not want Atlas strapped for cash.!'®

Wilson agreed to a figure of $32.4 million. To protect the government, he
insisted on a “redetermination” clause that allowed the government to renegotiate
if the amount agreed upon produced excessive profits. The contract provided that
Atlas would accept all work for which plans and funds were available prior to 1
January 1954; the contractor retained the right to decline work not specifically
contracted before that date. Practically, this meant that the new contract applied only
to Nouasser, Sidi Slimane, and Benguérir, all of which were already under construc-
tion. The government agreed to purchase the surplus at the end of the construction
program; to furnish camps, plants, and equipment to Atlas without charge; and
to assume any added costs due to the actions of the Moroccan government. The
new arrangement came into effect on 1 August 1953 by means of a supplemental
agreement to the original contract.!”

Renegotiating the contract for a lump sum brought immediate savings to Atlas;
through the redetermination clause, the government saved money also. After the
conversion, Atlas cut its workforce by nearly four thousand, eliminating personnel
who had monitored the cost-plus contract, including security guards, timekeepers,
supervisors, and inventory checkers. Overtime work fell sharply. Atlas also saved
by finding items at prices lower than those used in calculating the conversion. In
mid-October 1953, Atlas and the Mediterranean Division applied the redetermination
clause, reduced the prices set in the contract, and saved the government $4.9 million.
Over the first year, the government saved a total of $6 million. Although a firm
dollar figure for total savings was not possible because of the changing dimensions
of the project, other savings accrued over the next several years. General Sturgis and
General Wilson (who became chief of engineers in 1961) each judged the conversion
of the Atlas CPFF contract to be a major career accomplishment.'®

16 Tbid.; Walker, Interviews with Wilson, pp. 301-03.

17 Walker, Interviews with Wilson, pp. 301-03; “Moroccan Story,” p. 9; “Atlas Contract History,”
pp- 11-16; Major Events, FY 1954.

18 “Atlas Contract History,” pp. 17-22, 23-30; “Who Is Doing the Work,” p. 8; Walker, Inter-
views with Wilson, pp. 144, 302, 306, 314; “Moroccan Story,” pp. 9-12; “Major Accomplishments
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Transferring Operations in Turkey

The Mediterranean Division’s area of responsibility also extended to Turkey,
where the U.S. Engineer Group in Turkey had received the assignment in 1950 to
build two bases, to rehabilitate five bases, and to build a fuel storage and distribution
system at one other site. By 1952, only five of the original eight sites remained in
the program and the total number of sites had dropped from eight to seven.'

The government had awarded a CPFF contract for the work in Turkey. This
contract never attracted the notoriety that the Moroccan CPFF contract gained, partly
because the program in Turkey was much smaller. Also, TUSEG’s financial officer
learned from the Corps’ experience in Morocco. In 1950, TUSEG had hired Stuart
Wagman as chief of its Audit Branch; by 1952, he had become principal financial
officer. Wagman recognized that he faced many of the same problems administering
the CPFF contract in Turkey as those that had drawn criticism in Morocco. With the
help of Orhan Cankardes, a Turkish engineer from TUSEG’s Engineering Division,
Wagman worked with the project managers to refine cost estimates of various
construction activities. Using a self-designed reporting form, Wagman matched
expenditures with construction progress and compared costs as a percentage of the
estimate with the percentage of project completed. The cost-versus-progress reports
allowed TUSEG to identify potential cost overruns. Wagman’s analytical initiative
and the form that he developed for reporting won him a letter of commendation
from General Walsh.?

In December 1953, General Wilson and Lewis McBride, chief of the
Engineering-Construction Division in TUSEG, met in Frankfurt with the commander
in chief of United States Army, Europe (USAREUR), who wanted command
authority over all military construction assigned to his area of responsibility.
With Turkey and Greece in NATO, the transfer of TUSEG’s operations to the
Joint Construction Agency seemed logical. General Sturgis expressed his concern
that this action and the Department of Defense’s recent decision to give the Navy
responsibility for construction of bases in Spain left the Corps of Engineers with
“the more remote, costly, and difficult places where arrangements and controls are
particularly harsh.” The Mediterranean Division’s support for TUSEG continued
through the early months of 1954. On 1 May 1954, the JCA absorbed TUSEG, and
the work in Turkey continued under an area office supervised from a JCA district
headquarters in Athens.?!

of the Chief of Engineers for the Six Months Period 26 July 1953-25 January 1954,” file 391, box
61, Sturgis Papers.

¥ Major Events, FY 1954, p. 189.

2 Interv, authors with Stuart Wagman, 11 Jan 94, pp. 18-19.

2l Memo, Lt Gen Samuel D. Sturgis for DCE—Construction, 9 Dec 53, sub: Letter from Gen.
Wilson, Med Div, 2 Dec 53, file 378, box 59, Sturgis Papers; Major Events, FY 1954, p. 189; Lewis
McBride, “A Brief History of The U.S. Engineer Group (TUSEG), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Ankara, Turkey, 1950-1954,” p. 1, Construction Div, Office of the Chief of Engineers (OCE), M-2-
2/16, Europe Division—Record Holding Area (EUD-RHA); Ltr, Wilson to Tulley, 8 Apr 54, unmarked
box, Karl C. Dod Papers, OH, HQ USACE.
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The Mediterranean Division at Mid-Decade

At the end of 1953, Wilson and Sturgis had given some thought to closing out
the entire Mediterranean Division. The major portion of the Moroccan program was
securely on track, and no work in the region remained to be done. Sturgis therefore
instructed Wilson to advise his personnel that the chief of engineers was “counting
strongly on them” to supervise the initiation and rapid construction at Boulhaut,
the completion of work under the Middle East District in Tripoli, the transfer of
TUSEG, and the initiation of new projects. Wilson responded that his personnel
were “gearing ourselves to being in existence for at least another year.”*

In January 1954, General Wilson moved the division offices from Casablanca to
Nouasser to consolidate operations with the East Atlantic District and to reduce staff.
He appointed a deputy, Col. Gunnard W. Carlson, to succeed Colonel Campbell as
district engineer and to prepare to draw down the district’s staff and operations. In
November 1954, after Wilson’s division staff had reassumed direct responsibility for
the work in Morocco, the East Atlantic District closed.?® In January 1955, the Corps
of Engineers deactivated the East Ocean Division based in Richmond, Virginia; the
Mediterranean Division remained active.*

Middle East District

As the only district under the Mediterranean Division, the Middle East District
pressed construction forward at Wheelus Air Base in Libya and at Dhahran in Saudi
Arabia. The period of most intense employment on the Wheelus project had come
between December 1952 and August 1953, when the workforce ranged between
three thousand seven hundred and four thousand five hundred. In January 1954,
district personnel took over design, inspection services, and preparation of plans
and specifications from the architect-engineer firm of Knappen-Tippetts-Abbett. In
April, district personnel also took over design work for the projects at Dhahran.?

At Wheelus Air Base, Crow-Steers-Shepherd installed utilities; paved the
runways; added lighting; and built POL facilities, troop and family housing, a
dependent school, and a swimming pool. The use of locally acquired building
materials—limestone, concrete blocks, and rubble masonry—expedited construc-
tion and saved money by obviating the purchase of lumber, which was scarce and
expensive. Using local materials, contractors could build a three-story dormitory

22 Sturgis quotation from Memo, Sturgis to DCE—Construction, 9 Dec 53; Memo, Brig Gen W.
K. Wilson Jr. to Maj Gen Samuel D. Sturgis, 5 Jan 54, unmarked box, Dod Papers; Major Events,
FY 1954, p. 71.

2 Engr Hist Div, OCE, “Summary of Major Events and Problems, Fiscal Year 1955” [Oct 55],
pp- 59-60, file 4, box 3, Gen Files, OH, HQ USACE.

24 Major Events, FY 1954, p. 71.

3 “History of the Mediterranean Division,” [ca. 1957], p. 24, box 19, access. no. 77-92-0002,
WNRC; Crow-Steers-Shepherd, Final Closing Rpt, Contract no. DA-30-082-Eng-8 [Libya], pp.
125-26, box 51-83-8378, OH, HQ USACE; “Middle East District: Tripoli, Libya,” p. A2, box 51-
83-8379, Farrell Papers.
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for $338,000; typical American wood construction would have cost $435,000. The
structures at Wheelus built of masonry were plastered inside and covered with stucco
outside. Local subcontractors supplied aggregate, placed base course for roads and
parking areas, and constructed building shells. Crow-Steers-Shepherd performed the
more skilled work of plumbing, electrical installation, sheet-metal work, and airfield
grading and paving. American companies subcontracting under CSS erected elevated
water tanks, drilled and developed water wells, and constructed a 550,000-barrel
prestressed concrete underground storage facility for fuel.?

Additional construction for Libya included three Air Force aircraft control and
warning (AC&W) stations and facilities for global communications (Globecom). In
addition to AC&W stations placed in the vicinity of Tripoli, the Air Force located
other such facilities in Misratah, one hundred miles southeast of Tripoli, and in
Banghazi, three hundred fifty miles east of Tripoli across the Bay of Sidra. Each site
required operational facilities, utilities, troop housing, and administrative buildings.
As of October 1954, Crow-Steers-Shepherd had awarded 148 subcontracts for work
around Wheelus Air Base and 14 subcontracts for work on the AC&W projects. Total
allocations for Wheelus Air Base by the autumn of 1954 amounted to $60,330,041
for construction and $934,270 for design. Another $4.7 million supported the three
Libyan AC&W stations.?’

At Dhahran, the Fluor Corporation handled construction for runway paving
and lighting, troop housing, POL facilities, base utilities, Globecom facilities, a
refueling system, and administrative buildings. By late 1954, the company had
awarded twelve labor subcontracts valued at $3.6 million and two small construction
subcontracts that together totaled $12,210. Fluor completed the work at Dhahran
in September 1955.%

New Construction at Asmara

During General Wilson’s tenure as commander of the Mediterranean Division,
construction began on one new program: an Army communications installation
at Asmara, the capital of Eritrea. The project at Asmara was part of the original
construction program set for the Middle East District in 1951, but it received a lower
priority than the airfields at Wheelus and Dhahran.?’ The political situation in the
region caused additional delays, and the construction at Asmara did not begin for
several years.

An Italian colony since the late nineteenth century, Eritrea had passed to British
administration after Italy’s defeat in World War II. In December 1950, the UN
General Assembly voted to federate Eritrea with Ethiopia; in September 1952, with
a constitution drawn up by a UN commission, Eritrea became a federal province

% “Middle East District: Tripoli, Libya,” pp. 28, F1-F3.

27 Tbid., pp. 28, Al, F1, F3.

2 Ibid.

¥ “Historical Summary, Mid. East Dist., 1950-51,” Gen Files 2-1, OH, HQ USACE; “History of
the Mediterranean Division,” [ca. 1957], p. 25.
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Cooling towers for an air-conditioning plant under construction at the Dhahran airfield

under the Ethiopian government headed by Emperor Haile Selassi. In 1953, the
U.S. and Ethiopian governments signed a base rights agreement that covered the
proposed construction at Asmara; in February 1955, the two countries signed a lease
agreement for the land needed for construction.*

Eritrea stretches along the southern third of the Red Sea’s African coast,
across from southern Saudi Arabia and Yemen. To the north and west lies Sudan;
to the southeast lie Djibouti and the Gulf of Aden. (See Map 7.) The province’s
eastern coastal plains and western lowlands rise rapidly to a central mountain
ridge. Asmara is situated on this ridge seven thousand six hundred feet above
sea level; the elevation and unique atmospheric characteristics made the area an
ideal communications center and listening point for monitoring electronic traffic
worldwide.’! With one hundred thirty thousand inhabitants in 1955, Asmara lay
two thousand miles by air from the Middle East District headquarters in Tripoli
and one thousand miles from Dhahran, the nearest Mediterranean Division
construction site.

30 Lt Col Edward J. Bielecki, “Project History: 1954-1958 [Asmara Residency],” n.d., p. 8, box
24, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.

31 Walker, Interviews with Wilson, p. 142; Interv, Alfred Beck with Maj Gen (Ret) Robert F.
Seedlock, 25-26 Oct 79, pp. 279-80.
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In September 1954, representatives of the Mediterranean Division, the
Army Signal Corps, and the Army Security Agency discussed the construction
program with the designated Asmara project engineer at the Middle East District
headquarters in Tripoli. Because no one had given the district a complete set
of specifications, it had developed preliminary plans from standard designs.
The district had then sent these plans to the division headquarters, to the post
commander at Kagnew Station (the existing U.S. Army facility in Asmara), and
to the project liaison officer for the Signal Corps. The district incorporated their
comments and established a year-long timetable, to begin in October 1954, for
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completing the drawings as additional data on the site and specifications for the
project became available.*

The decisions reached at the September 1954 meeting made many revisions
inevitable during the initial stages of the construction. The revisions, the
difficulties of communicating between Asmara and Tripoli, and the normal
time lag involved in review and approval provoked problems with the timely
procurement of critical materials. At the end of the project, the participants
would conclude that “an increased engineering authority and capability [at the
local level] . . . in the early stages of operations” might have served the project
more effectively than leaving design in the hands of the district staff who were
far away from the site.*

The construction at Asmara involved three discrete locations. To create a larger
installation at Kagnew Station, the engineers planned to rehabilitate an Italian
Fiat automotive assembly center dating from the prewar Italian colonial period.
Called the CINTIA site from the abbreviation of the Italian company’s name, the
installation consisted of industrial workshops and repair facilities, administrative
buildings, and housing facilities targeted for rehabilitation. This center provided
support for two outlying installations: a transmitter site and a receiver site. The
majority of the CINTIA buildings were single-story masonry structures with
either wooden or steel roofing. The plan envisaged a new three-story barracks,
a 500-person mess hall, a gymnasium, laundry and drycleaning facilities, new
family housing, and all-new utilities. The mainsite and the outlying facilities
would each have its own power plant. The program had a preliminary budget of
$8.543 million. On 11 October 1954, the Middle East District awarded a cost-
plus-fixed-fee contract to the joint venture of Crow-Steers-Shepherd, which held
the construction contract for Wheelus Air Base. The district opened the Asmara
Area Office in November 1954, which grew to include two military assistants and
fifteen American civilians.**

Advance elements of Crow-Steers-Shepherd traveled from Tripoli in early 1955
to begin operations in Asmara. The Ethiopian government gave immediate clearance
to all of the Americans but barred eight Italian CSS employees from entering the
country. On 18 February, the Ethiopian government finally issued permits to admit
all CSS employees. At that time, Crow-Steers-Shepherd had 22 American civilians
and 14 European employees on its staff with plans to add 29 Americans and 15
third-country nationals.*

32 Bielecki, “Project History [Asmara],” pp. 35-36.

3 Tbid., p. 47.

34 «“Middle East District: Tripoli, Libya,” p. A8; “Design Analysis for Water Supply and Distribution
System at CINTIA Site, Asmara, Eritrea,” [1950s], box 52, Transatlantic Division—Records Holding
Area, Winchester, Va.; “History of the Mediterranean Division,” [ca. 1957], p. 25; Bielecki, “Project
History [Asmara],” pp. 14, 38—40; Virgil H. Wintrode, “Report on Survey of Middle East District
May 1, 1955,” 1 Jun 55, p. 13, OH, HQ USACE.

35 Bielecki, “Project History [Asmara],” pp. 14-16.
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Concrete blocks drying in front of the batch plant at the Dhahran airfield

Construction began at Asmara the first week in March 1955, but approved
drawings for various elements of the construction continued to arrive until
October. Construction crews used readily available local materials. Surplus
materials, supplies, and equipment were shipped from Nouasser, Morocco;
Dhahran, Saudia Arabia; and Tripoli, Libya.** Crow-Steers-Shepherd planned
to use local labor for much of the construction work; these workers seldom
used modern equipment or power tools, but their low wages and long working
hours—nine to ten hours a day, six days a week—compensated for the relative
inefficiency of their hand labor.

Beginning with twenty-eight local workers with general construction and driver
classifications, CSS increased the number to 1,021 by the end of 1955. In February
1956, the local labor force peaked with 1,220 workers on the payroll. By October
1957, CSS had reduced its local labor force to 201 with 9 professional staff. On
18 April 1958, the last two CSS administrative employees discharged the final 15
local workers and closed the company’s Asmara office.’’

3¢ Tbid., pp. 1, 19-21, 24-26; Memo, Brig Gen David H. Tulley to Lt Gen Samuel D. Sturgis, 19
Jul 55, sub: Status of Work, Mediterranean Division, as of 15 July 1955, file 328, box 51, Sturgis
Papers.

37 Bielecki, “Project History [Asmara],” pp. 11, 15-16, 33-34.
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Local laborers place rocks, creating the base for the transmitter site road at Kagnew Station.

The Mediterranean Division's Center of Gravity Changes

Late in 1954, the Mediterranean Division became both an operating and
a supervising division. In addition to supervising the work of the Middle East
District, the division executed the remaining work in Morocco. But even the
“routine” situations in North Africa challenged the engineers. At Benguérir,
a minor paving operation had to be suspended when a huge swarm of locusts
descended on the work site; the asphalt could not be laid over the bodies of the
locusts without compromising the integrity of the paved surface.®®

By mid-1955, the Air Force operated from four bases in Morocco that were
virtually complete: Benguérir, Nouasser, Sidi Slimane, and Boulhaut. In April,
the SAC commander, General LeMay, visited Boulhaut, the base most recently
turned over to the Air Force. He pronounced it “one of the most scenic and livable
bases” in the command with the “smoothest pavement and best looking asphalt in
Morocco.” In Saudi Arabia, the project at Dhahran was in its final stages; in Libya,

38 Ltr, Jack Baylor to authors, 1 Dec 95, p. 5, Transatlantic Programs Center (TAC), Winchester, Va.
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construction for the three air-traffic control and warning stations also approached
completion.*

Brig. Gen. Benjamin B. Talley succeeded General Wilson as Mediterranean
Division commander on 28 June 1955 and administered the division for ten
months. On 1 May 1956, Talley ceded place to Brig. Gen. Lawrence J. Lincoln
Jr., who commanded the Mediterranean Division until July 1958. Generals Talley
and Lincoln oversaw the shift of attention of the Mediterranean Division from
North Africa to the Middle East. By the mid-1950s, North Africa had become less
strategically significant and considerably less hospitable for Americans, both civilian
and military. The French in Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia faced the challenge of
anticolonialism. Algerian nationalists had launched a guerrilla war against France
in 1954. In Morocco, nationalists rioted and agitated for independence. France
refused to abandon its position in Algeria but granted independence to Morocco
and Tunisia in 1956. The situation for the American forces in Morocco became
increasingly tenuous.

Changing Priorities in the Middle East

In the Middle East, the ferment of nationalism—fueled by resentment against
American support of the state of Israel—also brought instability and an antagonism
toward the Western powers and the United States. American policymakers defined the
Middle East as extending from Egypt to Pakistan and from the southern shore of the
Black Sea to the Gulf of Aden and Sudan. The United States and Britain looked upon
the region as a focus of strategic concern and of economic interest. The Middle East
provided existing or potential military bases close to the Soviet Union in the event of
a general war, and it contained the world’s largest known oil resources. Iran, which
bordered the Soviet Union, ranked as the leading regional producer of oil; Britain
controlled Iranian oil production through the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. Since the
1870s, when the government purchased a majority interest in the Suez Canal, Britain
had controlled the canal; most of the sixty-four thousand troops Britain garrisoned in
the area remained concentrated there. In 1955, forty ships a day carried 108 million
tons of cargo, about 11 percent of the world’s total international trade, through this
critical economic and strategic passageway. To reroute the ships around the horn of
Africa would add five thousand miles to each trip.*°

After World War 11, ambitious nationalists challenged the British position both
in Iran and in the Suez Canal Zone. Nationalists in Iran found it offensive that the
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company avoided paying most taxes. In April 1951, the shah
of Iran appointed a strongly nationalist leader, Mohammed Mossadegh, as prime
minister. Although Mossadegh had many affinities with the West, he pursued an

3 Major Events, FY 1954, p. 72; Ltr, Brig Gen W. K. Wilson Jr. to Maj Gen Samuel D. Sturgis
Jr., 8 Apr 55, file 328, box 51, Sturgis Papers; Ltr, Brig Gen Benjamin B. Talley to Maj Gen Samuel
D. Sturgis Jr., 18 Nov 55, file 306, box 48, Sturgis Papers; Memo, Tulley to Sturgis, 19 Jul 55.

40 Kenneth W. Condit, History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, vol. 6, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and
National Policy, 1955—-1956 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Joint History, 1992), p. 151.
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increasingly assertive policy toward the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company that quickly
led to its nationalization. Initially, American policymakers showed sympathy for
Iran’s desire to control its own oil production; but they became progressively
more concerned about the security of strategic supplies of oil should the Iranian
government pursue an anti-West policy.

The upsurge of Iranian nationalism paralleled a similar development in Egypt. In
July 1952, a coup by military officers overthrew King Farouk I, who had become a
symbol of the corrupting influence of Western domination. Mohammed Naguib, the
nominal leader of the coup and a hero of the 1948 war against Israel, became prime
minister and president. The real figure of power among the Egyptian Army officers,
Gamal Abdel Nasser, remained in the background. The new nationalist government of
Egypt set as one of its goals the elimination of what Naguib called the “destructively
persistent stationing of British armed forces on Egyptian territory.”!

In Iran, the challenge to British control of oil continued unresolved into 1953,
when John Foster Dulles became secretary of state under President Dwight D.
Eisenhower. Fearing that the Iranian crisis would invite Soviet meddling in the
Middle East, Dulles charted a policy to resolve the situation in a way favorable to
American interests. With American encouragement, the shah dismissed Mossadegh
in August 1953. Mossadegh’s nationalist policy had gained a substantial popular
following, and his supporters demonstrated in the streets. Fearing for his life, the
shah fled to Italy. Counterdemonstrators, supported by the Iranian Army and with
covert American involvement, clashed with crowds sympathetic to Mossadegh;
several hundred people were killed in the melee. With the Iranian Army firmly
behind him, the shah returned and had Mossadegh arrested. Two weeks later, the
United States extended a $45 million loan to Iran.

In 1954, the parties resolved the issue of control and disposition of Iranian oil.
Mossadegh had created the National Iranian Oil Company to manage Iran’s oil
assets; this company now signed an agreement with a new consortium in which the
United States and Britain held 40 percent interests and France and other investors
held lesser shares. The National Iranian Oil Company retained half the profits of the
production of oil, a substantial gain over the 15 percent that the Anglo-Iranian Oil
Company had paid the Iranian government. The consortium gave the United States,
which had had no prior holdings, an interest in Iranian oil equal to Britain’s.*

The Iranian settlement brought no respite from crisis in the Middle East; from
the American point of view, the situation in Egypt deteriorated as the leadership
of the new regime turned more radical. In 1954, Nasser displaced Naguib, first as
prime minister and then as president. Nasser had an ambitious agenda that included
economic and military expansion for Egypt and pan-Arab nationalism led by Egypt.

41 André Fontaine, History of the Cold War from Korea to the Present (New York: Random House,
1969), p. 154, quoting a 1953 letter from Egyptian President Mohammed Naguib to President Dwight
D. Eisenhower. Fontaine’s source is Dwight D. Eisenhower, The White House Years 1953—1959, 2
vols. (New York: Doubleday, 1963), 1: 104.

42 For the crisis in Iran, see Fontaine, History of the Cold War from Korea to the Present, pp.
144-52.
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His ambitions put him at odds with Britain and France, the long-standing colonial
powers in the region. In July 1956, Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal.

Secretary of State Dulles saw this situation as he had the battle for oil in [ran—as
part of the West’s struggle with the Soviet Union. Beginning in 1953, he instituted
policy reviews involving the State and Defense Departments, the National Security
Council, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The studies proposed political and economic
measures to persuade the Arab states that the United States supported their interests
and would provide economic and military aid for friendly countries in the region.
Militarily, policy planners suggested a system of collective defenses to link Iran,
Iraq, Turkey, and Pakistan. The National Security Council also suggested plans for
military operations to deter or end any large-scale Arab-Israeli hostilities.*

From these proposals Dulles shaped a policy of active engagement that sought
to align the states of the region with the Western powers and to exclude Soviet
influence. In 1955, Turkey, Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, and Britain formed the Baghdad
Pact, an alliance for mutual defense. This pact became the Middle Eastern link
between NATO, which covered Europe, and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization
(SEATO) in the Far East. The United States did not join the Baghdad Pact but
held observer status in the organization’s policy-making body. The agreement by
members of the pact, to use the indigenous land and air forces of the individual
nations to defend the region, put a premium on the modernization and development
of these forces.*

The Trans-East District in Pakistan

Within weeks of General Talley’s arrival in Morocco as division engineer in late
June 1955, Pakistan became a consequential element in U.S. foreign policy. This
development presented the Mediterranean Division with a new challenge.

Pakistan achieved independence from India as a result of a bitter civil war
in 1947 and 1948 over religious differences between Muslim Pakistanis and
non-Muslim Indians. At its creation, Pakistan contained two zones, West and East
Pakistan, which were separated by one thousand miles of territory controlled by the
Republic of India. West Pakistan covered over three hundred ten thousand square
miles, about twice the size of California. East Pakistan had fifty-four thousand five
hundred square miles, comparable in size to Florida. East Pakistan, which became
independent as Bangladesh in 1972, is a part of Southeast Asia; West Pakistan is a
part of the Middle Eastern Islamic world.

After Pakistan’s independence, hostilities continued across the West
Pakistan—India border. With India emerging as a powerful force for neutralism in the
mid-1950s, Pakistan represented a potential counterweight to the neutralist appeal
for a “third way” between the East and West in the Cold War. Pakistan’s strongly

4 Condit, Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 1955-1956, p. 152.
“ Tbid., pp. 152-64, 237.
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Muslim identity could make it a bulwark against Communist penetration into the
Islamic world of the Middle East and thus an avenue for American influence.

All these considerations came to bear when the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff
included Pakistan among the countries to benefit from Direct Forces Support
(DFS), a military aid program designed to overcome the deficiencies of the armed
forces of the United States’ regional allies. Geographically close to both the Soviet
Union and Communist China, Pakistan was strategically positioned; by helping the
Pakistanis to develop modern facilities and methods of training, the military aid
program would strengthen the Pakistani armed forces. The U.S. government offered
$535 million in direct aid administered through the Military Assistance Advisory
Group (MAAGQG) in Pakistan.

Pakistan signed a military assistance agreement with the United States in May
1954 and in September joined SEATO. On 1 July 1955, the U.S. State Department
transferred DFS programs for supporting the military forces of friendly countries
from its International Cooperation Administration (ICA) to the Department of
Defense. Late in August, the Department of Defense assigned responsibility for
supporting military construction under the DFS programs in Iran and Pakistan to
the chief of engineers, who ordered the Mediterranean Division to begin planning
for construction in West Pakistan.*

Because of the United States’ competition with the Soviet Union, the State
Department urged the Corps of Engineers to implement the program in Pakistan
quickly. The Department of Defense designated this a “crash” program and assigned
the highest priority to improving an existing airfield at Mauripur. Members of the
Military Assistance Advisory Group in Pakistan also pressed for quick action by the
Army engineers. They needed action: Although the MAAG had been in Pakistan
for a year, it had as yet delivered no visible sign of U.S. aid.*

In October 1955, before funds for the construction were approved, General
Talley took key members of the division to Karachi to confer with the MAAG and

4 Engr Hist Div, OCE, “Summary of Major Events and Problems, Fiscal Year 1956,” Mar 57
(hereafter cited as Major Events, FY 1956), Gen Files 4-1, OH, HQ USACE; DF, Maj Gen Chas. G.
Holle, 12 Sep 56, sub: Funding DFS Construction Pakistan and Iran, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE;
Memo, Col W. Roper to Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (DCSLOG), 12 Oct 55, sub: Direct
Forces Support Program for Pakistan, Fiscal Year 1955, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE; Security
Br, Mediterranean Div, “Mediterranean Division Supplemental Intelligence Studies No. 4—Pakistan:
An Introductory Survey,” 18 Nov 55, pp. 1-2, 5, box 51-84-9377, OH, HQ USACE; Condit, Joint
Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 1955-1956, pp. 152-56.

46 On the urgency of construction, see Ltr, Brig Gen William R. Shuler, Cdr, Mediterranean Div, to
Maj Gen E. C. Itschner, 16 Sep 58, unmarked box, Dod Papers; MFR, Col A. D. Chaffin Jr., Mediter-
ranean Div Cdr, 20 Feb 61, sub: Recollections on Military Assistance Construction in Pakistan, and
other testimony in unmarked box, Dod Papers. On Mauripur as a priority, see Msg, MDDV A 2906 to
COFENGRS [Chief of Engineers], 29 Oct 55, sub: Pakistan Direct Forces Support Program, and DF,
Alfred S. Kurtz to DCSLOG, 5 Dec 55, sub: DFS Construction—Pakistan and Iran, both in unmarked
box, Dod Papers. On the MAAG’s eagerness for quick action by the Corps, see Memo, Col William
A. Davis, 28 Jan 56, sub: Construction RPAF Station, Mauripur, Karachi, and the statement “dictated
over long distance telephone by Col. Davis, New Orleans, to Gen. Lampert, this date, concerning the
subject of Construction in Pakistan,” 20 Feb 61, both in unmarked box, Dod Papers.
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with the Pakistanis.”” In November, Soviet leaders Nikolai Bulganin and Nikita
Khrushchev made a state visit to Afghanistan—Pakistan’s neighbor—Ieading to
a Soviet loan equivalent to $100 million, $40 million of which was for arms. The
competition between the two superpowers for influence in the region had become
very public.

As soon as the initial allotment of DFS money for Pakistan became available,
General Talley returned to Karachi with a party of fifteen engineers and three
secretaries; on 21 November, he activated the Trans-East District. Talley established
a district laboratory for materials testing to support the anticipated construction; with
two of his engineers, including Jack Baylor, the chief of the division’s Materials
Branch, Talley visited and inspected the airfield at Mauripur. Baylor then prepared
preliminary design specifications for the overlay paving of the airstrip. Talley
assigned Col. A. D. Chaffin Jr., commander of the Middle East District, to serve
temporarily as the Trans-East District engineer. Chaffin and the civilians from
division headquarters had as their immediate priority the preparation of contract
plans for a rehabilitation and extension of the airfield at Mauripur and development
of a scope of work for negotiations with architect-engineer companies.**

In early December 1955, the Office of the Chief of Engineers sent a list of
potentially qualified contractors to the new district with instructions to solicit bids
without public advertising—a strategy formulated to accelerate the contracting
process. On 24 December, the Corps signed a contract with an architect-engineer
joint venture of Grad, Urbahn, and Seelye; the designers had one hundred twenty
days to complete their work. The contract included a provision that the design firm
assist in developing specifications rather than depending on standard American
criteria. Within a week, contract personnel arrived in Pakistan to examine local
construction practices; the availability of materials and equipment; the capabilities
of local workers and mechanics; and the availability of power, water, and trans-
portation. Although Grad, Urbahn, and Seelye designed most of the facilities, the
Mediterranean Division’s Engineering Division prepared designs to strengthen
pavement and extend runways at the airfields.*

On 7 January 1956, a new district engineer, Col. William A. Davis, arrived in
Karachi. The chief of the MAAG briefed Davis on the projects and said that he wanted

47 “Mediterranean Division Builders,” 1 Jan 58, pp. 18-19, box 18, access. no. 77-92-0002,
WNRC.

4 Memo, Talley to Sturgis, 18 Nov 55; Ltr, Baylor to authors, 1 Dec 95, p. 6. MedDiv Research
Docs, TAC; MFR, Chaffin,18 Jan 61, sub: Conference on Military Construction with Representatives
of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, unmarked box, Dod Papers; Department of the Army
(DA), Comments on Draft Rpt, “U.S.-Financed Housing for Pakistan Forces” (House Committee on
Foreign Affairs), unmarked box, Dod Papers, CEHO Research Collections, OH, HQ USACE; MFR,
Chaffin, 20 Feb 61, sub: Recollections on Military Assistance Construction in Pakistan, unmarked
box, Dod Papers.

4 MFR, Chaffin, 18 Jan 61; Memo, Lt Gen Samuel D. Sturgis, 6 Jan 56, sub: Urgent Fund Require-
ments, DFS Construction, Pakistan and Iran, unmarked box, Dod Papers; “Brochure for Inspection
Party from OCE and Mediterranean Div,” May 57, box 51-84-5389, Farrell Papers; DA, Comments
on Draft Rpt, “U.S.-Financed Housing for Pakistan Forces”; MFR, Chaffin, 20 Feb 61.
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the expanded facility at Mauripur ready as soon as possible after 1 July. The district
also had plans to rehabilitate airfields at Drigh Road near Karachi, at Sargodha, and
at Peshawar in northwest Pakistan near the Kyber Pass to Afghanistan. (See Map 8.)
Other projects included a tank-rebuilding workshop and a printing plant at Rawalpindi
and an ammunition-storage facility at Karachi. Between January and May 1956, the
district commissioned additional designs for projects totaling $40 million.*

Colonel Davis favored a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract for the work in Pakistan.
Contractors who visited the country noted the uncertainty of the situation and
were leery of committing to a fixed price for the work. Davis also felt that the time
allowed for design was insufficient to get the best results from a fixed-price contract.
The chief of engineers, General Sturgis, opposed CPFF contracts on principle and
on the practical grounds that they were susceptible to retrospective criticism and
investigation.’!

The district worked with the Office of the Chief of Engineers to identify qualified
construction firms for a fixed-price contract. Of the thirty-five companies OCE listed
in December 1955 as qualified and likely bidders, sixteen expressed interest in the
work in Pakistan; but only four companies submitted sealed bids to the Mediterranean
Division’s rear-echelon office in New York City. On 27 June, Davis awarded
a negotiated, fixed-price contract for $29,616,958 to Oman-Farnsworth-Wright
(OFW), a joint venture of Oman Construction Company of Nashville, Tennessee;
R. P. Farnsworth Company of New Orleans, Louisiana; and Wright Contracting
Company of Columbus, Georgia.*

The criteria for the urgent project at Mauripur Airfield were modified in late
January 1956 so that the airfield could accommodate heavy aircraft. The project
modifications and delays in funding the Pakistani program made 1 July 1956, the
date first requested for operational readiness of the airfield, impossible. Construction
finally began on 1 September.® Within weeks, a new Middle East crisis overtook
events in Pakistan.

In the autumn of 1956, the confluence of Soviet-American competition for
influence in the Middle East, Nasser’s desire to be rid of the British, and the
Arab-Israeli conflict over the existence of the state of Israel exploded in the Suez

50 Memo, Davis, 28 Jan 56; “Statement by Col. Davis, New Orleans, dictated over long distance
telephone, to Gen. Lampert concerning the subject of Construction in Pakistan,” 20 Feb 61; Memo,
Sturgis, 6 Jan 56; Major Events, FY 1956.

5! Ltr, Talley to Sturgis, 30 Mar 56, including Sturgis’ marginal notation that “we have constantly
discouraged all contracting on CPFF,” file 328, box 51, Sturgis Papers; MFR, Brig Gen W. K. Wilson
Jr., 27 Feb 61, sub: Construction Standards at Kharian, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE; Col F. J.
Clarke, Discontinuance of Construction Contract Negotiating, 4 Oct 57, Mil Files XII-2-2, OH, HQ
USACE.

52 Memo, Brig Gen W. K. Wilson Jr., 4 Jun 56, sub: Request for Approval of Award of a Negoti-
ated Fixed Price Construction Contract, Pakistan FY-56, Direct Forces Support Program, unmarked
box, OH, HQ USACE.

53 Memo, Col William A. Davis, 22 Jun 56, sub: Construction Contract no. DA-92-462-Eng-5,
unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE; Trans-East Dist Brochure for OCE Bfg, [Col Frederick J.] Clarke
Remarks, 16 Jan 58, tab E, box 51-83-8379, Farrell Papers.
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Crisis. On 29 October, Israel, provoked
by repeated raids upon its territory from
Egypt and with tacit support from the
British and French governments, attacked
Egypt across the Sinai Peninsula and
advanced rapidly toward the Suez Canal.
Invoking treaty rights to protect the canal
in time of war, the British and the French
landed troops a few days later to reinforce
the British garrison in the Canal Zone. The
United States opposed the military action,
thus creating the astonishing alignment
between the United States and the Soviet
Union, which also opposed the military
measures taken by the Israelis, the French,
and the British.

The uncharacteristic concordance
of U.S. and Soviet policy in opposition
to the action in Suez was all the more
paradoxical given the simultaneous crisis
in Eastern Europe. On 21 October, eight
days before the Israeli attack, Hungarians
had taken up arms against the Soviet
Union. The Soviet Army counterattacked
and crushed the Hungarian independence
movement. As the Red Army invaded
Hungary, new contingents of British and
French troops entered the Canal Zone.

Faced with the combined opposition
of the United States and the Soviet
Union, France, Britain, and Israel ended
their military action. A cease-fire took
effect in Suez on 6 November 1956, and
French and British forces withdrew on 22
December. The Israelis withdrew in early
March 1957 but retained control of the
Sinai Peninsula. The Suez Crisis eased,
but the military intervention in support
of Israel by France and Britain and the
opposition of the United States seriously
damaged Western solidarity at the very
moment that the Hungarian uprising in
October 1956 made Soviet control of
Eastern Europe seem both fragile and
vulnerable.
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Housing the contractor furnished for workers at Kharian, mid-1950s

The Suez Crisis disrupted the flow of supplies to the military construction in
Pakistan, but it did not stop the program. U.S. aid to Pakistan had allocated $32.5
million for construction in FY 1956 and $26.7 million in FY 1957: 70 percent
in dollars and 30 percent in Pakistani rupees. Construction at Mauripur Airfield
involved strengthening the existing runway; extending it from 6,100 to 9,000
feet; adding lighting for the field; and installing two tanks for jet fuel, each with a
10,000-barrel capacity. In July, the Army engineers opened the new facilities and
turned the completed project over to the Military Assistance Advisory Group, which
passed it on to the Pakistani Air Force early in 1958. In 19561957, contractors
completed about half the work at a naval pier and 95 percent of the construction on
a naval facility for ammunition storage, both in the vicinity of Karachi. Near the
end of 1957, they began to strengthen and extend the runway at the Drigh Road
airfield; during 1956 and 1957, work began on projects for the Pakistani Air Force
at Peshawar and at Sargodha.>*

The Trans-East District’s largest single project was a totally new army cantonment
for an armored division of fifteen thousand Pakistani soldiers. Work on the facility, to
be built at Kharian in the Western Punjab region, began late in 1956 with construction

3 Trans-East Dist Brochure, Clarke Remarks, 16 Jan 58, tabs F, H, I, “Construction Overseas in
Mediterranean Division” speech with slides, [1957], p. 15, box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers; Memo,
Brig Gen David H. Tulley, 10 Feb 56, sub: DFS Construction, Pakistan, unmarked box, OH, HQ
USACE.
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Local workers using animals to carry materials to construction sites at the Kharian
cantonment

of roads, railroad lines, fuel-storage tanks, a sewage system and treatment plant, and
the initial complement of buildings to house the first five thousand troops. By the
end of 1957, the contractor had completed over three hundred fifty buildings and had
work pending for another two fiscal years to complete the facilities. The most difficult
problem at Kharian was finding an adequate supply of water.*

The Suez Crisis of October—November 1956 closed the canal and lengthened
the supply line for imported construction materials, slowing construction at both
Mauripur and Kharian. The Trans-East District also found itself competing for
supplies with the Pakistani government, which had requisitioned 70 percent of the
country’s cement production for its own use. This further delayed progress at both
sites.*

All the construction contracts that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers negotiated
for work in Pakistan contained clauses referring to the construction agreement
and the defense agreement between the United States and Pakistan. The Army
engineers argued for a strong supplemental technical agreement that would permit
the contractors to award contracts directly to qualified subcontractors “free of import
duties and taxes.” The engineers also insisted that the technical agreement clearly
give them the right to extend to these firms and to their employees the tax relief

3 Trans-East Dist Brochure, Clarke Remarks, 16 Jan 58, tab G.
% Tbid.
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and immunities that United States agencies, including the Army engineers and their
civilian staff, enjoyed.”’

The construction agreement signed 28 May 1956 had provisions covering taxes
that satisfied neither the Corps of Engineers nor the American contractors. Pakistan
required the contractor to pay the taxes initially on all imported material or goods.
The contractor could then apply through the district engineer to the Pakistani Ministry
of Defense for a certificate of exemption. The certificate had no monetary value;
it was only a promise to refund the taxes paid. The system was cumbersome and
prone to delays in the hands of the Pakistani bureaucracy.*®

Developing government-to-government construction agreements was a peren-
nial issue for the Corps of Engineers, which frequently felt that other government
agencies ignored its interests. The chief of engineers, General Sturgis, contended in
private ruminations that the “State Department has never been realistic in connection
with any of our international dealings on construction; and the Air Force . . . has
always been willing to sacrifice us on the block instead of standing up for logical
construction procedures.”

By the end of 1957, the Trans-East District had the equivalent—including
rupee-financed work—of $55,698,114 under contract and another $34,571,190
programmed for FY 1958. The construction program in Pakistan, well on its way
to completion, displayed what one observer called a “unique combination of local
subcontractors, American capital, native workers, imported supervisors, foreign
materials, on-site fabrication, the latest machinery, and the most ancient hand
methods.”®

The Gulf District in Iran

The reorganization of the aid programs that followed the State Department’s
transfer of Direct Forces Support to the Department of Defense in July 1955 also
prompted formation of the Gulf District in Tehran.

Iran, with an area of about six hundred thirty thousand square miles—the
equivalent of Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and most of California—occupies

57 Quotation from Memo, Roper to DCSLOG, 12 Oct 55. For repeated expressions of concern by
the Army engineers regarding this issue, see Msg, MDDVE 3097, [21?] Nov 55, sub: DFS Program
Pakistan, Requesting Comments; Msg no. MDTVE 916003, to COFENGRS, 19 Jan 56; Memo,
Seedlock, [23?] Jan 56; Memo, Col G. A. Finley, 23 Jan 56, sub: Inter-Governmental Construction
Agreement—DFS Program, Pakistan; all in R&D File 2544, unmarked box, Dod Papers.

58 Trans-East Dist Brochure, Clarke Remarks, 16 Jan 58, p. 2. Telg, Brig Gen Lawrence J. Lincoln
Jr., 17 Jan 58, sub: Request Authority to Negotiate FY ’58 Construction Program . . ., p. 2, box 23;
“History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” Jun 65, box 21; both in access. no. 77-92-
0002, WNRC.

% Memo, Lt Gen Samuel D. Sturgis to ACE-MC [Army Corps of Engineers—Military Construc-
tion], n.d., sub: Letter from Division Engineer, Mediterranean Division, 5 Dec 55, file 306, box 48,
Sturgis Papers.

¢ Robert E. Snetzer, “Pakistan: Newest Construction Area,” Military Engineer (September-October
1958): 335.



SHIFTING THE LOCUS OF WORK, 1952-1957 105

the western portion of a great plateau that stretches between the Indus and Tigris
Rivers. The country lies just south of the Caspian Sea and in the 1950s bordered
the Soviet Union on either side of that sea. (See Map 9.) The climate of the country
ranges from extreme heat in the southern plains, where inhabitants took to caves
for relief in the summer, to bitter winter cold and heavy snows in the north. The
central plateau has an elevation from three- to more than five thousand feet, with
a desert extending for eight hundred miles and varying in width from one- to two
hundred miles cutting across it from northwest to southeast. The Elburz Mountains
just south of the Caspian Sea in northern Iran and the Zagros Mountains in the west
have peaks that range from ten- to eighteen thousand feet high.

During the 1950s, Iran had a population of 18-20 million, two-thirds of which
consisted of nomadic tribesmen or peasant farmers working land owned by the
wealthy. About a third of the population lived in towns of five thousand or more;
one-tenth of the total population lived in the capital city, Tehran. Although of
Indo-European rather than an Arabic/Semitic ethnicity, 98 percent of Iranians are
Muslim.

The reigning emperor, Mohammed Reza Shah Pahlevi, had come to the throne in
1941, when the British deposed his father because of his suspected collaboration with
the Nazi regime in Germany. The United States had supported the new shah’s regime
in its disputes with the Soviet Union after the war and in the troubles surrounding
the tenure of the nationalist Premier Mossadegh. The shah saw common bonds
between the U.S. foreign policy of containment and the security of his country. In
keeping with the policy of containment, Iran joined the Baghdad Pact in 1955. The
American Direct Forces Support program of the mid-1950s sought to strengthen
and modernize the Iranian armed forces.

Primitive conditions existed for construction in Iran. Transportation depended
on unsurfaced roads and a single-track rail line from the Persian Gulf to the
Caspian Sea with branches to Mashhad in the northeast and to Tabriz and Turkey
in the northwest. The country’s supply of electricity was erratic and lacked any
standardization. Cement production was unreliable, and there was little wood. All
metal building materials had to be imported. The only abundant building material
was handmade bricks, either fired or sunbaked and of no standard size.®!

Organizing the Gulf District in Iran proceeded more slowly than establishing the
Trans-East District in Pakistan. Discussions concerning the construction program
for Iran began in the autumn of 1955, but funding delays meant that work could
not start before the end of the fiscal year in June 1956. To staff the new district, the
division hoped to recruit personnel from Morocco, Libya, and Saudi Arabia, where
work had declined; but delays in initiating the work in Iran created a dilemma. In
mid-January 1956, General Talley faced the prospect of imposing a divisionwide
reduction in force to cut personnel costs, even though he would soon need the
personnel in Iran. In correspondence with Sturgis, Talley described the situation

61 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” pp. 19-20; “Construction Overseas in
Mediterranean Division,” p. 22.
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and emphasized the “importance of an early decision
on what we shall do in Iran.”®

Preparations to establish an engineer presence
in Iran had begun at the Office of the Chief of
Engineers. Col. Leigh C. Fairbank Jr., district
engineer for the prospective Gulf District, arrived
in Tehran on 23 January 1956. Almost simultane-
ously, the twenty-seven technicians of the 30th
Engineer Battalion’s Topographic Section received
permission to enter Iran to begin instructing and
assisting Iranian Army personnel in surveys. The
Gulf District assumed responsibility for supporting
this topographic training team.®

Colonel Fairbank coordinated Corps of Engineers
activities with the U.S. Army Mission and Military
Assistance Advisory Group to Iran (ARMISH-
MAAG). On 12 March 1956, the Corps officially
activated the Gulf District, initially with a staff of
twelve American civilians. In a compound outside
Tehran, the Iranian Imperial Army provided space,
vehicles, utilities including phone service, and
equipment. Military personnel of the Imperial Iranian
Army served as drivers, janitors, guards, and other
support staff. On 16 March, General Talley took to
Tehran a group of twenty-eight support personnel,
two of whom remained and joined the district
staff. The aircraft that carried Talley’s party also
transported 4.3 tons of equipment and supplies for
the district.®

As a first order of business, Colonel Fairbank
sought a qualified design firm. Negotiations lasting

62 Ltr, Brig Gen David H. Tulley (OCE) to Brig Gen Benjamin
B. Talley, 18 Jan 56, file 306, box 48; quotation from Ltr, Brig
Gen Benjamin B. Talley to Lt Gen Samuel D. Sturgis Jr., 20 Jan
56, file 388, box 61; both in Sturgis Papers.

6 “Mediterranean Division Builders,” 1 Jan 58, pp. 15-16;
Major Events, FY 1956; Data for the Orientation of Maj Gen E.
C. Itschner, 12 Nov 58, box 51-83-8379, Farrell Papers (hereafter
cited as Data for Itschner, 12 Nov 58).

6 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” pp.
7, 13; “Engineer Division Mediterranean: Information Booklet,”
15 Aug 59, p. 7, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE (hereafter cited
as Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959); Ltr, Talley to
Sturgis, 30 Mar 56; Data for Itschner, 12 Nov 58, pp. 1, 12; DF,
Holle, 12 Sep 56.



108 BRICKS, SAND, AND MARBLE

almost three weeks began in Tehran on 1 April with Ammann and Whitney—Husted,
a joint venture of two New York firms: Ammann and Whitney and Ellery Husted.
The program for Iran involved building installations for three branches of the
Imperial Armed Forces of Iran: the Air Force, the Army, and the Gendarmerie
(Tran’s national guard).%

With the contract for design awarded, the district addressed its deficiencies in
staffing. Recruiting American civilians proved difficult because the district had to
compete for recruits with other districts and with the division itself. The employment
contract for civilian staff was twenty-four months, longer than many wanted to
accept in an isolated country without amenities. Housing, household goods, and
appliances were difficult and expensive to acquire on the local economy. With the
approval of the division engineer, the district began to provide incoming personnel
with safe drinking water, refrigerators, space heaters, electric transformers, and
cook stoves.®

In May 1956, in addition to 13 openings in the Gulf District, the Mediterranean
Division had 54 positions open: 6 at headquarters, 9 in the Middle East District,
and 39 in the Trans-East District.®” General Sturgis recognized the problem that
Talley and his district engineers faced in filling crucial positions. On one of
Talley’s letters, Sturgis wrote in the margin that “the situation for engineers in
the US is bad enough since we can’t compete with civil life—but overseas where
the best people are needed to meet not only new conditions of terrain & weather
but international problems, we have never done an even fair job of recruiting.”
He concluded with the discouraging observation, “For 3 years I have reported on
this situation to DCSLog & G-1 w/o results.” Processing took at least five weeks;
but by July 1956 the Gulf District had a staff of 55 persons, including 6 military
and 29 American civilians.®®

After more than a year of negotiations, the U.S. and Iranian governments
concluded formal construction arrangements on 19 September 1956. On 10 October,
the district received instruction that cut funds for future planning. By late October,
when the Suez and Hungarian crises broke, the imperatives behind the aid to Iran
became more compelling. Funds that had been curtailed shortly before these incidents
were released in late November.®

Once money became available, the division and the district worked out final
plans and specifications with the design firm and the district assembled a list of

¢ “Mediterranean Division Builders,” 1 Jan 58, pp. 15-16.

% “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” pp. 7, 12; Ltr, Brig Gen Benjamin B.
Talley to Lt Gen Samuel D. Sturgis Jr., 17 Feb 56, file 328, box 51, Sturgis Papers.

67 Ltrs, Talley to Sturgis, 30 Mar, 30 Apr 56; Memo, Ploger, Actng Asst Ch of Engrs, for Personnel,
21 May 56, sub: Status of Recruitment—Mediterranean Division; Ltr, Col C. H. Dunn to Lincoln, 23
May 56; all in file 328, box 51, Sturgis Papers.

% Quotation from marginal note on Talley to Sturgis, 30 Mar 56; Engr Div Mediterranean Info
Booklet: 1959.

% “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 3—4; Data for Itschner, 12 Nov
58, pp. 4, 8; Data for Cmd Inspection by Mediterranean Engr Div, 4-18 Jan 63, box 22, access. no.
77-92-0002, WNRC.
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thirty-one American construction companies as prospective bidders. The Gulf
District issued an invitation for bids on 1 February 1957. Two bids were opened
on 22 March at the division’s rear-echelon office in New York, one proposing
$62.1 million, the second $44.3 million. After negotiations that lasted several
weeks, the district signed a fixed-price construction contract for $44 million with
a joint venture of five firms: Morrison-Knudsen Company Inc. of Boise, Idaho;
Henry J. Kaiser Company of Oakland, California; Oman Construction Company
Inc. of Nashville, Tennessee; R. P. Farnsworth and Company Inc. of New Orleans,
Louisiana; and Wright Contracting Company of Columbus, Georgia. The joint
venture, known as Morrison-Kaiser-Oman (MKO), quickly opened an office in
Tehran and began work at Mehrabad, the municipal and international airport near
Tehran, on 1 May. Over the remaining months of 1957, construction began on
army facilities at Khaneh, Naqadeh, and Oshnaviyeh in northwest Iran and on
facilities for the Iranian Air Force at Dezful Airfield in southwestern Iran near the
border with Iraq. Funding for the construction amounted to 60 percent in dollars
and 40 percent in rials.”

Simultaneously with these contract negotiations, the commanding general of
the Military Assistance Advisory Group and the Mediterranean Division engineer
worked out an agreement, signed in late April 1957, to govern the relationship
between the ARMISH-MAAG and the Corps of Engineers, represented in Iran by
the Gulf District.”

The district still had a staff shortage; with construction underway, it needed
a technical liaison office to help monitor the contractors’ work. The terms of the
contract for new American civilian employees changed in March 1957, with a
reduction in tour from twenty-four to eighteen months. By May, because turnover
remained high, the district asked the Mediterranean Division to assign personnel
from the division’s design, construction, and comptroller sections to temporary
duty in the district. The district also requested that its need for personnel be “given
highest priority by the Office of the Chief of Engineers.” By the end of 1957, the
district had a staff of 138 U.S. civilian employees, 27 European nationals, and 300
local nationals; but problems of recruiting continued.”

70 MFR, Hillman, 25 Jan 57, sub: DFS Program—Pakistan and Iran, unmarked box; Memo to
Div Engr, Mediterranean, 31 Jan 57, sub: Initiation of Construction in Iran (U), unmarked box, Dod
Papers; Memos and related docs, 8, 28 Feb, 4, 6, 26 Mar 57, in same box; Ltr, Brig Gen Lawrence
J. Lincoln Jr. to Col William A. Davis, 18 Feb 57, Mil Files, XII-2-2; “Construction Overseas in
Mediterranean Division,” p. 16; Engineer Hist Div, OCE, “Summary of Major Events and Problems,
Fiscal Year 1957,” May 58, p. 71, file 2, box 4, Gen Files; Data for Itschner, 12 Nov 58, pp. 3—4; L.
W. McBride, “U.S. Army, Engineer Division, Mediterranean,” [Aug 58], p. 5, box 51-84-6364, Far-
rell Papers; all in OH, HQ USACE.

"I “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965.”

2 Gulf Dist, Corps of Engrs, U.S. Army, Bfg Book, Tehran-Iran [May 57], pp. 3-5, 9-10, box
25, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp.
7-8. The staff numbers are in Gulf Dist Bfg for Gen Lincoln, 19-22 Jan 58, p. 33, box 22, access.
no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.



Primitive construction methods in Iran included using young boys to carry material to
make bricks at Dezful.
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Relocating the Mediterranean Division to Italy

The granting of independence to Morocco in March 1956 and the French with-
drawal from that country created an uncomfortable situation for the Mediterranean
Division. The agreements that gave the U.S. Army engineers legal status in Morocco
had been signed with the French government; the United States had no legal agree-
ment with the new government in Morocco. This political anomaly, coupled with
the changing locus of the division’s work, led General Talley to suggest moving
the division headquarters. He raised the issue with General Sturgis in November
1955, and Sturgis quickly agreed.”

Over the next two years, the division engineer in Morocco and the OCE staff in
Washington considered alternate sites. In December 1955, Talley proposed Tripoli,
Cairo, and Beirut as possibilities. A month later, he sent his deputy, Col. Robert F.
Seedlock, to Pakistan to aid Colonel Davis in establishing the Trans-East District.
He asked Seedlock to investigate cities between Nouasser and Karachi as possible
locations for the division headquarters.” General Lincoln, Talley’s successor,
initially favored Beirut, but Athens emerged as a leading contender; in October
1956, Lincoln sent a team there to gather information. The city already supported
the Joint United States Military Aid Group Greece (JUSMAGG), the U.S. Air Force
7206th Support Group, and the Joint Construction Agency’s Southeastern Division.
The team’s report recommended Athens, and team members attached an appendix
that argued strongly against relocating to Rome.”

Early in 1957, it became apparent that the Department of Defense planned to
reorganize construction in Europe and to disband the Joint Construction Agency.
A logical part of the reorganization included having the Mediterranean Division
assume the construction that the JCA had supervised in the Mediterranean countries
that were also NATO members: Italy, Greece, and Turkey. The JCA commander,
Maj. Gen. Bernard L. Robinson, favored relocating the Mediterranean Division
headquarters to Livorno, Italy, where the JCA maintained its Southern District.”

General Lincoln concluded that Livorno offered the best location, given the
division’s prospective work for NATO and the support services available. Lincoln
also concluded that the Southern District offered the best organizational structure for
supervising the remaining work in North Africa. He proposed that the Southern District
remain in Livorno with the districts in Morocco and Tripoli reporting to it.”’

3 Ltr, Talley to Sturgis, 18 Nov 55, file 306, box 48, Sturgis Papers; Interv, Lawrence Suid with
Lt Gen Lawrence J. Lincoln, Dec 79-Jan 80, pp. 193-201, app. H; Interv, Richard T. Farrell with
Robbie Wilson, Oct 75, p. 3.

" Ltr, Talley to Sturgis, 15 Dec 55, file 392, box 61, Sturgis Papers; Ltr, Talley to Sturgis, 20
Jan 56.

> Memo, Col Vincent P. Carlson, 2 Nov 56, sub: Report of Visit to Athens, Greece, 21-27 Oct.
1956, box 51-84-6364, Farrell Papers; Interv, Suid with Lincoln, Dec 79-Jan 80, pp. 193-201.

¢ Ltr, Brig Gen E. A. Brown Jr to Brig Gen Lawrence J. Lincoln Jr., 4 Jan 57, unmarked box,
Dod Papers.

77 Ltr, Brig Gen Lawrence J. Lincoln Jr. to Maj Gen E. C. Itschner, 15 Feb 57, unmarked box,
OH, HQ USACE.
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On 21 September 1956, the chief of engineers, Maj. Gen. Emerson C. Itschner, addressed
employees of the Middle East District, Mediterranean Division, at Tripoli.

Lincoln planned to move the division to Livorno in two phases. First, an advance
task force joined the Southern District in June 1957 to identify office space for the
division and to gather information on housing for incoming personnel. Near the end
of the month, Lincoln authorized the lease of half of the first floor and the entire fourth
and fifth floors in the Palazzo Grande, a six-story building in downtown Livorno.
The building was attractive in part because a former tenant, the Southern European
Task Force (SETAF), had installed a cable line for international communications.
The central location was also ideal. Moreover, the division’s chief of real estate
could find no other building in the city with sufficient office space.”™

In June 1957, the secretary of defense approved the reorganization of military
construction in Europe that gave the chief of engineers responsibility for the southern
European members of NATO. Directives issued in July transferred the JCA’s
Southern District to the Mediterranean Division; assigned to the Southern District
the work in Morocco, Libya, and Eritrea; and confirmed its continuing mission for
work in Italy, Greece, and Turkey. About the same time, supervision of the work
by the U.S. Army engineers at Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, passed from the Middle East
District to the Trans-East District.”

8 MFR, C. B. Faulkner Jr., 26 Jun 57, sub: Leasing of Palazzo Grande Building; C. B. Faulkner
Jr., Summary Appraisal Rpt, 27 Jun 57; both in box 51-83-8376, OH, HQ USACE.

 Memo, Brown, 25 Jul 57, sub: Military Construction in EUCOM Area, unmarked box, OH,
HQ USACE; General Orders no. 12, 5 Jun 57, sub: Change in Responsibility for Construction in
Saudi Arabia.
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Bureaucratic delays within the Italian government held up clearance of the
Mediterranean Division’s move from Nouasser to Livorno, putting it off weeks
longer than anyone had expected. As of 7 August, the division had only three people
in Livorno. Finally, in late October, the Italian government approved the move; by
17 November, the division had transferred all personnel and records to Livorno.*
The relocation involved 150 persons in 67 families and 2,000 tons of household
goods and office equipment. About half the people, 20 tons of high-priority files
including classified materials, and essential office equipment made the trip in
fifteen separate flights. Some personnel and equipment traveled by ship and some
by car. From a logistical point of view, the move proceeded smoothly. In a letter
dated 18 November, General Lincoln described the situation as “over the hump,”
with “about 90 percent of people and things in Livorno beginning to assume some
semblance of order.”®!

The relocation in late 1957 followed the shift in focus for the Mediterranean
Division. In the six years since the U.S. Army engineers had begun work in Morocco,
the division and its predecessor districts had supervised construction worth about
$630 million. The bulk of that spending, over $400 million, had gone into Morocco.
The Middle East District in Tripoli had supervised another $120 million of work
in Libya, Eritrea, and Saudi Arabia. Construction in Turkey had cost about $36
million between 1950 and 1953. In Morocco, Libya, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey, the
construction had involved thirty-five major programs for the U.S. Air Force, from air
bases to air-traffic control and warning stations, oil pipelines, and fueling facilities.
In 1956, the division initiated a $29 million construction program in Pakistan; the
following year, the division launched a $46 million program in Iran.®

During the North African years, the Mediterranean Division had dealt with
severe criticism, particularly concerns about the early work in Morocco. It had
also achieved significant successes. Reflecting more than two decades after his
service with the division, Lt. Gen. (Ret.) Lawrence J. Lincoln observed: “Few
organizations, in construction or other missions, could rightfully claim as much
success in performing difficult and unusual tasks; and few could cite as many

80 Ltr, Col John T. Poffenberger to Col C. Santone, Genio Militare Italiano, 6 Dec 57; Memo, Brig
Gen Lawrence J. Lincoln Jr. to Brig Gen W. K. Wilson Jr., 6 Aug 57; MFR, Col John T. Poffenberger,
7 Aug 57, sub: Telephone Conversation with Commander Bostenero, CCO, and Mr. White, MDAP
.. ; all in box 20, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC. A dozen memos in this box sketch the delays en-
countered in the Italian and American bureaucracies concerning the Mediterranean Division’s request
to relocate to Livorno. Telex, Col Robert J. Kasper, 29 Oct 57, box 20; Div Engr, Mediterranean Div,
Press Release, 29 Oct 57, box 26; both in access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.

81 Interv, authors with Wolfram Wolz, 24, 29 Nov 93, pp. 5-6; Ltr, Baylor to authors, 1 Dec 95,
p. 9. Quote from Ltr, Brig Gen Lawrence J. Lincoln Jr. to Col Frederick J.Clarke, 18 Nov 57, Mil
Files X1I-2-2, OH, HQ USACE; Interv, Farrell with R. Wilson, Oct 75, p. 8; Ltr, Brig Gen Lawrence
J. Lincoln Jr. to Brig Gen L. L. Mundell, 20 Dec 57, unmarked box, Farrell Papers. This is one of
several thank-you letters from Lincoln to commanders of elements that had assisted the division dur-
ing the move to Livorno.

82 “Construction Overseas in Mediterranean Division,” p. 5; “Synopsis of TUSEG Construction
Program Under Joint American Military Mission for Aid to Turkey as of 1 Aug 52,” p. 1, Mil Files
XII-33-8, OH, HQ USACE; Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959.
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interesting and unusual, or even unbelievable, situations and episodes.”® He
also remembered “hundreds of unsung people [who] found ways to cope with the
varied foreign laws, currencies, environments, materials, customs, and languages.”
General Lincoln’s remarks serve as a fitting characterization of the Mediterranean
Division’s first six years.

8 Appendix/Annex to Interv, Suid with Lincoln, Dec 79-Jan 80, pp. H2-H3.



PART 11

THE MEDITERRANEAN DIVISION IN
ITALY, 1957-1972

American foreign policy concerning the Mediterranean and the Middle East
coalesced during the 1950s around three guiding concepts. First, strategic airpower
gave the United States preponderance in the balance of military forces and that
airpower required bases near the Soviet Union. Second, collective security, such
as was developing between the United States and the countries of Western Europe,
could be extended to the Mediterranean and the Middle East. The Americans, in
cooperation with the British, built a military alliance that linked Turkey, Iran, and
other Middle Eastern states to the West. The Baghdad Pact of 1955 and its successor
the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) resulted from this effort. Finally, U.S.
policymakers believed they could with effort maintain cordial relations with all of
the powers of the region. This final assumption became harder to achieve when
Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser began aggressively to assert his secular Arab
nationalism against Arab regimes based on traditional and religious associations.
The Suez Crisis of October 1956, the Eisenhower Doctrine of January 1957, and
the pro-Nasser coup in Iraq in July 1958 brought a perceptible shift in the Middle
Eastern alignment. Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, and Jordan moved closer to the United
States, with Egypt, Syria, and Iraq (after the 1958 revolution) remaining hostile to
American influence in the region.!

In keeping with these circumstances, the United States redirected its foreign
aid. In the early 1950s, the United States had built air bases for the United States
Air Force (USAF) Strategic Air Command (SAC). In the second half of the decade,
the United States programmed aid for Direct Forces Support (DFS), administered
by the Department of Defense (DoD), to strengthen the military forces of selected
American allies on the periphery of the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic
of China. To implement this shift in emphasis, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
continued its work in Turkey and began to build modern army cantonments, airfields,
and naval wharves in Iran and Pakistan. As the 1960s began, the U.S. government
refocused its aid again by using Development Loan Funds (DLF) administered by the

! John C. Campbell, Defense of the Middle East: Problems of American Policy, 2d ed. (New York:
Harper, 1960), pp. 228-29.
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State Department to increase economic assistance to such countries as Afghanistan
and Somalia.’

These changes involved the Corps of Engineers in a widening range of projects.
In addition to building for the armed forces of Iran and Pakistan, the Corps accepted
assignments from the State Department for nonmilitary projects. Through them, the
Corps built civilian air terminals in Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, and Iran; developed
a modern road system in Afghanistan; studied a similar undertaking for Burma;
and planned an expansion of Burmese university facilities. In Somalia, the Corps
supervised the creation of modern port facilities to allow increased export trade for
the country’s banana growers. The Corps also supervised the completion of work
begun earlier in the 1950s in Morocco, Libya, and Eritrea.

Beginning in November 1957, the Mediterranean Division of the Corps of
Engineers directed this wide range of construction efforts from Livorno, Italy. The
relocation from Morocco coincided with new responsibilities for the division in the
southern European and NATO states of Italy, Greece, and Turkey. Chapter 4 covers
the division’s move to Italy and its wrap-up of work in North Africa. Chapter 5 deals
with the two new districts that operate in Pakistan and Iran between 1958 and 1960.
Chapter 6 extends the coverage of the Gulf District into the 1960s, when its work
expands to include Saudi Arabia and Afghanistan. Chapter 7 returns the focus to the
division, operating from Livorno but covering projects throughout southern Europe,
the Middle East, and East Africa. Finally, Chapter 8 brings the division story into
the 1970s as work in Saudi Arabia grows to dominant proportions.

2 “Work for Other Nations,” in The History of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1986).
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HEADQUARTERS AND THE SOUTHERN
DISTRICT, 1957-1960

With the move to Italy in November 1957, the Mediterranean Division set
aside its role as an operating division, a status it had assumed in 1954 when it
absorbed the East Atlantic District. As part of the reorganization, the division
transferred responsibility for its Moroccan projects to the Southern District,
giving the division a more typical Corps of Engineers structure. Between 1957
and 1960, the Mediterranean Division had three principal districts: Southern,
Trans-East, and Gulf. In addition, minor districts in Libya and Morocco
reported to the Southern District. Through the districts, the Mediterranean
Division continued to supervise the engineering, planning, and administration
of design and construction programs to serve the objectives of American
foreign policy in the region.

Between 1958 and 1960, a succession of three Army officers commanded
the Mediterranean Division. Brig. Gen. Lawrence J. Lincoln Jr. left Livorno in
the summer of 1958. Brig. Gen. William R. Shuler commanded from August
1958 to the summer of 1960, and Col. Arthur C. Nauman arrived in September
1960. All three men had to contend with the huge span of the territory, with
the diversity of cultures, and with a variety of American and allied military
personnel. The division engineer dealt with the NATO command in Italy
and Northern Europe, the commanders and staffs of the U.S. military joint
commands, the chiefs of the Military Assistance Advisory Groups (MAAGS),
and U.S. Army, Air Force, and Navy commanders in the countries where
Military Assistance Programs (MAPs) extended American aid. In each country,
the division engineer maintained close contact with the U.S. ambassador and
his diplomatic staff.

Operating from Livorno

From the Palazzo Grande building in the Italian port city of Livorno, the
Mediterranean Division commander supervised work from the Atlantic coast
of North Africa across Southern Europe to the Pakistani border with India.
The territory, stretching four thousand five hundred miles from west to east
and one thousand two hundred miles north to south, equaled about one-and-a-
half times the size of the United States. In 1958, the Mediterranean Division



118 BRICKS, SAND, AND MARBLE

lllll'l'!'“pnllm
i

Beginning in mid-1957, the Corps of Engineers leased several floors in the Palazzo Grande
in Livorno for the headquarters of the Mediterranean Division.

served nine countries: Italy, Greece, Turkey, Morocco, Libya, Ethiopia, Iran,
Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia.!

To manage the work throughout this vast area of responsibility, the division
apportioned its territory among its three districts. (See Map 10.) The Southern
District, the largest geographically, had operated from Livorno under the European
Command’s Joint Construction Agency (JCA) since 1954. With the closing of the
JCA, the Southern District became a part of the Mediterranean Division on 1 August
1957. The district supervised projects for the U.S. Air Force, Army, and Navy;
allied forces in NATO; and the armed forces and governments of states allied with
the United States. In 1957, these projects totaled $550 million.?

The Southern District retained supervision of construction in Italy, Greece, and
Turkey from its JCA days and took over responsibility for construction in North
Africa. When the Mediterranean Division left Nouasser, Morocco, in November
1957, a small cadre of its personnel remained behind to form the Morocco District.
The Middle East District staff in Tripoli, Libya, continued to oversee the work
in Libya and Eritrea. The Corps offices in Morocco and in Libya reported to the

! “Construction Overseas in Mediterranean Division,” speech with slides, n.d. [internal evidence
indicates 1957], pp. 3—6, box 51-83-8377, Richard T. Farrell Papers, Office of History (OH), HQ
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Alexandria, Va.

2 “Mediterranean Division, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, 1957,” p. 7, box 51-84-7361, Farrell
Papers.
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Southern District. The division designated both as districts to maintain continuity
in contracting and in relations with the host governments.

The Trans-East District, established late in 1955 with headquarters in Karachi,
supervised military construction to implement the U.S. military aid program to
Pakistan. The Direct Forces Support (DFS) program provided equipment and
facilities to promote modernization of the Pakistani Army, Navy, and Air Force.
The Trans-East District also supervised new work for the U.S. State Department’s
International Cooperation Administration (ICA) in Saudi Arabia that developed
toward the end of the decade. In late 1957, the Trans-East District managed programs
totaling about $60 million. The Gulf District’s mission was to develop the empire of
Iran as a strong American ally on the Soviet border by modernizing and improving
facilities for its armed forces. As of August 1957, the Gulf District administered a
program of DFS-funded construction with a budget of around $50 million.?

The Mediterranean Division also maintained a rear-echelon office in New York
City. In addition to serving as a liaison with the Office of the Chief of Engineers
(OCE) and other stateside headquarters, it purchased materials for the districts,
negotiated and supervised architect-engineer contracts with American firms, and
performed other contracting functions. When the division moved to Italy, OCE
suggested that the rear echelon’s functions be reassigned to the East Ocean District
of the North Atlantic Division. The reorganization, which took place in June 1958,
reduced the rear office from thirty-four persons in March 1958 to three in September.
The liaison office remained staffed at about this level to 1975.*

To provide additional technical support for construction, the Mediterranean
Division opened a materials-testing laboratory in Athens, Greece, in early March
1959. An experienced Greek-American chemist, C. N. Tragakes, headed the labora-
tory staff of materials engineers and technicians, most of whom were Greek. At the
laboratory’s opening symposium on problems of airfield design and construction,
representatives from the Southern, Trans-East, and Gulf Districts attended discus-
sions led by the division’s chief of engineering, Lewis W. McBride, and by Jack
Baylor, chief of the division’s Geology, Soils, and Materials Branch.’

Because of difficulties in transportation and communication across the division’s
geographic expanse, a typical inspection trip to all the district offices lasted three

3 Ibid., p. 8; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” Jun 65, p. 3, box 21, access.
no. 77-92-0002, Washington National Records Center (WNRC), Suitland, Md.

4 General Orders (GO) no. 3, 6 Dec 54, sub: Transfer Functions Rear Echelon Office; “Chrono-
logical Division Organizational History by Country,” n.d., box 36; both in access. no. 77-92-0001,
WNRC. Brig Gen E. A. Brown Jr. to Shuler, 29 Aug 58, box 51-84-7361; Brown to Lincoln, 15
Nov 57, unmarked box; Lincoln to Lt Col Harry A. Savigny, 18 Dec 57, unmarked box; Lincoln to
Brown, 18 Dec 57, unmarked box; all in Farrell Papers. GO no. 2-58, 11 Jun 58, box 36, access. no.
77-92-0001, WNRC.

5 Technical Liaison Br, Mediterranean Div, Press Release, “Athens, Greece, Engineer Laboratory
Draws Paving Engineers from U.S. and Middle East for Symposium,” 13 Mar 59, box 20, access.
no. 77-92-0002, WNRC; Ltr, Jack Baylor to authors, 1 Dec 95, p. 8, Transatlantic Programs Center
(TAC), Winchester, Va.
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weeks and involved ten visas and six or more currencies.® Arranging the appropriate
visas for a trip might take several days, and actual travel time was grueling. In 1959,

¢ Press Release no. 2/1958, Technical Liaison Br, Mediterranean Div, Livorno, Italy, 28 Jan 58,
box 20, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.
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a trip from Livorno to Burma required a four-hour train ride to Rome and plane
flights of twenty-two hours from Rome to Rangoon.’

7 “Construction Overseas in Mediterranean Division,” [1957]; Howard J. Schulte, “Construction
Experiences in Europe, Asia, and Africa,” pp. 3—7, box 51-83-8377, Farrell Papers. Schulte, chief
safety engineer in the Mediterranean Division between 1957 and 1959, delivered this address to the
Construction Section, 47th National Safety Congress and Exposition, in Chicago on 21 October 1959.
Farrell Papers, box 51-84-7361, OH, HQ USACE.
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Electronic communications with the Mediterranean Division’s outlying areas
proved as difficult a problem as transportation. Telephone and telegraph links
were limited; voice transmission was poor in quality; and the time needed to make
a connection by phone impeded contacts and cut productivity. Mail service was
unreliable. Whether sent by mail, telephone, or telegraph, many messages never
reached their destination.®

Communications between the division and its districts or other field offices was
still easier than communications between the United States and division offices.
Because of the distances, noon in Washington, D.C., was 6:00 p.m. in Livorno, an
hour later in Iran and Saudi Arabia, and an additional hour later in Karachi. Only a
small portion of the workday in Washington overlapped with that of offices in the
Mediterranean. Communications were further complicated by the work schedule in
Muslim countries, which observed the Sabbath on Friday. Corps personnel in Saudi
Arabia, Iran, and Pakistan staffed the offices Monday through Thursday and on
Saturday. The discrepancies in time zones and work schedules created frustrations
on both sides of the Atlantic.’

Through the Mediterranean Division’s first several years, its staff made trips
from Morocco on a space-available basis aboard U.S. Air Force aircraft.'” To make
travel across the geographic expanse easier and more efficient, Brig. Gen. Benjamin
B. Talley asked, without success, that the Office of the Chief of Engineers provide
airplanes. His successor, General Lincoln, renewed the request for special aviation
support; in May 1957, after a survey of the division’s needs, OCE concluded that
it could justify an Army Aviation detachment. The following October, the Army’s
deputy chief of staff for logistics approved the request. The division received nine
personnel positions for four aviation teams to fly five L23D aircraft, each capable
of carrying six passengers. The Italian Air Force, the Joint United States Military
Mission for Aid to Turkey (JUSMMAT), the Iranian Air Force, and the Military
Assistance Advisory Group in Pakistan promised maintenance facilities and other
support.!!

The first L23D aircraft for the division arrived in July 1958; a second aircraft
arrived in mid-November. General Shuler, who took command of the division in
August, assigned the planes to Turkey and Italy. Three other aircraft arrived in
1959. The projects that would have justified the continued use of a plane in Italy
failed to materialize, so Shuler assigned 2 planes to Turkey, 2 to Iran, and 1 to West
Pakistan.'?

8 «“U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 15, box 51-84-5389, Farrell Papers.

° Interv, Moorhus with Robert E. Hall, 24 Mar 95, p. 9. Several other interviewees comment on
the disruptions and frustrations in communications.

10 Ltr, Baylor to authors, 1 Dec 95, pp. 4-5.

! Draft, “Rear Echelon Office, U.S. Army Engineer Division, Mediterranean” [1958], box 51-
84-7361, Farrell Papers.

12 On the aircraft scheduled for Italy, see Shuler to Brig Gen E. A. Brown Jr., 19 Aug 58; Brown
to Shuler, 29 Aug 58; and Shuler to Brown, 3 Sep 58; all in box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers. On other
aspects, see Shuler to Itschner, 11 Dec 58, p. 3, box 51-84-7361; Lincoln to Itschner, 19 Feb, 11 Mar
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Table 4—MEeDITERRANEAN DivisioN PERSONNEL
1 SEPTEMBER 1957

Military Ci\tJiI'iSa.ns E:cr))rllc-)ti:és Totals

HQ Office 7 116 73 196
Southern District

(southern Europe only) 24 110 65 199
Morocco District 5 25 67 97
Middle East District 5 58 56 119
Trans-East District 21 160 312 493
Gulf District 18 128 196 342
Rear Echelon 2 29 0 31
Totals 82 626 769 1,477

Source: Adapted from “Mediterranean Division, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, 1957, p. 7,
box 51-84-7361, Richard T. Farrell Papers, Office of History, Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Alexandria, Va.

Although critical for efficiency, air transportation affected relatively few of
the Mediterranean Division’s staff, which numbered just under 1,500 when the
headquarters moved to Italy in November 1957. (Table 4) By the following spring,
the number increased to about 1,800, with 80 military officers, 800 American
civilians, and 900 non-American employees. By the end of the fiscal year, staff
strength had reached 1,957."3 Most of the time, fewer than 100 Americans, military
and civilian, served in any one country, monitoring work directed by contractors who
employed another 10,000 to 15,000 workers. Two other categories of employees
filled out the division and field office staffs—FEuropean continentals (or other
non-American nationalities, often referred to as “third-country nationals”) and local
nationals. The accountants and payroll keepers maintained four different categories
of compensation: military pay, Department of the Army Civilian (DAC) pay, a

58, box 51-84-7361; “U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern, Livorno, Italy,” 1 Nov 58, p. 3, box
51-84-5389; all in Farrell Papers.

13 L. J. Lincoln, “Construction in a Cold War Theater of Operations,” Army Information Digest
(July 1958): 18. A chart of personnel strength between 1956 and 1972, prepared in 1974, is in Susan
L. Gray, “Ambassador Division: History of the United States Army Corps of Engineers, Mediterranean
Division, in Europe, Africa, the Middle East and Near East,” app. 5, box 19, access. no. 77-92-0001,
WNRC.



124 BRICKS, SAND, AND MARBLE

continental wage schedule for Europeans, and a local wage rate. Different rules,
laws, and levels of compensation governed each category.!'*

The Mediterranean Division, including staff at headquarters, in the districts,
in field offices, and the workforce employed by contractors, logged an impressive
amount of work. During each of two consecutive months in 1958, the personnel
under division supervision put in 11 million work hours. For the entire calendar
year 1958, the division recorded 97.4 million hours of work compared to the
average stateside division’s 25 million hours. The 97.4 million hours represents the
equivalent of 46,800 workers on the job each day, based on a forty-hour work week.
The division’s total workforce, including workers hired by contractors, numbered
closer to 20,000 than 46,000 in 1958, but workers averaged many more than forty
hours in the normal six-day week."

The supervisory and technical staff of around two hundred at division head-
quarters included active Engineering and Construction Divisions. General Lincoln
encouraged frequent contacts between staff at the division and in the districts.
The Engineering Division staff reviewed all designs, furnished guidance in the
development of criteria and standards, and provided special assistance for the Gulf
and Trans-East Districts in negotiating their large design contracts. The division also
loaned geologists to the districts to assist in identifying and developing local water
supplies at project sites. During FY 1958, personnel from the Construction Division
spent 35 percent of their time in the field, either on inspections or on temporary
duty. These visits and Engineering Division field inspections exposed weaknesses
and deficiencies in operations that the division could then address. '

The Mediterranean Division’s responsibilities across its sizable region created
myriad difficulties of management and supervision. For instance, normal engineering
manuals outlined specifications, standard designs, and construction techniques; but
the manuals had little applicability at construction sites where the workers thought
and labored much as their ancestors had for hundreds of years. Because the manuals
were irrelevant to the local circumstances, division and district engineers had to
formulate guidelines and standards for construction that took on-site conditions
into account. At the same time, the engineers had to use extraordinary ingenuity to
preserve quality in construction. An OCE inspection team that visited the division
in January 1958 acknowledged that these aspects of engineering and design had no
counterpart in the workload of a district in the United States."”

14 “The Mediterranean Division,” n.d., Gen Files 54-1, OH, HQ USACE.

5 William R. Shuler, “Safety in the Middle East Construction Program,” Military Engineer
(September-October 1959): 367; “Construction Overseas in Mediterranean Division,” [1957], p. 3;
Schulte, “Construction Experiences in Europe, Asia, and Africa,” 21 Oct 59, p. 2, box 51-84-7361,
Farrell Papers. The figures on hours worked come from Schulte, who gives no figures for the division’s
total or average workforce. That information is extrapolated from Shuler.

16 Mediterranean Div, “Engineering [Inspection],” [Jan 58], pp. 23-24, box 24, access. no. 77-
92-0002, WNRC; Lincoln to Itschner, 19 Feb 58, p. 6, and 9 Jun 58, p. 2, both in box 51-84-7361,
Farrell Papers.

17 Mediterranean Div, “Engineering [Inspection],” pp. 23-24.
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Altogether, the complexity of cultures, economies, and laws in the Mediterranean
Division’s area of responsibility created problems unlike any faced by Corps divi-
sions in the United States. On one project site in West Pakistan, the prime contractor
was American, the architect-engineer Swiss, the mechanical subcontractor Lebanese,
the electrical subcontractor British, the building subcontractor Pakistani, and the
administrative and labor force a mix of at least fifteen different nationalities. Local
customs governing work encouraged subcontracting to three, four, or even five
subordinate levels. U.S. law held the prime contractor responsible for the entire
job, but subcontractors often had little regard for Western guidelines. Expectations
of punctuality and consistent attendance at work ran counter to habits and attitudes
developed in cultures that saw little virtue in a life regulated by a time clock.
Moreover, by local custom, women and children accompanied men to work, further
complicating management on site.'®

The technical sophistication required to execute Mediterranean Division projects
created odd juxtapositions at job sites, where engine-driven trucks, tractors, and
cranes operated side by side with local laborers using hand tools and muscle power.
Concrete commonly went from a mechanical mixer into pans that workers carried on
their heads."” Large, motor-powered construction machinery fascinated local workers
in less-developed countries. Many Middle Eastern and African manual laborers
wanted to drive a vehicle even though they had no driving experience—trained and
experienced vehicle operators learned to take the ignition keys with them. At desert
construction sites, workmen often sought shade under large pieces of equipment.
After several instances in which workers fell asleep and were crushed when the
machines restarted, division safety engineers required drivers to inspect underneath
tractors and even rail cars before moving them.?

As the experience with mechanized vehicles shows, the multicultural environ-
ment in which construction projects took place created particular challenges related
to worker safety. Directives concerning safe work clothes or protective devices such
as gloves, hardhats, and goggles made little impression on workers who did not even
wear shoes on the job. In many areas, local dress included skirt-like wraps and tied
turbans for men; for safety, contractors installed shields and guards over sprockets,
gears, and belts. Communicating with workers by employing techniques common
in the West, such as posters, had little effect on a workforce with an illiteracy rate
estimated at 85 percent. To compensate, the division and the districts conducted
regular training for safety inspectors and modified procedures related to the types
of activity that accounted for the highest incidence of recurring accidents: using
ladders and scaffolds and handling construction materials.?!

18 “Construction Overseas in Mediterranean Division,” [1957], p. 3; “Engineer Division Mediter-
ranean: Information Booklet,” 15 Aug 59, pp. 7-9, unmarked box, Farrell Papers (hereafter cited as
Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959); Shuler, “Safety,” p. 368.

19 Schulte, “Construction Experiences,” pp. 3-7.

2 Tbid.

2! Tbid.; Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959, pp. 7-9; Interv, Lawrence Suid with Lt Gen
(Ret) Lawrence J. Lincoln, Dec 79-Jan 80, p. H-3.



In Pakistan in the mid-1950s, the use of local laborers, many wearing turbans and loose
clothing but no shoes, increased safety concerns for contractors.
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Table 5—MEeDpITERRANEAN DivisioN, CONTRACTOR SAFETY AND ACCIDENT

Recorp, 1952-1960

Man Hours No. Injuries Days Lost Fatalities
1952 60,476,382 1,116 221,287 30
1953 51,417,121 722 96,754 13
1954 29,484,041 398 38,425 5
1955 22,131,511 211 33,751 5
1956 22,117,969 104 22,195 3
1957 46,540,001 135 not given 15
1958 97,381,482 249 not given 17
1959 102,812,042 187 not given 15
1960 92,535,540 128 not given 13

Source: Mediterranean Div, “Comparative Table, Accident Experience, 1952-1956," n.d.,
box 51-83-8377, Office of History, Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alexandria,
Va.; 1957-1960 figures from “Government and Contractor Accident Experience Record, 14
February 1952-30 June 1973,”in Susan I. Gray, “Ambassador Division: History of the United
States Army Corps of Engineers, Mediterranean Division, in Europe, Africa, the Middle East
and Near East,"app. 6, box 19, access. no. 77-92-0001, Washington National Records Center,
Suitland, Md.

The Mediterranean Division’s efforts to reduce time lost and the number of
deaths attributed to accidents on the job did bring improvements. (Table 5) In 1952,
the division experienced an average of one fatal accident for every 2 million work
hours. From 1952 to 1957, the rate improved to one death in 5.7 million work hours.
By 1958-1959, the rate stood at one death in 6.8 million work hours.*

One contract on which the Southern District issued a request for bids during
1958 further illustrates some of the complexities of operating overseas. The project
involved work at Sinop, a small town on the Black Sea in north-central Turkey. Seven
firms submitted bids, and all proposed costs below the government estimate of $2.47
million for the project. The lowest four bids came from Turkish contractors. Both
the division engineer, General Shuler, and the Southern District engineer, Col. Joe
A. Clema, were reluctant to award the contract to the low bidder because Turkish
contractors had a poor record of completing contracts. At a meeting to review the
Turkish contractor’s capabilities, they discovered that, contrary to their expectations,
the company, Eti Yapi Ltd., did fully understand the scope of the work.

22 Schulte, “Construction Experiences,” p. 10.
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The discussions with Eti Yapi prompted the division to reexamine the govern-
ment estimate of the cost of the job. The estimate, it turned out, made certain
assumptions that, while reasonable, were inaccurate. It assumed that Turkish lire
would be exchanged at the official rate of 2.8 to the dollar; but the Turkish govern-
ment had approved a policy allowing construction dollars to be exchanged for lire at
a 9:1 ratio, much closer to the real market exchange rate. In addition, Eti Yapi had
obtained commitments from European suppliers to provide electrical and mechanical
equipment meeting required specifications at prices lower than the government
estimate. Further, the government estimate had projected a high overhead, reflecting
costs of salaries and fringe benefits incurred by U.S. companies; Turkish companies
paid less and provided fewer benefits. The reexamination reduced the government
estimate to $1.69 million, not out of line with Eti Yapi’s bid of $1.46 million. The
Turkish contractor won the award.”

Problems in executing the construction program went beyond complications
in contracting. Both Generals Lincoln and Shuler emphasized the “extraordinary
conditions imposed by geopolitical, physical and military factors” that made fulfilling
the division’s mission more difficult than similar operations in the United States.?*
Shuler admonished his staff that “the varying political climates, ancient customs
and religions in the numerous countries where we operate create potential areas of
difficulties which we must recognize and accept in our dealings with representatives
of foreign governments.” As Shuler cautioned, “regardless of the circumstance,
display of impatience or irritation in their presence must be avoided.”*

Not every officer or civilian employed by the Mediterranean Division had the
disposition or interpersonal skills necessary to meet this challenge. In July 1959,
the Southern District engineer, Colonel Clema, received a letter from the deputy
chief of mission at the U.S. embassy in Tripoli expressing concern over a Corps
of Engineers major serving there. The Army officer had “an excellent and quick
intellect and unusual professional competence”; but he had become a problem
because, “like many quick-witted, forceful men, [he] appears impatient, intolerant
of slower mentalities.” He lacked what the diplomat described as “the infinite
patience [necessary] to deal with his Libyan counterparts on a continuing and
intimate basis without handicapping the relationship by a display of his forceful
instinct to lead the way.”?® Colonel Clema passed on the concern to General Shuler,
who recommended to the chief of engineers, Maj. Gen. Emerson C. Itschner, that
the Corps reassign the major to the United States to “salvage a young officer with
high potential.” Shuler used the occasion to underscore for the chief of engineers
the difficulties of working in the remote locations far removed from any support
by the division or district offices.?’

2 Shuler to Itschner, 8 Jan 59, Mil Files XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE; Shuler to Itschner, 11 Dec
58.

24 Lincoln, “Construction in a Cold War Theater,” p. 20.

2 Shuler to Col HJartsell] H. Northington, 3 Sep 59, Mil Files XXI-2-4, OH, HQ USACE.

26 ], Paul Barringer to Clema, 31 Jul 59, Mil Files XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE.

27 Shuler to Itschner, 7 Aug 59, Mil Files XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE.



HEADQUARTERS AND THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT, 1957-1960 129

The division headquarters also provided the districts’ legal support, letting the
districts concentrate on such recurring problems as taxes on goods imported for
the construction projects. Despite the exemptions written into many agreements
in the late 1950s, host governments in Pakistan, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and even Italy
raised the prospect of imposing customs fees, income taxes, and other charges.
Negotiations to resolve these issues were time-consuming, complicated, and at
times exceedingly vexing.?®

In each country where the Mediterranean Division managed and supervised
construction, division and district personnel maintained close contact with the
American ambassador and members of the U.S. mission. The Mutual Security Act
of 1954 and DoD directives specified the creation of a “country team.” In each
country, the U.S. ambassador headed the team, which included the commanding
officer of the U.S. Military Assistance Advisory Group and other key American
representatives in the country. The country team cleared all materials, supplies, and
services associated with military construction managed by the division regardless
of the source of funds supporting that construction. The country team also cleared
all proposed contractors.”

General Shuler was the last general officer to command the Mediterranean
Division. By September 1960, when his successor, Col. Arthur C. Nauman, took
command, the division’s geographic area of responsibility had expanded to include
Burma, Afghanistan, Somalia, and East Pakistan, a total of thirteen nations. As the
workload shifted, the division redistributed responsibilities among its districts.*
The tempo of the division’s projects dictated the adjustments, and that tempo is
best seen from the perspective of the districts themselves.

Southern District, 1957-1960

The Southern District, an amalgamation of staff elements that lasted only three
years, had responsibility for work in Italy, Greece, Turkey, Morocco, Libya, and
Eritrea. The district personnel included people who had served under the Joint
Construction Agency in Italy, Turkey, and Greece. Most had never worked for
the Corps of Engineers either in the United States or overseas, and they followed
the methods and procedures developed by the Joint Construction Agency. The
reorganization and relocation of the division brought an influx to the district of
people from Morocco and from the offices in Libya and Eritrea as these areas
reduced their staffs. The Mediterranean Division wanted the district to adopt the
methods and procedures of the Corps of Engineers, so they put people with “Corps
experience” into top positions in the district. The changes in procedures created

2 See, for example, Memo, Lt Col Joseph C. Dyer, 10 Apr 58, sub: Import Duty and Sales Tax
Refund, Mil Files XXI-2-3, OH, HQ USACE.

¥ Hist Rpt, U.S. Army Engr Dist, Southern, 1 Aug 57-30 Jun 60, [1960], p. 20, box 51-83-8379,
Farrell Papers (hereafter cited as Hist Rpt—Southern).

30 Shuler to Heil, 11 Feb 60; Nauman to Itschner, 7 Oct 60, both in Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ
USACE.
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tension, and the changes in personnel left some branches of the district overstaffed
and others with too few people to carry the workload comfortably. District staff
who had worked under the JCA judged the accounting procedures brought from
Morocco less rigorous than they had used; some in the district found the newcomers
“unprofessional.” One person even commented on the shabbiness of the office
furnishings transported from Nouasser.*!

When the Southern District became part of the Mediterranean Division, it had
around two hundred people. In late 1957, the district had thirty-eight people in its
Construction Division, a level of staffing barely adequate to cover its responsibilities
of inspection and supervision in six countries with an estimated annual rate of
construction placement of almost $17 million.*

Livorno was an attractive location, with good housing and other support
facilities. In addition to rich historical and artistic resources, Italy boasted a robust
economy in the late 1950s. The district’s offices were at the Corallo Hotel, a former
resort hotel adjacent to the railroad station in Livorno. Most district employees
looked to the local economy, where they found satisfactory housing comfortably
within their allowance for lodging. Some Americans lived in Livorno; and a sizable
group chose to live in Tirrenia, a small seashore community about seven miles
north of Livorno.*

In North Africa, living conditions were less gracious. In Morocco, the presence
of eighteen thousand United States Air Force (USAF) personnel meant that support
facilities were above average for overseas assignments. The housing situation in
Libya became tighter between 1957 and 1960; but, as in Morocco, the Air Force
maintained local support facilities. Asmara was remote, but the local economy
provided adequate housing. The community services supported by the U.S. Army
at Kagnew Station were satisfactory. Athens offered access to the world of classical
Greek civilization and adequate modern facilities. By contrast, Turkey, while rich
in history, presented serious recruitment problems for the district and the division.
Few qualified American civilian engineers wanted the isolated posts at Sinop,
Samsun, Trabzon, Diyarbakir, and Adana. Only unaccompanied males were
assigned to these locations, where living conditions were substandard, recreational
opportunities minimal, and support facilities rudimentary or nonexistent. Employees

31 Hist Rpt-Southern, p. 23. Intervs, Moorhus with Richard Wiles, 21 Oct 93, 7 Feb, 5 May 94,
p- 39; with Paul Wheeler, 31 May 95, p. 25; authors with Stuart Wagman, 11 Jan 94, p. 33; Moorhus
with W. Justin Long, 14 Mar 95, p. 12. Interv, Suid with Lincoln, Dec 79-Jan 80, pp. 193-98.

32 Lincoln to Davis, 4 Jun 57, Mil Files X1I-2-2, OH, HQ USACE; Mediterranean Div, “Engineering
[Inspection]”’; Memo, Lt Gen Lawrence J. Lincoln, 6 Jan 58, sub: Reductions Personnel on Former JCA
Functions, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE; “Summary of Major Events and Problems, FY 1957,”
May 58, Gen Files 4-2, OH, HQ USACE (hereafter cited as Major Events, FY 1957); “Summary of
Major Events and Problems, Fiscal Year 1958,” Dec 58, pp. 1-2, file 3, box 4, Gen Files, OH, HQ
USACE (hereafter cited as Major Events, FY 1958).

33 Intervs, Moorhus with Wiles, 21 Oct 93, 7 Feb, 5 May 94, and with Long, 14 Mar 95; Ltr,
Richard Wiles to authors, 3 Feb 96; Hist Rpt—Southern, pp. 23, 41, 46.
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The post exchange at Kagnew Station—visited in May 1957 by Brig. Gen. E. A. Brown Jr.
(front, right) and Maj. Gen. W. K. Wilson Jr. from the Corps of Engineers
in Washington, D.C.—provided support for Corps employees.

who depended on local eating facilities or food supplies often suffered from diarrhea
and dysentery.**

Between 1957 and 1960, the Southern District contracted with architect-engineer
firms for about 90 percent of its design work but also retained its own design staff.
(See Table 6.) Both Italy and Greece had sufficient numbers of draftsmen and design
engineers to support the demand created by American projects in those countries.
Turkey also supplied a number of graduate engineers and draftsmen.*

Waning Activity in North Africa

By the late 1950s, new bases for bombers of the U.S. Air Force’s Strategic Air
Command had become available in Spain. Faced with public protests from Moroccan
nationalists, the United States came to consider its position in Morocco useful but
not essential. In December 1959, President Dwight D. Eisenhower reached an

3% Hist Rpt—Southern, pp. 23, 41, 47. One of the best accounts of life for Americans in Turkey during
this period is John D. Tumpane, Scotch and Holy Water (Lafayette, Calif.: St. Giles Press, 1987).
35 Hist Rpt-Southern, p. 40; “U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern, Livorno, Italy,” 1 Nov 58, p. 7.
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Table 6—DesiaN Firms CONTRACTING WITH SOUTHERN DIsTRICT
1957-1960

Number of Total $ in Architect-

Contracts Engineer Fees
Lublin, McGaughy, and Cie 12 483,649
Ammann and Whitney 12 998,473
Frank E. Basil Co. 14 583,775
Litchfield, Whiting, Bowne & Associates 5 263,047
Pedersen and Tilney 4 192,350
Daniel, Mann, Johnson, and Mendenhall 2 382,517
The Ralph M. Parsons Co. 1 329,500
Ebner Associates 1 8,800
A & P Dufau 1 13,481

Source: Hist Rpt, U.S. Army Engr Dist, Southern, 1 Aug 57-30 Jun 60, [1960], p. 29, box 51-83-
8379, Richard T. Farrell Papers, Office of History, Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Alexandria, Va.

agreement with King Mohammed V of Morocco that all U.S. military forces would
withdraw from the country over the subsequent four years.*

Construction at the four principal USAF bases—Nouasser, Sidi Slimane,
Benguérir, and Boulhaut—was 95 percent complete when the Mediterranean
Division moved to Livorno in November 1957. The unfinished construction
was minor: utilities; water storage, treatment, and distribution; minor roads and
railroads; and some on-base refueling facilities. Construction continued on global
communications facilities and on aircraft control and warning (AC&W) sites; and
work remained on community facilities such as dependent schools, storage, and
officers dining halls. The total budget for this construction was under $1 million
for FY 1958 and just under $2 million for FY 1959. These projects simply put the
finishing touches on the existing installations.?’

3¢ Gerald M. Adams, 4 History of U.S. Strategic Air Bases in Morocco, 1951-1963 (Omaha, Nebr.:
Moroccan Reunion Association, 1992), pp. 80, 127-30. See also news articles on the Moroccan bases
that appeared in July, September, and October in the Washington Post and Times Herald, U.S. News
and World Report, Newsweek, and Time.

37 “Part II: Morocco District,” [1957], pp. 22-24, box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers; “Morocco
District,” n.d., map, chronology (which extends to Dec 61), figures, p. 1, box 25, access no. 77-92-
0001, WNRC.
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New construction in Morocco included a complicated and slow undertaking
called surplus commodity housing, which operated under the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act, Public Law (PL) 480, passed by the U.S. Congress
in 1954 .38 The act authorized the sale of $700 million of surplus farm commodities
to friendly nations over a period of three years initially (Congress later extended
the authority). The Commodity Credit Corporation, which the U.S. government
set up to manage the sales, oversaw purchase of surplus agricultural goods from
American farmers and subsequent sale of these commodities to various nations,
which paid in their own currency. The currencies that accrued from the sales funded
loans to promote economic development in the respective countries. The American
military used this program to finance construction of housing for service personnel
and their families in the purchasing country. The program provided a mechanism
through which the U.S. government could in effect pay for military construction
with surplus agricultural products rather than with dollars that might inflate the local
economy. American military personnel lived in the facilities rent free; their housing
allowance went to cover the cost of utilities and maintenance and to reimburse the
Commodity Credit Corporation.*’

In the late 1950s, the U.S. European Command had surplus commodity housing
programs scheduled throughout its area of responsibility. In both France and
Morocco, French firms contracted for the construction of the housing. The surplus
commodity housing for the Moroccan bases was prefabricated in Austria. The 2-,
3-, and 4-bedroom houses were constructed of wood frames with gypsum board
over plywood on the interior, stucco on the exterior, concrete floors with terrazzo
surfacing, and corrugated asbestos-cement roofs. Other features included central
forced-air heating, evaporation cooling, and the plumbing and electrical systems
expected by Americans at the time. Plans in late 1957 called for 500 housing units
in Morocco; but as the likelihood of a long-term American presence in the country
diminished, that figure dropped to 140, with 100 units at Benguérir and 40 units at
Sidi Slimane. By August 1959, contractors had completed 90 percent of the 140
units in Morocco.*

Reductions in personnel accompanied the completion of work in Morocco.
The Morocco District reduced its staff from 116 in the summer of 1957 to 53 at the
end of 1958. On 1 January 1959, the district closed and the Moroccan Area Office,
under the Southern District, took its place. By the end of the calendar year, only 15
people staffed the area office. In the winter-spring of 1960, the office closed out its

38 See Congress and the Nation, 1954—64: A Review of Government and Politics in the Postwar
Years (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Service, 1965), pp. 173, 177, 737, 742—43.

% James S. Arrigona and W. R. Karsteter, “USEUCOM Joint Construction Agency, Historical
Report, 15 January 1953-31 July 1957,” U.S. European Command, 1958, pp. 206, 207 (chart), 213.
See also Congress and the Nation, 1954-64, pp. 173, 177, 737, 742-43.

40 Memo, Col John T. Poffenberger, 20 Oct 57, sub: Surplus Commodity Housing, Morocco,
unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE; “U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 9; Shuler to
Itschner, 11 Feb 59, Mil Files XX1-2-7, OH, HQ USACE; “Morocco Data,” n.d., p. 8, box 51-84-7361,
Farrell Papers; Hist Rpt—Southern, p. 29; “Morocco District,” n.d., p. 5.
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Construction of a storage igloo for ordnance at the Sidi Slimane air base, shown here in
February 1957, was completed later that year.

remaining contracts except for the unfinished work on housing at Sidi Slimane that
was completed in December 1961.4

The Middle East District, also under the Southern District, continued its work
in Libya and in Asmara. By the spring of 1957, construction under contract was
93.7 percent complete in Libya and 84 percent complete in Asmara.** The USAF
program for FY 1958 consisted of three items with a total value of $650,000, plus
a small operations and maintenance budget. For FY 1959 (beginning in July 1958),
current projects represented a contract value of $1.52 million at Wheelus Air Base
and another $1.2 million for a road from Tripoli to Wheelus. At the air base, the
Corps supervised an addition to a school, a theater, a new apron for aircraft on alert,
and modifications to hangars and other facilities to support alert status.*

As work wound down at Wheelus Air Base, the Middle East District and the
contractor, Crow-Steers-Shepherd (CSS), encountered disruptions from workers

41 Shuler to Itschner, 11 Dec 58, p. 11; “Part II: Morocco District,” [1957], p. 18; GO no. 28, 22
Dec 58, sub: Abolishment of U.S. Army Engineer District, Morocco, OCE Changes in MDD Org.,
box 24, access no. 77-920-0002, WNRC; part of the chronology, Meddiv, 1950-1973, key dates in
Organizational Changes, copy of file in R&D Files 1372 and 1133, TAC; Shuler to Itschner, 11 Aug
59, Mil Files XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE.

42 “History of the Mediterranean Division,” n.d., p. 7, box 19; “Mediterranean Division Builders,”
1 Jan 58, p. 2, box 18; both in access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.

4 Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959, p. 13; Mediterranean Div, “Engineering [Inspec-
tion],” p. 17.
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Plans called for forty units of surplus commodity housing with aluminum roofing at Sidi
Slimane, shown here in May 1959.

being laid off. To forestall reprisals from workers during their final days on the
job, CSS changed its procedures, notifying men as they were leaving for the day
that their jobs had ended and that the wage envelope they were handed contained
two weeks’ severance pay, which fulfilled the local law that a worker receive two
weeks’ notice of termination.*

On 15 May 1958, the Middle East District ordered CSS to halt all construction
work, except for limited work on a gunnery range, and to close its books on 30
June, thus ending the cost-plus-fixed-fee (CPFF) contract initiated in 1951. The total
value of the construction completed in Libya between 1951 and the end of August
1959 was about $66 million.*

In September 1958, the Mediterranean Division issued an order to convert
the Middle East District to an area office reporting to the Southern District
effective 1 November. Thereafter, the office at Wheelus supervised small projects
including construction of a dependent school and a theater, as well as minor

4 Hist Rpt—Southern, p. 19.

45 Crow-Steers-Shepherd, Final Closing Rpt, Contract no. DA-30-082-Eng-8, 10 Jul 58, p. 1,
and attached Ltr, Lt Col Artha D. Williams, box 51-83-8378, Farrell Papers; “U.S. Army Engineer
District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 9.
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improvements in the combat facilities. In June 1960, a construction contract was
finally awarded for the Al Mellaha Road from Wheelus Air Base to Tripoli.*

In 1955, the Middle East District had begun building a signal facility at Kagnew
Station in Asmara for the U.S. Army Security Agency. In October 1957, as the
work neared completion, the district reduced the area office at Kagnew Station to a
resident office. The contractor, Crow-Steers-Shepherd, successfully terminated local
employees at the construction-site gate as it had in Libya. CSS closed its Asmara
office in April 1958, having fulfilled its contract valued at $8.1 million.*’

Southern District Work in Europe

In late 1954, the American military construction program in Italy began; by
agreement between the two governments, only Italian firms could bid on the projects.
All construction contracts were approved by a joint commission of Americans and
Italians with the Southern District engineer serving as the senior American member.
Under the Joint Construction Agency, the district supervised projects for the Southern
European Task Force (SETAF), created in October 1955 to accommodate U.S. troops
moving out of Austria as the four-power postwar occupation of that country ended
by diplomatic agreement. SETAF had initially concentrated its activities around the
port of Livorno and at nearby Camp Darby; in 1956, it installed its headquarters at
Verona. As part of the Mediterranean Division, the Southern District continued to
manage construction for SETAF.#

Late in 1958, Italy expanded its role in NATO by accepting the stationing on
its territory of U.S. Jupiter missiles capable of delivering atomic weapons. Richard
“Dick” Wiles, who had joined the JCA Southern District as a mechanical engineer,
became project engineer for Project EBoNy FOREST, the construction of Jupiter sites in
southern Italy.* For Wiles, it was the first of many assignments as project manager
for the Corps during a career that continued into the 1990s.

Other projects for SETAF included a small airstrip at Bosco Mantico, near
Verona; a hospital and cold-storage facilities for the logistics element at Camp Darby;
and facilities at Camp Ederle, near Vicenza. The district managed construction of
surplus commodity housing, supervised the construction of an Air Force base and an
airfield at Aviano, and oversaw work at Brindisi. The district also worked on a U.S.

46 Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959, p. 13; Rpt on Rehabilitation and Additional Con-
struction, Marble Arch Airfield, Libya, 5 Jun 59, box 56, access. no. 77-84-2400, WNRC; “Chrono-
logical Construction History by Country: Libya,” n.d. [list runs to June 1970], p. 3, box 35, access.
no. 77-92-0001, WNRC.

47 Lt Col Edward J. Bielecki, “Project History: 1954-1958, Asmara Residency, U.S. Army Engi-
neer District Middle East, Asmara, Eritrea,” n.d., pp. 14, 31, 38—40, box 24; Misc Docs pertaining to
Asmara/Eritrea from 1959 to 1970, pp. 1-2, box 26; both in access. no. 77-92-0001, WNRC.

48 “Mediterranean Division Builders,” 1 Jan 58, pp. 7-8; E-mail, Cheril Marcuri, Southern European
Task Force Historian, to author, 26 Feb 09.

4 D. J. Hickman, United States Army in Europe, 1953—63 (U.S. Army, Europe, Operations Divi-
sion, Historical Section, 1964), pp. 74—75; Interv, Moorhus with Wiles, 21 Oct 93, 7 Feb, 5 May 94,
pp. 41-42.
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Mess hall (front) and barracks constructed in Vicenza

Naval Air Station at Sigonella, near Catania on Sicily’s east coast, and another at
Capodichino near Naples. It designed facilities planned for Montechiari, Tombolo,
Foggia, San Vito dei Romanni, and Treviso although several of these projects never
went beyond the design stage. The Southern District also supervised construction
for an installation of the U.S. Coast Guard near Catanzaro.>® (See Map 11.)

The program for surplus commodity housing in Italy called for units near
Vicenza and near Catania. The development at Vicenza, at the eastern edge of
Camp Ederle on an 87-acre wooded tract of land, cost an estimated $5.4 million
and included 371 new units for SETAF personnel and their families. The Southern
District scheduled five phases and delivered the first sixty-eight units for occupancy
late in 1959. The 2-, 3-, and 4-bedroom houses, similar to those constructed in
Morocco, contained American-style kitchens, picture windows, and concrete
floors with terrazzo finish. An Italian contractor, Maltauro-Marini of Verona and
Vicenza, constructed the units based on designs prepared by the Southern District.
The project included all of the community infrastructure and utilities: streets and

0 Hist Rpt—Southern, pp. 18, 28; Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959, pp. 14-15; “U.S.
Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, pp. 12—14; Shuler to Itschner, 10 Jun 59, p. 10, Mil
Files XX1-2-7, OH, HQ USACE.
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Form for concrete roof under construction for the U.S. Air Force at San Vito, March 1970

sidewalks, a central heating plant, a community water supply, a sewage system
and treatment plant, and swimming pools and other recreational facilities.*!

The Southern District maintained a Northern Area Office to supervise housing
construction and other projects around Vicenza. SETAF had contracted for $1.6
million in facilities for FY 1960, including an addition to the post exchange, a
bakery, warehouse space, and a cold-storage unit. Contracts also called for barracks,
a mess hall, roads, hangars, aprons, and taxiways at Bosco Mantico, near Verona.
All of this supplemented the $3.27 million in facilities that the district had already
completed for the command in the Vicenza-Verona area.

At Sigonella, the Southern District managed work for the U.S. Naval Air Facility
(NAF-1) that paralleled the projects in the Vicenza-Verona area: a bakery, a dining
hall, an infirmary, and surplus commodity housing. The first 44 of 122 planned
housing units were ready in June 1959 when the district turned over the other

51 Press Release no. 16/1959, 23 Sep 59, box 20, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC. Several versions
of this announcement exist in different depositories. See also Itschner to Shuler, 1 Jul 59, p. 4, Mil
Files XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE.

52 Press Release no. 16/1959, 23 Sep 59.
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Batch plant and water tank for construction at Sigonella Naval Station, July 1965

facilities; the remaining 78 units were ready by the end of the year. The construction
program for NAF-1 cost about $3.4 million.*

In Greece, U.S. military construction had begun in 1947 as a part of the
Truman Doctrine. The Army engineers had closed the Grecian District in 1949,
but construction was reinitiated under the Joint Construction Agency in 1954. At
Iraklion, on the island of Crete, work for the U.S. Air Force costing $4.8 million was
essentially complete by 1958. The same was true of Athenia Airfield near Athens,
which cost $2.5 million. During FY 1958, the Southern District Athens Area Office
supervised placement of $1.9 million; most of the money went into the expansion
of communications facilities and airfields. In August 1959, the engineers completed
a $200,000 hospital. Total placement for the Athens Area Office during FY 1960

3 Various pages on the history of Joint Construction Agency, box 24, access. no. 77-92-0002,
WNRC; MDD [Mediterranean Division] Internal Organizational Changes, Chronology with GO
numbers, handwritten, Aug 58-Jan 71, n.d., box 24, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC; L. W. McBride,
“U.S. Army, Engineer Division, Mediterranean,” [Aug 58], p. 13, box 51-84-6364, Farrell Papers;
“U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern, Livorno, Italy,” 1 Nov 58, p. 12; Shuler to Itschner, 10 Jun,
11 Aug, 10 Dec 59, Mil Files XX1I-2-7, OH, HQ USACE.
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amounted to $650,000; by that year, only communications facilities remained as
active construction projects.’*

The U.S. Engineer Group (TUSEG) had launched the ambitious construction
program in Turkey in 1950. Although TUSEG ceased to exist officially when the
JCA took over construction in 1954, the label TUSEG survived as the common
designation for the Army engineer offices in Turkey. Metcalf-Hamilton-Grove, an
American joint venture, had executed the early construction using Turkish labor and
subcontractors. In 1955, the Army engineers converted the CPFF awards made to
Metcalf to lump-sum contracts.*® The negotiations to convert the original contract
proved difficult and lengthy, and construction slowed. After the conversion of the
contract, the Southern District awarded subsequent construction through competitive
bidding.

When bidding for the contracts in Turkey broadened, Turkish construction
companies wanted to participate. The division engineer, General Shuler, expressed to
the chief of engineers, General Itschner, his reservations about Turkish companies.
Turkish companies often lacked the appropriate financial credit outside Turkey, and
securing it frequently proved a stumbling block and a source of delay in completing
projects. Turkish construction companies had trouble hiring and retaining skilled
craftsmen and supervisors; their finished work met only minimum standards.
Personnel in Turkish firms commonly had limited knowledge of the English language
and of American standards and practices. Difficulty in securing adequate equipment
and tools also created delays. General Shuler asserted that all these factors obliged
Corps of Engineers personnel to spend disproportionate amounts of time supervising
Turkish contractors. Nonetheless, the Mediterranean Division would have found
itself, as Itschner observed, “in a difficult position from a diplomatic standpoint™ if it
excluded Turkish contractors.*® The division did find qualified Turkish contractors,
as in the case of Eti Yapi Ltd.; but the problems that Shuler had enumerated proved
real, even for this seemingly sound contractor.”’

New activity in Turkey involved about two dozen construction contracts
between 1958 and June 1960, and construction placement rose from $4.5 million
in FY 1958 to about $11 million in FY 1959. The Army engineers had managed
the earlier construction for several customers: the Turkish government; components
of the Joint United States Military Assistance Advisory Group (JUSMAAG, the

54 «U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 11; Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet:
1959, pp. 11, 16.

55 “U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 12.

%¢ For the list of problems and Itschner’s reply quoted above, see Shuler to Itschner, 10 May 59, and
Itschner to Shuler, 1 May 59, both in Mil Files XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE. More generally, Shuler’s
periodic reports to Itschner repeatedly mention problems with Turkish contractors and the delays that
the problems provoked. See Shuler to Itschner, 18 Apr, 11 Aug, 12 Oct 59, all in Mil Files, XXI-2-7,
OH, HQ USACE. Hist Rpt—Southern, p. 43.

57 Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959, p. 17; Karamursel Residency, Construction Inspec-
tion Bfg, Mar 67, “Main Site and Samsun,” p. 1, box 24, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC. On Eti Yapi’s
deficiencies, see Nauman to Lambert, 8 Jan 63, Mil Files XXI-3-3, OH, HQ USACE; “Hos Geldiniz
[Welcome to] TUSEG,” 17 Oct 62, p. 4, box 24, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.
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successor to the Joint American Military Mission for Aid to Turkey, or JAMMAT);
and the U.S. Air Force. The new program involved construction for the U.S. Navy
as well. Many of the projects in Turkey remained classified, including preparations
to install Jupiter missiles.*®

In the late 1950s, the TUSEG Area Office found one attractive way to enhance
the quality of work by Turkish nationals. An internship program set up by the area
office brought students from Robert College, an American school established in
the mid-nineteenth century in Istanbul, into the construction management program.
During the summer months, English-speaking students from the college served as
supplementary personnel on site inspections and in other capacities. The Turkish
students gained experience; the Corps of Engineers expanded its contacts with
the Turks, augmented its staff during the busiest construction season, and built
goodwill.”

The construction program of the early 1950s had projected a complex of bases
in Turkey, with Karamursel, on the southeastern coast of the Sea of Marmara, as a
main base with five smaller subsidiary bases. Only two of the subsidiary bases were
constructed: Samsun, on the coast of the Black Sea about halfway across northern
Turkey, and Trabzon, even farther east along the same coastline. The main site at
Karamursel (often referred to simply as Mainsite) served as a joint base for the
U.S. Navy and Air Force; the satellite bases farther east were exclusively for Air
Force use.®

By 1960, much of the basic construction at Karamursel had been completed.
Construction at Samsun had gotten off to a slow start under an American contractor,
the Vinnell Corporation of Alhambra, California. Vinnell had failed to comply with
Turkish customs procedures to clear the materials that it imported, proving that
delays were not limited to Turkish contractors. The work at Trabzon, contracted
between June 1958 and June 1960 at Cigli, at Incirlik/Adana, and at Diyarbakir,
had progressed to varying degrees. Additional contracts, including construction
of surplus commodity housing near Karamursel and at Incirlik/Adana, were close
to being awarded. Despite difficulty in recruiting, TUSEG maintained nearly one
hundred persons on staff in offices around the country.®!

Disposing of Surplus Materials

In many of the areas in which the Southern District managed construction, it
inherited the unenviable task of disposing of the surplus property (sometimes called

58 «U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 12; “U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,
Livorno, Italy,” 1 Nov 58, p. 15; Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959, p. 17; Interv, Moorhus
with Wiles, 21 Oct 93, 7 Feb, 5 May 94, pp. 42—43.

% Southern Dist, Press Release no. 10/1958 [1958], box 15, access. no. 77-92-0001, WNRC; Hist
Rpt—Southern, p. 24.

% “U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 12.

¢ TUSEG Area Ofc, “History of TUSEG, 1958-1965,” [Dec 65], R&D File 1134, TAC (hereafter
cited as TUSEG Hist, 1958—1965); Shuler to Itschner, 10 Dec 59, Mil Files XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE;
Nauman to Itschner, 9 Dec 60, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ USACE; “Hos Geldiniz TUSEG,” p. 4.
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idle or excess property) that had accumulated under CPFF contracts. Contractors
who undertook the crash construction in Morocco, Libya, and Turkey had bought
large quantities of materials and equipment to ensure they had what they needed for
the construction. In converting from CPFF to fixed-price contracts, these materials
became a point of contention. In negotiations, the contractors insisted that the
government pay for and assume custody of all materials ordered: this would protect
the contractors from significant financial losses. The government, however, had no
clear need for the surplus materials.

To reduce the surplus in Morocco, where more than $60 million in excess property
had accumulated, the Mediterranean Division transferred equipment and materials to
the Navy for use in construction of the Spanish bases. The division also used surplus
materials on other construction projects in Morocco and shipped some to Pakistan.
In August 1957, when the Southern District assumed responsibility, $9.7 million in
surplus materials remained on hand in Morocco, $2.2 million in Turkey, and $3.5
million in Libya. The Southern District supervised transfer of the entire surplus in
Libya to other U.S. government agencies before closing the Middle East District in
July 1958. By the autumn of 1959, the Southern District had reduced the Moroccan
surplus to $180,000 through public sales of the materials and equipment.®

In Turkey, the lack of any agreement to cover the tax status of surplus materials
sold at public auction blocked their disposal. In November 1959, the Mediterranean
Division reached an agreement with the Turkish government; but political events
in Turkey delayed the sale of the surplus. Over the summer of 1960, the Southern
District transferred 328 pieces of equipment worth $2.1 million to the State
Department’s International Cooperation Administration to use in training. During
October and November 1960, another forty pieces of equipment with an acquisition
value of $263,000 were offered in the first such sale of its kind in Turkey. Under
the terms of the agreement, only one company, the Turkish Scrap Company, had
permission to buy the equipment. Sixteen pieces of equipment with a value of about
$67,000 remained on the division’s accounting records at the end of 1960.%

Closing the Southern District

By January 1959, the field offices in both Morocco and Libya had become
area offices under the Southern District. Other district offices remained open but
with limited prospects of future work: the Northern Area Offices in the Verona-
Vicenza region, the Athens Area Office, the TUSEG Area Office in Turkey, and
smaller field offices near Catania (the Sigonella Residency) and near Brindisi.®* In
late 1959, the division engineer, General Shuler, ordered a reorganization of the

62 Hist Rpt-Southern, p. 53; “U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 5; Shuler to
Itschner, 11 Dec 58, pp. 3—4; “Part II: Morocco District,” [1957], pp. 23-24.

¢ Nauman to Itschner, 7 Oct 60, p. 5, and 9 Dec 60, p. 5, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ USACE;
Hist Rpt—Southern, p. 53.

¢ Hist Rpt—Southern, p. 1; Engr Div Mediterranean Info Booklet: 1959, p. 14; “U.S. Army Engineer
District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59, p. 2.
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Fire station constructed under the supervision of the Brindisi field office

Southern District, abolished several branches (Technical Liaison, Safety, Design,
and Program and Planning) and redistributed their work.® Reduced work in the
field offices and the reorganization eliminated 156 civilian employees (30 percent)
from the district’s staff by the end of the year.®

The district began a formal reduction in force on 5 February 1960. About the
same time, Shuler received the report from a study he had commissioned on merging
the staffs of the Southern District and the Mediterranean Division headquarters.
The report indicated that combining the two operations would eliminate another
forty-two positions and save several hundred thousand dollars a year, even if the
two staffs retained separate office space: the division in the Palazzo Grande and the
district in the Corallo Hotel.*

% Dist Order no. 14, 31 Dec 59, sub: Reorganization—Southern District, box 682799, Record
Group (RG) 77, access. no. 77-004, Federal Records Center, Bayonne, N.J. (hereafter cited as Bay-
onne FRC).

% <U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern,” 1 Sep 59; Shuler to Itschner [mid-Apr 59], Mil Files
XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE.

¢ Memo, Clema, 16 Feb 60, sub: Study and Plan for Maintaining Reduced Government Costs,
RG 77, box 682799, access. no. 77-004, Bayonne FRC; “Study and Plan for Maintaining Reduced
Government Costs,” 19 Feb 60; Memo, W. J. Long to E. J. Fuller, 15 Feb 60, sub: Staff Study of
Operating Division, pp. 1-3, box 682799, RG 77, access. no. 77-004, Bayonne FRC.
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General Shuler reluctantly concluded by early March 1960 that he could not
retain the Southern District. The district’s prospects for new construction had
virtually evaporated. Family housing projects had either dropped out of the USAF
construction program entirely or had been curtailed. Projects planned for Asmara,
Eritrea, and Cigli, Turkey, had been held up by political and security factors
involving the low bidder on both, the Israeli company Solel Boneh. Construction of
a road between Wheelus Air Base and Tripoli in Libya had become mired in State
Department red tape. A freeze imposed on design for the Air Force program of FY
1961 had eliminated additional work. Shuler decided to merge the Southern District
with the Mediterranean Division headquarters, thus re-creating an operating division.
He showed little enthusiasm for the decision, nor did General Itschner in endorsing
it; but both accepted the need to adjust costs in light of potential income.®

The Southern District had begun its life under the Mediterranean Division in
August 1957 with eighty-three contracts valued at about $175 million carried over
from the Joint Construction Agency. By early 1958, it supervised construction at
forty sites on three different continents. During its existence, the district awarded
143 contracts worth $51 million. By mid-1960, it had completed 151 contracts with
a total value of $158 million.® From a high of 550 positions, the district had only
316 when the division headquarters incorporated it. After 30 June 1960, only the
two engineer officers, Colonel Clema and his deputy, remained in the district. On
the third anniversary of its activation, 1 August 1960, the Southern District ceased
to exist, leaving the Mediterranean Division as an operating division with two
districts: the Trans-East and the Gulf.”

% Shuler to Itschner, 3 Mar 60, and Itschner to Shuler, 16 Mar 60, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ
USACE.

¢ Hist Rpt—Southern, preface.

 Memo, Shuler, 16 May 60, sub: Merger of the Division Office and the Southern District, box
682799, RG 77, access. no. 77-004, Bayonne FRC; Shuler to Northington, 25 May 60, Mil Files XXI-2-
5, 0H, HQ USACE; GO no. 12, 3 Jun 60, sub: Abolishment of U.S. Army Engineer District, Southern
and Realignment of Responsibilities of the U.S. Army Engineer Division; “Mediterranean Historical
Rpt, Southern District, Aug 57-Jun 60,” [1960], box 51-83-8379, Farrell Papers; Nauman to Itschner,
7 Oct 60, p. 1, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ USACE; Hist Rpt—Southern, preface, pp. 1, 25.
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THE TRANS-EAST AND GULF
DISTRICTS, 1958-1960

The Mediterranean Division had established the Trans-East District in Karachi
in late 1955 and the Gulf District in Tehran in early 1956 to supervise American-
financed construction for the armed services of Pakistan and Iran. While the Southern
District supervised the late stages of a waning American construction program in
North Africa, the Trans-East and Gulf Districts supervised growing programs in
southwest Asia.

Trans-East District Construction Program

Construction in Pakistan for the Pakistani Air Force, Navy, and Army began
in the summer of 1956; by the beginning of 1958, it had advanced noticeably. The
Trans-East District turned the airfield at Mauripur over to the Pakistani Air Force in
July 1957 and all supporting facilities in February 1958. In June 1958, the district
turned over an improved airfield at Peshawar; late in the year, the contractor, Oman-
Farnsworth-Wright (OFW), completed the facilities at the airfield near Sargodha.
That same year, the contractor completed construction of ammunition storage and
inspection facilities for the Pakistani Navy in the vicinity of Karachi and an extension
of the existing berth for fitting out ships. Construction continued on a naval storage
depot, a two-story structure of one hundred sixty thousand square feet.!

The construction plan for the large army cantonment at Kharian called for
a multiyear project to build facilities on a 4,000-acre tract to accommodate the
fifteen thousand troops of a Pakistani armored division. At the outset of 1958, new
facilities constructed by the Trans-East District provided space for five thousand
troops. The work programmed for FY 1959 projected facilities for another five
thousand soldiers.?

The military forces of Pakistan had been part of the British colonial army in
India before the civil war and were accustomed to the standards maintained by
the British. The U.S. Military Assistance Advisory Group, which commissioned

! Trans-East Dist Info for Bfg General Lincoln, Jan 58, tabs F, H, I (hereafter cited as Lincoln
Bfg—Trans-East); Hist Rpt, U.S. Army Engr Dist, Trans-East, 21 Nov 55-30 Jun 60, Aug 60, pp. 98,
103, 105 (hereafter cited as Hist Rpt—Trans-East); both in box 51-83-8379, Richard T. Farrell Papers,
Office of History (OH), HQ United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Alexandria, Va.

2 Lincoln Bfg—Trans-East, tab G; Hist Rpt-Trans-East, p. 62.
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Ammunition storage in Karachi, January 1958

the construction, set standards for construction under American Direct Forces
Support (DFS) aid that would compare favorably with British colonial standards.
The Trans-East District understood the Military Assistance Advisory Group’s
(MAAG?’s) instructions to mean that the facilities would be somewhat below the
American standards for modified emergency construction with a ten-year life
expectancy. The district expected the contractors to use local construction materials
and techniques.’

As construction progressed, criticism arose that the Corps of Engineers provided
too high a standard at Kharian. In August 1957, the Army colonel newly assigned as
chief ofthe MAAG’s Army element began to complain that the Corps was “wasting
money by giving the Pak[istani]s more than they required.” The construction was
not extravagant; but the facilities looked good, and their quality exceeded what
had been imagined when the criteria were established. Col. Frederick J. Clarke,
Trans-East District engineer between 1957 and June 1959, observed later that the
facilities looked so good in part because the “brick work and the plastering” had a
thousand years of Pakistani artisan tradition and quality behind it. In addition, the
contractor used teakwood for the door and window frames and in the built-in lockers
because teak resisted the termites prevalent in the area. The teak came from East
Pakistan and was far less expensive than metal or any other solution to the termites.

3 Lincoln Bfg—Trans-East, Remarks by Col Frederick J. Clarke, 16 Jan 58, p. 4; Shuler to Itschner,
16 Sep 58, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE.
4 Shuler to Itschner, 16 Sep 58.
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Without exceeding the criteria, the Corps insisted on “finished” construction, that
is, covered wiring and plastered walls.’

At the time of the construction, Clarke corresponded with both his division
commanders, Brig. Gens. Lawrence J. Lincoln Jr. and William R. Shuler, concerning
the criteria and the criticism. General Shuler in turn alerted his commander, the
chief of engineers, Maj. Gen. Emerson C. Itschner. The district and division on their
own initiative undertook studies to determine how they might reduce costs while
maintaining the standards set for the facilities in Pakistan.® The criticism persisted,
resulting in a congressional committee report, published in March 1961, charging
that the Corps of Engineers had delivered facilities at Kharian that exceeded the
“appropriate” standards and therefore had wasted taxpayer money.’

As with so much of the construction supervised by the Mediterranean Division,
the construction at Kharian combined the elements of very modern techniques and
very ancient practices. Before construction could begin, the contractor had to build
a two-mile railway spur to get equipment and materials to the job site. At the same
time, much of the earth moved during the project was shoveled by hand into bags
hanging over the backs of donkeys. Over a two-and-a-half month period, donkeys,
carrying about two cubic feet of earth on each trip, moved thirty-five thousand
cubic yards of dirt.®* That amounts to about one hundred fifty-seven thousand five
hundred donkey trips in ten weeks or over two thousand five hundred trips a day
during the standard six-day week.

As Clarke noted, Western Punjab, the region where the Kharian cantonment
was located, had a long tradition of construction with bricks and manual labor.
Laborers mixed mud and filled handmade molds. The bricks baked for six hours
and then cooled for fifteen days. Whole families worked on the Kharian project,
and the average family group produced about one thousand to one thousand five
hundred bricks a day. Brick makers received 5 rupees for one thousand bricks. The
“burning coolies” who stoked the kilns that fired the bricks earned 2 to 2.5 rupees
a day. A single kiln could average sixty thousand bricks a day, but 20 to 40 percent
of the bricks failed the quality standards set by the Americans. Porters carried the

5 Clarke to Col R. J. Kasper, 27 Jun 58, p. 2, box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers.

¢ In addition to the sources cited in notes 3, 4, and 5, see Lincoln to Clarke, 15 May 58, and Clarke
to Kasper, 27 Jun 58, both in box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers; Kasper to Clarke, 8 Jul 58, and Clarke
to Shuler, 9 Jan 59, Mil Files XXI-2-3 and XXI-2-4, respectively, OH, HQ USACE.

" MFR, Col A. D. Chaffin, 18 Jan 61, sub: Conference on Military Construction with Represen-
tatives of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, unmarked box, Karl C. Dod Papers, OH, HQ
USACE, R&D File 2543, Transatlantic Programs Center (TAC), Winchester, Va. This box includes
commentaries on the standards applied at Kharian drawn from several participants including Cols.
William A. Davis and Frederick J. Clarke, General Walter K. Wilson, General Lincoln, General Shuler,
Col. Robert J. Kasper, and Colonel Chaffin. In spite of these rebuttals, the committee published its
unfavorable assessment. Roy J. Bullock and Cromer, Rpt to the House Foreign Affairs Committee of
U.S. Financed Military Construction at Kharian and Multan in West Pakistan, Mar 61, in Hist Rpt—
Trans-East, Addendum for Period 1 Jul 60-31 Dec 60, May 61, box 51-83-8370, Farrell Papers, OH,
HQ USACE, R&D File 2598, TAC.

8 These details of construction come from Robert E. Snetzer, “Pakistan: Newest Construction
Area,” Military Engineer (September-October 1958): 335-39.
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At the Kharian cantonment, workers used donkeys to move sun-dried bricks to the kilns
for firing.

bricks on their heads from the kilns to the construction sites. One worker carried
twenty to twenty-four bricks at a time, a weight of 120—144 pounds, and earned
1.25 rupees per one thousand bricks delivered. Skilled bricklayers earned 5.5 to 6
rupees a day. A rupee was worth 21 cents, so an hour’s work in the United States
at the minimum wage of $1.00 an hour earned about the same as a full day’s pay
for Pakistani brick makers at the Kharian site.

By April 1960, Pakistani Army units occupied the Kharian cantonment, 85
percent of them in permanent facilities and 15 percent bivouacked on site.” A year
later, the contractor completed all remaining facilities.

The Trans-East District supervised the construction of a second cantonment
located at Multan, two hundred miles southwest of Lahore. Construction had been
scheduled on a cantonment at Jhelum, one hundred five miles north-northwest
of Lahore on the Jhelum River; but because of possible flooding by a proposed
dam downstream, the United States and Pakistan agreed to cancel the Jhelum
cantonment and shift the resources to expand facilities at Multan and at Kharian.
Construction on the cantonment at Multan, to accommodate eight thousand
five hundred soldiers of the Pakistani Army, began in the summer of 1959. The
contractor, OFW, completed the Multan cantonment in June 1961, nine months

® Shuler to Itschner, 7 Apr 60, p. 3, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ USACE.
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Site plan for the Multan cantonment, late 1950s

ahead of schedule. The army post, situated on 270 acres of land, included 310
structures, with 60 barracks, 27 mess halls, 35 administrative buildings, 25 schools,
and all of the supporting utilities.'”

10 Hist Rpt—Trans-East, pp. 36, 57, 71; MFR, Clarke, 22 Jun 59, sub: Additional Facilities at Multan
and Kharian, p. 6, Mil Files XXI-2-4, OH, HQ USACE; Northington to Shuler, 28 Jan, 26 Mar 60, p.
6, Mil Files XXI-2-5, OH, HQ USACE; “Multan Cantonment,” Bfg for Col A. C. Nauman, Jan 61,
p- 5, box 35, access. no. 77-92-0001, Washington National Records Center (WNRC), Suitland, Md.;
Cameron to Nauman, 4 May 61, box 51-83-8379, Farrell Papers.
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Multan Residency Office

The Corps also supervised construction of facilities in Pakistan to support
a United States Air Force (USAF) communications facility near Peshawar, the
so-called Sandbag Operation for the surveillance of Soviet activity. Beginning in
July 1958, OFW and subcontractors built facilities in four phases with contracts
awarded in four fiscal years. In all, the project comprised eighty-nine buildings and
one hundred family-housing units with a total value of $5.35 million, including
Pakistan’s contribution of 3.1 million rupees (the equivalent of $651,800).!!

In May and June 1958, the Pakistani secretary of defense approached members
of the American military mission about obtaining “the advice and counsel of the
Corps of Engineers on their problems in constructing a new Jet Age air strip” at the
civilian airport in Karachi. The Trans-East District engineer, Colonel Clarke, who
advised division headquarters about the inquiry, correctly assessed it as “a prelude
to their asking the U.S. to finance and construct the field.”'? Although the Pakistani
government’s defense ministry had jurisdiction over the Karachi airport, the program

' Hist Rpt—Trans-East, p. 58; Interv, Paul Walker with John Coony, 9 Feb 85, p. 14.
12 Clarke to Lincoln, 3 Jun 58, Mil Files XXI-2-3; Northington to Amb W. M. Rountree, 30 Apr
60, Mil Files XXI-2-5; both in OH, HQ USACE.
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to improve the runways and facilities at the terminal came within the purview of the
U.S. Department of State’s International Cooperation Administration (ICA)."

Negotiations over several months drew together the International Cooperation
Administration, the MAAG, the U.S. embassy in Pakistan, and the Corps of
Engineers to shape the project with the Pakistani government; on 19 November 1959,
the two governments signed an agreement. By December, the United States had
extended a credit to Pakistan of $4.8 million, with 60 percent from the Department
of State’s Development Loan Fund (DLF) and 40 percent from rupee accounts
generated by the Pakistani government’s participation in the American program
built around the sale of surplus agricultural commodities.!* The Trans-East District
acted as the contracting agent for the government of Pakistan in constructing a new
jet runway, corresponding taxiways, and support facilities at the existing Karachi
civilian airport. Under the terms of the government-to-government agreement,
once the Pakistani government awarded contracts, the district engineer became
the contracting officer with complete responsibility and authority to administer
the contracts, including supervising, inspecting, and accepting work. He even
countersigned payment vouchers."

Paralleling these negotiations, the Office of the Chief of Engineers (OCE)
developed a new contracting procedure whereby OCE publicly advertised
certain high-priority projects but restricted bidding to a list of preselected and
prequalified construction firms. For the Karachi airport construction, OCE
identified forty American contractors as qualified to bid and informally notified
the Pakistan Ministry of Defence of twenty-one that the minister might ask to
submit proposals. Four firms submitted bids, including OFW, which held virtu-
ally all other contracts for the construction program in Pakistan. At the opening
of proposals on 14 January 1960, the Pakistani government identified the Vinnell
Corporation as the low bidder.!® The process had worked, as OCE had hoped it
would, to encourage truly competitive bidding. Colonel Clarke’s successor as
Trans-East District engineer, Col. Hartsell H. Northington, observed, “To say
that OFW people were shaken by Vinnell Company’s low bid on this contract
is putting it mildly.”"”

On 1 February 1960, Vinnell signed a contract for $4,369,256, well below the
$4.8 million loan commitment that the Pakistani government had gotten from the

13 Hist Rpt-Trans-East, p. 57.

4 See correspondence between Clarke and Kasper, Clarke and Shuler, Northington and Shuler,
Shuler and Itschner between June 1959 and the extension of the loan by the United States to Pakistan in
December 1959 in Mil Files XXI-2-3, XXI-2-4, XXI-2-7, and box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers; Memo,
Col E. E. Wilhoyt, 25 Aug 59, sub: Corps of Engineers Status, Karachi Runway, box 51-83-8378,
Farrell Papers; Hist Rpt-Trans-East, p. 13; “Corps of Engineers Military Construction Activities, 1
January 1960-31 March 1960,” n.d., p. 1, Mil Files XXI-2-5, OH, HQ USACE.

15 “Mediterranean Division, Corps of Engineers, United States Army,” [1967], unmarked box,
Farrell Papers; Northington to Rountree, 30 Apr 60.

' Hist Rpt-Trans-East, p. 36; Northington to Shuler, 28 Sep 59, Mil Files XXI-2-4, OH, HQ
USACE.

17 Northington to Shuler, 28 Jan 60, p. 4, Mil Files XXI-2-5, OH, HQ USACE.
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U.S. Development Loan Fund. Because Vinnell had no experience in Pakistan, work
began slowly; but by late September, construction had reached 35 percent and by
the end of 1960 was at 90 percent. On 25 January 1961, the Pakistani government
held a ceremony attended by the U.S. ambassador and other dignitaries to inaugurate
the new runway, completed ten months ahead of schedule. The first modern jet
passenger plane to depart from the runway was a Pakistani International Airlines
Boeing 707 bound for London.'

By June 1960, the Trans-East District had administered a total of $128.3
million in American construction funds in Pakistan. The district had thirty-six
projects completed, under construction, or under contract award, including five
major construction contracts totaling more than $120.1 million and four very small
construction contracts together worth slightly more than $100,000. The balance
included 19 design contracts with architect-engineer firms valued at $3.26 million;
2 inspection contracts; and 6 other contracts for engineering reports, exploratory
drilling, dredging, and other tasks. The district also administered on behalf of the
Pakistani government the contract worth $4.37 million to improve the Karachi
civil air terminal."

Living and Working in Pakistan

The Trans-East District’s headquarters staff, which fluctuated generally between
one hundred thirty and one hundred sixty positions and reached one hundred eighty
at its peak, oversaw and administered programs from its offices in Karachi. The
city had had a population of around two hundred thousand before the civil war
with India in 1947; but refugees flooded the city, which had become the temporary
capital of the new nation of Pakistan. By 1957, the city’s population had jumped to
1.5 million with no improvement in its infrastructure.

The Trans-East District was a hardship post, where recruiting and retention
of qualified personnel were extremely difficult. In the first two years of existence,
from late 1955 to the end of 1957, the district lost two-thirds of its staff each year
because people rarely extended beyond the initial eighteen-month employment
agreement.”’ Because of overcrowding in the city, rental housing was scarce and
generally far below American standards. Karachi had an insufficient water system
and a minimal and undependable power supply; open sewers flowed from the refugee
camps; and amoebic dysentery affected virtually everyone in the organization.
Medical facilities were minimal in Karachi and below standard in the field locations.

18 Hist Rpt-Trans-East, p. 36; Northington to Shuler, 28 Sep 59, Mil Files XXI-2-4, and 25 May
60, Mil Files XXI-2-5; Col H. H. Northington to Col A. C. Nauman, 27 Sep 60, Mil Files XXI-2-5;
all in OH, HQ USACE. Karachi Morning News, 26 January 1961, in box 17, access. no. 77-92-0002,
WNRGC; Info for GED [Gulf Engineer District] BiMonthly Ltr to MDD for Jan 61, Mil Files XXI-2-6,
OH, HQ USACE (hereafter cited as GED Info Ltr, Jan 61).

1 Hist Rpt-Trans-East, pp. 36, 57.

20 Mediterranean Div, “Engineering [Inspection]” [Jan 58], p. 9, box 24, access. no. 77-92-0002,
WNRGC; Clarke to Shuler, 9 Jan 59, p. 2.
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Afternoon temperatures in district headquarters frequently rose above 100°F. To
relieve incoming personnel of having to deal with the housing situation on their own,
in 1956 the Mediterranean Division approved a program under which the district
signed housing leases and made accommodations available to staff. The district
created the office of headquarters commandant to negotiate leases and maintain
government-furnished housing.”!

Colonel Clarke arrived in Karachi in June 1957 as the district engineer. He
resolved to improve the housing arrangements; in January 1958, he authorized the
headquarters commandant to identify buildings under construction and to negotiate
with the owners or builders. The commandant could guarantee a lease at a certain
price per month provided the finished facility included European-style baths; a
large, one-room kitchen; large underground water tanks; proper plumbing; and an
electrical system of sixty or more amps. The district then provided window screens,
water heaters, air conditioners, large kitchen appliances, and basic furniture. At
the height of the housing program, the district engaged about one hundred service
personnel—plumbers, masons, carpenters, and mechanics—to maintain the facilities.
As a result of this program, the district obtained better-quality housing at no more
than standard rental rates.*

The district made government vehicles available for staff and their families
because the public transportation system was inadequate. In another effort to reduce
turnover and facilitate recruitment, Clarke promoted a sponsor system through which
an employee from the district corresponded with a prospect in the United States,
provided him with information about Karachi, and then assisted him upon arrival.
Clarke personally met many new employees at the airport.*

Recruitment remained difficult. It took eight months to replace a high-ranking
manager (GS—15) for the district’s Engineering Division when Clarke “cleaned
house” of several people whom he judged incompetent. It took nearly as long to
find a chief for the district’s Management Branch.*

Overhead Costs

The personnel problems, issues of morale, and the steps that Clarke took
to remedy them raised the Trans-East District’s overall operating costs. Clarke
responded forcefully when anyone suggested comparisons between costs in his
district and districts in the United States, asserting that he faced problems unknown
in stateside districts. In January 1958, he itemized the costs to support the average
employee as follows:

2 Interviews with Lieutenant General Frederick J. Clarke (Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief
of Engineers, 1980), pp. 126-28; Hist Rpt-Trans-East, pp. 18, 27.

22 Hist Rpt-Trans East, p. 18.

2 Clarke to Shuler, 9 Jan 59; Lincoln to Itschner, 9 Jun 58, box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers; Interv,
Walker with Coony, 9 Feb 85, p. 12.

24 Lincoln to Clarke, 2 Jun 58, box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers; Clarke to Shuler, 6 Aug 58, Mil
Files XX1-2-3, OH, HQ USACE.
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Basic salary, GS-9 $5,440
20 percent foreign differential 1,088
Cost of living (with one dependent) 210
Housing allowance per year 2,200

The extra costs amounted to $3,498, an additional 64 percent over salary at the
GS-9 level. Clarke also calculated that it cost $5,333 to mobilize and demobilize an
American civilian employee on the normal eighteen-month tour, including roundtrip
travel and moving expenses. This increased the overhead cost for a midlevel
employee to $8,831, or 162 percent in addition to the base salary. He pointed out
that travel within Pakistan to construction sites or to other countries further increased
operating costs for the district. Moreover, to avoid large staff fluctuations, the district
held people in positions even as work slackened; letting people go and then having
to replace them when the work increased was even more expensive.”

General Itschner raised the issue of high overhead when he visited the
Mediterranean Division and the districts in November 1958. The division engineer,
General Shuler, passed on Itschner’s written comments to Clarke: “We must
devote more attention to the engineering and construction aspects of work and be
less concerned about providing emoluments for the district personnel.”* In March
1959, Shuler ordered the Gulf and Trans-East Districts to curtail the procurement
of furniture and to limit employee use of official vehicles to one trip per family
per week to the commissary or other necessary facilities. In April, Shuler gave
instructions to end the government-leased housing program.?’

Colonel Clarke took strong issue with the new policy concerning housing. He
argued that it would mean the loss of key personnel in the Trans-East District, that
it would have an “explosive effect on the morale” of the staff, and that it would
confront his successor with “serious repercussions.” “There is not a vacant unleased
house in Karachi today that would be suitable for early occupancy by an American
family,” Clarke wrote. The cost to American families of installing such utilities as
stoves, refrigerators, and water heaters—improvements that Clarke had negotiated
with builders—would add to the prohibitive costs of private leasing. Clarke asked
that he be allowed to “hold off any actions involving the people already here” until
General Shuler had had a chance to review Clarke’s facts and arguments. In early
June, Shuler authorized Clarke to continue the government-leased housing program.
The Trans-East District’s best year for retention of staff was FY 1959, the final year
of Clarke’s tour, when 43 percent of those whose transportation agreements expired
renewed their contracts.”

2 Clarke to Lincoln, 31 Jan 58, Mil Files XXI-2-3, OH, HQ USACE.

26 Shuler to Clarke, 12 Dec 58, Mil Files XXI-2-3, OH, HQ USACE.

27 Shuler to Itschner, 15 Mar 59, Mil Files XX1I-2-7, and Clarke to Shuler, 8 May 59, Mil Files
XXI-2-4, both in OH, HQ USACE.

28 Clarke to Shuler, 8 May 59, and Shuler to Clarke, 4 Jun 59, both in Mil Files XXI-2-4, OH, HQ
USACE,; Hist Rpt-Trans-East, p. 22.
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Maintaining an adequate staff with sufficient technical qualifications to
supervise the construction projects remained a problem in Pakistan. The projects
were widely dispersed, and the local laborers who followed traditional production
procedures required far closer supervision than workers in the United States and
Europe. The district compensated for its limited staffing by contracting with private
architect-engineer companies to provide supervisory services and to inspect the
work at construction sites under what are called Title II contracts. Title II contracts
covered inspection services at Kharian, Multan, and Peshawar. To improve liaison
with various elements of the Pakistani government, Colonel Clarke added a former
Pakistani Army officer to the district’s staff in August 1958.%

The district’s first L23D airplane, received in February 1959, facilitated opera-
tions. In the seventeen months between its arrival and 30 June 1960, the aircraft flew
over 200 missions, carried about 650 passengers, and logged over 500,000 passenger
miles. Most frequently, the passengers were supervisory personnel and technicians
traveling to construction sites. The district had space for parts, maintenance, and an
office for the aviation crew at the Pakistani Air Force’s Drigh Road Airfield near
Karachi.*

Potential Work in Burma

Early in 1959, President Dwight D. Eisenhower approved a grant of economic
assistance to Burma. To implement the aid program, the International Cooperation
Administration, which funded the Karachi civil air terminal, asked the Corps of
Engineers to conduct a feasibility study for the construction of a major highway
from Rangoon to Mandalay (See Map 12.) and for construction of buildings at the
Rangoon University campus. The State Department turned to the Corps because the
Army engineers had an office in Pakistan, the Corps could begin the studies quickly,
and the costs would be lower than if the ICA sought to contract the studies directly
with architect-engineer firms. High-ranking officials within the Burmese government
told the American assistant secretary of defense for intelligence that they looked
upon the Corps as the only agency they could depend on to remain incorruptible in
dealing with the substantial sums of money involved. The ICA anticipated that the
project to construct the 430-mile highway would begin with about $750,000 in FY
1959 for a preliminary study and design. The actual construction of the highway
would stretch over five years, with annual expenditures of about $10 million.*!

¥ Hist Rpt—Trans-East; Col Robert C. Bahr, William H. Koidal, and William J. Long, “Study to
Analyze the Past and Possible Future Use of Architectural Engineer Inspection Services (Title II) in
the Gulf and Trans-East Districts of the Mediterranean Division, as Opposed to the Customary Use
of Corps Personnel,” 16 Dec 59, box 17, access. no. 77-92-0001, WNRC; Shuler to Itschner, 10 Jun
59; Hist Rpt—Trans-East, p. 13.

3% Hist Rpt-Trans-East, p. 11.

31 D. A. Fitzgerald to Itschner, Jun 59, Mil Files XXI-2-7; Northington to Shuler, 27 Nov 59, Mil
Files XXI-2-4; Itschner to Shuler, 1 Jul 59, Mil Files XXI-2-7; all in OH, HQ USACE.
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Information on the proposed Burmese projects reached the Mediterranean
Division in June 1959; in July, the Trans-East District received the assignment to
begin work on the preliminary study and design. General Itschner alerted General
Shuler that, although the division already had other ICA work, the undertakings
in Burma “are the first major projects in ICA’s normal field of activity on which
they wish to make use of the Corps’ services. As a consequence they look upon
this Burma work as a pilot program.” Itschner urged Shuler to give the projects in
Burma his personal attention “to insure that they will be constructed and completed
to the full satisfaction of both ICA and the Government of Burma.” He instructed
Shuler to open an area office in Rangoon headed by a lieutenant colonel with good
experience and an outstanding record. Itschner wanted Shuler to exercise “great
care” in selecting the personnel and in identifying the architect-engineer firm to
conduct the studies and to prepare the designs for the projects.*

In late July, a study team from the Trans-East District traveled to Burma to
gather preliminary data. The team concluded that the cost of construction of both the
highway and the university project had been seriously underestimated. The director
of the ICA mission in Burma had estimated that both projects would cost no more
than $30 million; the district’s team estimated the cost at $45 million at a minimum.
Members of the team worked with the ICA mission to draft an intergovernmental
construction agreement, which they left with the U.S. ambassador as a basis for the
United States’ position in conversations with the Burmese government.*

The Burmese projects became more doubtful when Shuler and his staff
determined that funds designated in Burma for the project might not be available.
On balance, Shuler decided that the Corps ought to make no commitment to the
projects without firm estimates and a realistic plan for funding. Shortly after the
division reached this decision, the Trans-East District engineer, Colonel Northington,
learned that the engineering faculty at Rangoon University had successfully argued
to the Burmese government that engineering professors could draft the design
more cheaply than an American contractor working with the Corps of Engineers.
This development made Corps participation in the university project unlikely. The
construction of the Rangoon-to-Mandalay highway still seemed a possibility, but
Northington remained skeptical. Despite this skepticism, the Mediterranean Division
established a Burma Area Office on 1 October 1959 and OCE assigned a lieutenant
colonel as area engineer.>

Burmese officials cooperated with Corps of Engineers representatives who
visited the country, but they remained reluctant to make any binding commitments
on either project. Based on Northington’s reports on the situation, Shuler concluded

32 Ttschner to Shuler, 2 Jul 59, Mil Files XII-2-7, OH, HQ USACE.

3 Northington to Shuler, 27 Jul 59, Mil Files XXI-2-4, and Shuler to Itschner, 12 Aug 59, Mil
Files XXI-2-7, both in OH, HQ USACE.

3% Memo, Col Milton M. Miletich, 10 Sep 59, sub: Problem Statements, Mil Files XXI-2-4, OH,
HQ USACE; Northington to Shuler, 28 Sep 59, OH, HQ USACE; Hist Rpt-Trans-East, p. 133, and
Addendum, May 61, p. 10.
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that Burmese officials “seem to be suspicious of everyone, including each other,
but the Corps’ prestige rating is increasing.”

In January 1960, Dr. Louis Berger, whose architect-engineer company held
the contract for the study of the highway, visited Burma. In the same month, the
Trans-East District, at Burma’s request, sent three staff members to review designs
for the university prepared by the Burmese National Planning Board. The team
spent several weeks in Rangoon and returned with the expectation that the ICA
mission in Burma would ask the district to perform engineering inspection on
the university project, an endeavor General Shuler regarded as “very delicate and
troublesome.” Shuler feared that to provide the Burmese with technical assistance
under circumstances where the Corps had responsibility without authority constituted
a “risky arrangement,” and he urged Northington to exercise extreme caution before
making any commitments.*

Berger and Associates completed the study of the Burma highway in February
1960; the district submitted it, with modifications, to the ICA mission in Burma. The
Corps received no formal response through the spring and summer. With no directive
to begin construction for either the highway or the university and with indecision
from the Burmese government concerning any future studies, the district closed
the Burma Area Office on 5 August 1960. The Burmese work, for which General
Itschner had entertained such high hopes, stalled after only two small projects: about
$750,000 for the feasibility study for the highway, and about $250,000 for advising
the Burmese government on the university construction project.®’

Prospects in Saudi Arabia

American military construction had ended in Saudi Arabia in October 1955 with
the Fluor Corporation’s completion of work on the Dhahran Airfield. As the end of
the project approached, the Saudi government claimed that Fluor and its individual
employees owed both current and retroactive income taxes. When the company
agreed to pay these, Saudi officials demanded additional payment of retroactive
charges for work permits, visa fees, and quarantine fees. When the company refused
to accept these additional charges, the Saudis responded by barring the departure
of the remaining Fluor employees from the country.

The matter did not involve the Corps of Engineers directly until U.S. Ambassador
George Wadsworth intervened. He persuaded the Saudi government that the pres-
ence of the Mediterranean Division’s area engineer in Saudi Arabia would provide
sufficient assurance of a settlement. The Saudis accepted the arrangement and
allowed the Fluor employees to leave. The tax issue seemed no nearer settlement
when, in the spring of 1956, the area engineer’s tour neared completion. The division

35 Northington to Shuler, 27 Nov 59; quotation from Shuler to Itschner, 10 Dec 59.

3¢ Northington to Shuler, 28 Jan, 16 Mar 60, Mil Files XXI-2-5; quotation from Shuler to Itschner,
10 Feb 60, Mil Files XXI-3-1; all in OH, HQ USACE.

37 Hist Rpt—Trans-East, p. 133, and Addendum, May 61, p. 10; Northington to Nauman, 25 Nov
60, Mil Files XXI-2-5, OH, HQ USACE.
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engineer, Brig. Gen. Benjamin B. Talley, suggested to the chief of engineers, Maj.
Gen. Samuel D. Sturgis Jr., that the engineer officer’s tour be extended until a
replacement officer could arrive in Saudi Arabia. General Lincoln, who replaced
Talley in May 1956, asked Maj. William Bailey, who was assigned to the division and
had served under Lincoln previously, to take over the area office in Dhahran.*

With the tax problem still unresolved, Major Bailey arrived in Dhahran and the
Saudi police confiscated his visa and passport. Monthly, between June and November
1956, Bailey received a summons to appear before the police chief of the eastern
province of Dammam, whose governor, a cousin of the king, was responsible for
collecting the tax. Each time, the police demanded that Bailey pay the debt attributed
to Fluor. Each time, Bailey explained that he simply represented the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers in the country and that the Corps did not agree that the tax assessment
was legitimate but that it had authority to negotiate a settlement.

The Saudis grew impatient; when their tone in one meeting became threatening,
Bailey, accompanied by an American consular officer, protested and announced he
would not appear at police headquarters again. A few weeks later, he received a
notice through the U.S. Consulate in Dhahran summoning him to appear before the
Sharie Court of the government of Saudi Arabia. In this court, Bailey, a non-Muslim,
would have no rights and no status. “I would not be allowed to speak in my behalf or
have any defense. They would just merely call me up before the bench and demand
the money and if I couldn’t produce it, I would be confined. [The Saudis] don’t feed
their prisoners or bring them water. That’s all done by relatives, and I didn’t have
any relatives [in Saudi Arabia].”’

Bailey radioed Ambassador Wadsworth in Jiddah and cabled General Lincoln.
The ambassador said that he would drive to Riyadh to ask King Saud to intervene
with the governor on Bailey’s behalf. Lincoln made immediate plans to fly to
Dhahran; he contacted the U.S. Navy, which had a fleet stationed near Bahrain and
planes that flew in and out of Dhahran daily. A few days later, in a scenario worthy
of a spy novel, Navy pilots went to Bailey’s quarters, gave him a Navy uniform,
and flew him out of Saudi Arabia before sunrise.

Once Major Bailey had been debriefed in Naples and returned to Morocco,
Lincoln sent him to Suez to serve as liaison officer for the division with a retired
chief of engineers, Lt. Gen. Raymond A. Wheeler. Wheeler had been charged by
the UN secretary general with clearing the Suez Canal of the debris from the recent
war. Ambassador Wadsworth demanded Bailey’s return to Saudi Arabia, but he
and the Saudis backed down rather than remove Bailey from the highly visible UN
operation. Ultimately, the U.S. government paid the taxes that Saudi Arabia had
levied against Fluor. The incident created a legacy that for several years shaped the
attitudes of Mediterranean Division officials toward work in Saudi Arabia.*

38 Interv, Richard T. Farrell with Col (Ret) William Bailey, Aug 75, p. 3; Talley to Sturgis, 30 Mar
56, file 328, box 51, Lt Gen Samuel D. Sturgis Jr. Papers, OH, HQ USACE.

3 Interv, Farrell with Bailey, Aug 75, p. 3.

40 On the Saudis and taxes, see Intervs, Farrell with Bailey, Aug 75, pp. 2-8; Richard T. Farrell
with Lt Gen (Ret) Lawrence J. Lincoln, 4 Aug 75, pp. 9ff; Lawrence Suid with Lt Gen (Ret) Lawrence
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A few months after Bailey’s clandestine departure, President Eisenhower hosted
King Saud in Washington, D.C., where the two leaders discussed American military
use of the airfield at Dhahran. In return for a renewal of the arrangement, Eisenhower
proposed aid to the Saudi kingdom. In a formal agreement dated 2 April 1957, the
United States pledged to provide construction support to help the Saudis improve
their commercial air facilities at the Dhahran Civil Air Terminal and to assist,
advise, and train the Saudi Army, Navy, and Air Force. To accomplish the tasks of
assistance and training, the United States redesignated the Military Assistance and
Advisory Group, in Saudi Arabia since 1949, as the United States Military Training
Mission (USMTM). The USMTM staff, with headquarters at the Dhahran terminal,
consisted of three sections representing the American armed services. Each section
worked with the corresponding Saudi military service.*!

U.S. Military Assistance Program funds supported the USMTM operations, but
the International Cooperation Administration sponsored the work on the Dhahran
Civil Air Terminal, just as it did similar work at Mehrabad in Iran and at Karachi in
Pakistan.*? In early May 1957, representatives of the Office of the Chief of Engineers,
the U.S. Air Force, and the Mediterranean Division met with Ambassador Wadsworth
in a three-hour conference in Dhahran. Wadsworth repeatedly emphasized the
importance to King Saud of President Eisenhower’s offer to help build the civil air
terminal. Because of the personal aspect of the commitment, Wadsworth asserted that
this was the most important item in the agreement. He also clearly favored having
the Corps of Engineers involved in the construction rather than leaving management
in the hands of the International Cooperation Administration.*

In the spring of 1957, ICA requested that Tudor Engineering Company of
Washington, D.C., conduct a field reconnaissance investigation and survey of airport
facilities at Dhahran. Tudor concluded its survey and reported on 30 June 1957
that the facilities that existed at Dhahran were “completely inadequate” to meet
the requirements of civil aviation but that a new terminal could be built with the $5
million that ICA had available. On 21 May, five weeks before Tudor Engineering
submitted its report, the Mediterranean Division transferred responsibility for

J. Lincoln, Dec 79-Jan 80, pp. 204-08, H2-H3; Alfred Beck with Maj Gen (Ret) Robert F. Seedlock,
25-26 Oct 79. The episode is a delicate one; descriptions conflict, and at least one journalist was denied
permission to publish an article on the incident even twenty years later. On resolution of the tax issue,
see “Saudi Arabia” [Oct 57], box 51-84-9384, Farrell Papers.

41 MFR, [Brig Gen Lawrence J. Lincoln], 15 May 57, sub: Meeting with Ambassador Wadsworth
at Dhahran Consulate, 2000-2300 hours, 9 May 57, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE; Ofc of Info
Sves, HQ, 2d Air Div, United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE), “Saudi Arabia: Information
Pamphlet,” 1 Aug 59, foreword, pp. 67, box 15, access. no. 77-92-0001, WNRC; “U.S. Military
Training Mission to Saudi Arabia,” n.d., foreword by Brig Gen A. P. Clark, U.S. Air Force, p. 2, box
51-84-5389, Farrell Papers.

42 Hist Div, Office of the Chief of Engineers (OCE), “Summary of Major Events and Problems, 1
July 1959-30 June 1960,” Apr 61, p. 86, Gen Files 4-5, OH, HQ USACE.

4 MFR, Lincoln, 15 May 57.
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all future work in Saudi Arabia from the Middle East District to the Trans-East
District.*

In subsequent months, the U.S. embassy in Saudi Arabia tried to work out an
agreement that would exempt the contractor for the Dhahran civil air terminal from
taxes, endeavoring to avoid the situation that the Fluor Corporation had faced. On the
issue of taxes, the Saudis balked. By October, Ambassador Wadsworth concluded
that the Saudis would remain adamant that the United States build the commercial
facilities at Dhahran without a new agreement. Colonel Clarke, the Trans-East
District engineer who would administer the project, reached the same conclusion.*
In negotiations, the Saudis insisted that a Saudi contracting company participate
in the bidding for both the Dhahran terminal and the training school for the Royal
Saudi Air Force in Riyadh. The Saudis made clear that they viewed these projects
not as grants in aid but rather as the quid pro quo for the U.S. Air Force’s continued
use of the military facilities at Dhahran. They wanted to “get their money’s worth”
out of the construction contracts.*

The two sides formulated a tentative working document in December, but
the Saudis repudiated it several months later and negotiations continued. Despite
the lack of a satisfactory agreement, design on the terminal began in April 1958
under a contract the Corps awarded to Ralph M. Parsons Company of Pasadena,
California. As the Americans and the Saudis pursued their discussions, Colonel
Clarke became increasingly convinced that the Saudis were not negotiating in good
faith. He even questioned whether the United States could in good conscience ask
American or international contractors to submit competitive bids. He predicted
“that any knowledgeable contractor will so load his bid with contingencies that the
price of construction will be out of reason.” In the autumn of 1958, planning for
the Royal Saudi Air Force Training School was suspended; but discussions and
planning continued on the Dhahran terminal, which the Saudis insisted be built
under the Dhahran Airfield Agreement of 18 June 1951.4

Despite the difficulties, the Trans-East District managed to draw up bidding
specifications for a construction contract on the basis of the Parsons Company
design and to issue a request for proposals. The successful bid for the construction
of the terminal came from Oman-Farnsworth-Wright, which signed a contract
for just under $4 million in early May 1959. The contract called for a building
of approximately seventy thousand square feet to include space for immigration

4 Tudor Engineering Co., Rpt on Port/Airfield Facilities, Dammam & Dhahran, pp. 31, 78, 84;
General Orders (GO) no. 12, 5 Jun 57, sub: Change in Responsibility for Construction in Saudi Arabia;
both in box 51-83-8379, Farrell Papers.

4 Clarke to Lincoln, 3 Oct 57, box 27, access. no. 77-92-0001, WNRC.

4 MFR, Brig Gen A. P. Clarke, 21 Dec 57, sub: Conversations with Chief, Mediterranean Division
Engineer, General Lincoln, and Staff and with AFIR, Col. Cantor, Leghorn, Italy, 21 Dec 57, box 27,
access. no. 77-92-0001, WNRC.

47 “Corps of Engineers History in Saudi Arabia,” Apr 66, box 51-84-9384, Farrell Papers; quota-
tion from Clarke to Lincoln, 3 Jun 58.

4 “Saudi Arabia,” [Oct 57]. The Dhahran Airfield Agreement is also referred to in Corps of Engi-
neers documents as the Dhahran Base Rights Agreement and the Dhahran Air Base Agreement.
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offices, operational and administrative areas, lunchrooms, other facilities associated
with an international air terminal, and supporting utilities. In addition, the building
had to have special accommodations for the Saudi royal family such as a throne
room for diplomatic receptions. The contract required the successful bidder to give
preference in subcontracting to Saudi firms and in employment to Saudi nationals.
Any subcontractor that was not a Saudi firm had to be approved in writing by the
contracting officer, the Trans-East District engineer.*

The difficulties continued. Oman-Farnsworth-Wright’s discussions with Saudi
subcontractors indicated that costs would run $3 million more than the face value
of the contract. The tax issue remained unsettled. By mid-June, OFW still had not
received clearance to land the company plane at Dhahran to begin work. The Saudi
Arabia Area Office, activated by the Trans-East District over a year earlier, finally
opened in Dhahran on 9 June 1959.%°

By the end of the summer, the project had bogged down even more. The Saudis
were either “unable or unwilling to understand” why a project nominally valued at
$5 million did not translate into $5 million in contracts. They objected to channeling
portions of the money to administrative costs or to profits for American contractors.
In addition, the Saudi government continued to insist on payment of customs duties
on equipment, goods, and materials imported for the construction. They had further
gone on record as intending to impose taxes on the construction itself. In August
and September 1959, Saudi government officials at the port of Dammam impounded
all construction equipment and materials imported by Oman-Farnsworth-Wright.
Other Saudi officials had made known their dissatisfaction with the dollar amounts
of the subcontracts with Saudi firms. At this point, the Mediterranean Division felt
that it could make no further progress without diplomatic intervention.”'

In talks with the Saudi government, the U.S. State Department made concessions
that Army engineers felt compromised the Corps position. The State Department
agreed that the contractor would furnish cost statements for construction goods
brought into Saudi Arabia, although the Dhahran Airfield Agreement had specifically
exempted these goods from such procedures. The diplomatic concessions did allow
the project to move forward. Late in 1959, the subcontractor, Saudi Enterprises,
imported Egyptian laborers to accelerate the pace of work.*> By the spring of 1960,
Oman-Farnsworth-Wright had gone on double shifts to try to speed up the work;
but the project was still three months behind schedule. The company had also

4 Clarke to Fluor Corp Ltd., 22 Jan 59; Construction Contract (Advertised), Standard Form 23, 6
May 59; both in box 51-84-9384, Farrell Papers.

50 Clarke to Shuler, 20 and 25 May 59, both in Mil Files XXI-2-4, OH, HQ USACE; “History
of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 75-76, box 21, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC,;
Shuler to Itschner, 10 Jun 59.

51 Lt Col Edward E. Bennett to Oman-Farnsworth-Wright, 17 Aug 59, box 51-83-8378, Farrell
Papers; Memo, Miletich, 10 Sep 59, an. dtd 25 Aug 59, Civil Air Terminal, Saudi Arabia, Mil Files
XXI-2-4, OH, HQ USACE; Brig Gen James C. McGehee to His Excellency Sheikh Hamad Mubarrak,
22 Sep 59, box 51-83-8378, Farrell Papers.

52 Memo, Miletich, 10 Sep 59, an. dtd 25 Aug 59; Northington to Shuler, 28 Jan 60, p. 1, and
Shuler to Itschner, 10 Feb 60, p. 7.
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South face of the Dhahran Civil Air Terminal under construction, January 1961

virtually taken over the basic responsibilities of their subcontractor, including his
payroll. Trans-East District personnel and OFW engineers made frequent visits to
the project site to keep work advancing. Clarke’s successor, Colonel Northington,
commented to the division engineer, “Now I know what Colonel Clarke meant
when he told me in New York in April 1959 that he was probably leaving me a
‘can of worms’ on this job.”? The contract remained behind schedule throughout
1960; but the Saudis accepted the terminal in September 1961, only four months
after the original target date.**

The story of the civil air terminal at Dhahran carries with it a revealing commen-
tary on style and aesthetic perception within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
In April 1959, General Itschner gave a public address to the Newcomen Society in
Washington, D.C., in which he described the terminal design as “too imaginative
for Disneyland,” characterized by “a number of concrete, monolithic mushrooms
35 feet tall.” He told his audience that he had lectured the Mediterranean Division

53 Northington to Shuler, 29 Mar 60, p. 10, Mil Files XX1I-2-5, OH, HQ USACE.

5% “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” pp. 73-74; Memo, Col Harry F.
Cameron Jr., 20 Dec 61, sub: Periodic Letter Report to Chief of Engineers, p. 2, Mil Files XXI-3-2,
OH, HQ USACE.
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Interior of Dhahran Civil Air Terminal under construction

about “building soundly but without embellishment,” only to be told that King
Saud had loved the design and would accept no other. The distinctive design of the
terminal’s main building was unlike most Corps of Engineers projects. However,
an analysis comparing the design with a conventional reinforced concrete structure
showed that the elaborate design was cheaper to build. The American Institute of
Architects sided with King Saud’s aesthetic judgment when, in 1963, it bestowed
its First Honor Award on the Dhahran International Air Terminal and its architect,
Japanese-American Minoru Yamasaki.*

Royal Saudi Air Force Training School in Riyadh

The discussions concerning American training of the Saudi military suspended
in the autumn of 1958 became active again a few months later. The U.S. Military

55 Quote from Itschner’s speech from P. S. Bennett [of the Ralph M. Parsons Company that designed
the terminal] to James Vanek, 9 Sep 59, box 51-83-8376, Farrell Papers. A copy of the American
Institute of Architects’ citation is in the same box. The comparison of designs is mentioned in Hist
Rpt-Trans-East, p. 15. See also Interv, Walker with Coony, 9 Feb 85, pp. 14—15.
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Training Mission took the lead in this program, which seemed a much more important
project than the construction of a civil air terminal.>

By the autumn of 1959, talks concerning the Saudi Royal Air Force Training
School had progressed and the Army engineers had designs for facilities at Riyadh.
The Trans-East District and Mediterranean Division engineers reluctantly agreed to
have the project built under the terms of the 1951 agreement only because, as General
Shuler put it, “T believe it is about the best agreement we can get with the Saudis.”’

Shuler was not comfortable with the situation. In a letter to the chief of
engineers, General Itschner, in June 1960, just days before bids on the construction
of the Training School were to be opened, Shuler repeated the “apprehensions and
misgivings” that he and his staff had been raising for two years with the OCE,
USMTM, U.S. embassy, and State Department concerning the terms of the agreement
governing construction. Shuler reiterated the catalog of problems and characterized
the situation as one of “considerable difficulty.” He acknowledged that the customs
issue “was finally resolved in our favor, at least temporarily,” so that materials and
equipment now entered the country duty free; but the Saudis were still requiring
certificates of origin and price verification, which at least raised the “possibility of
future trouble.”

General Shuler objected to the insistence that all work be subcontracted to
Saudi firms and predicted that the Corps could expect “claims from the [prime]
contractor for time and money.” He also feared that Corps employees “could be
subjected to the medieval criminal jurisdiction of the Saudi Arabian Government,”
such as had threatened Major Bailey. He lamented that the Dhahran Airfield
Agreement “was never designed for our needs” and predicted that working under
its terms would “prove difficult, costly and slow.”*® General Itschner replied in late
June that the State Department was prepared to instruct the U.S. ambassador in
Saudi Arabia to bring Shuler’s concerns “to the attention of the highest elements
of the Saudi Arabian Government”; he did not otherwise address the division
engineer’s anxieties.*’

On 20 June 1960, Oman-Farnsworth-Wright received the contract to build the
Royal Saudi Air Force Training School. The construction of the new installation in
Riyadh involved more than a dozen buildings, the supporting utilities, and a perimeter
wall. The subcontract went to Saudi Enterprises, the same company that subcontracted
for the work at the Dhahran terminal. Construction commenced in September 1960;
by December, only 6 percent of the construction was complete.*

% See comment in “Mediterranean Division Builders,” 1 Jan 58, p. 19, box 18, access. no. 77-
92-0002, WNRC, that “the most important project [in Saudi Arabia] involved . . . a military pilot
training mission.”

7 Quotation from Shuler to Itschner, 10 Dec 59; Northington to Shuler, 28 Sep 59, p. 5, and 27
Nov 59, p. 5.

58 Shuler to Itschner, 10 Jun 60, p. 12, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ USACE.

%% Ttschner to Shuler, 22 Jun 60, p. 2, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ USACE.

¢ Hist Rpt-Trans-East; Nauman to Itschner, 9 Dec 60, p. 9, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ
USACE.
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Deactivating the Trans-East District

The total workload for the Trans-East District faced decline after 1959, as
General Shuler had anticipated. Although the proposed work in Burma changed
that prospect marginally, Shuler had his staff prepare a study for the deactivation
of the district. After Colonel Northington arrived in Karachi in June 1959 as district
engineer, Shuler sent him the study with a request that he develop a detailed plan to
draw down the district. Northington generally concurred with the division’s plans to
reduce the district to an area office even though with a staff of 120 people he had only
90 percent of the personnel required for the existing volume of work. Northington
restricted the information on the probable drawdown to those directly responsible
for planning it; but word leaked to the staff and departures increased.®!

On 3 November 1959, with no more than the possibility of work in Burma,
Shuler ordered Northington to submit to the division his plan to deactivate the
district by 1 January 1960 (later amended to 1 February). Northington proposed
deactivating the district on 31 December 1960, transferring administrative and
managerial functions to the Gulf District on the following day, and simultaneously
opening an area office in Karachi. The area engineer in Karachi would retain contract
authority over active contracts for projects in Pakistan. The Trans-East District’s
responsibilities for the area office in Burma and the work in Saudi Arabia would
pass to the Gulf District.*

While awaiting approval of the deactivation plan, the Trans-East District
continued to manage the projects that remained active, including the cantonments
for the Pakistani Army at Kharian and Multan, work just beginning for the Pakistani
Navy near Karachi, and work for the U.S. Air Force on the Sandbag construction
program to construct a communications facility near Peshawar. During the winter
and spring of 1960, Northington liquidated lease arrangements as they expired,
advised the American ambassador and other U.S. agencies of the district’s declining
capabilities, and prepared staff for the coming reductions. On 3 May, Northington
told his staff officially that they faced a formal reduction in force. Some staff
members would have the option to transfer to the Gulf District in Tehran. If the
total of qualified people available exceeded the Gulf District’s needs, all names
from both districts would be pooled and positions would be filled by competitive
civil service rating, considering such factors as longevity, veteran’s status, and
qualifications for the particular job.®

¢! Northington to Shuler, 27 Jul 59, p. 5, and 28 Sep 59; Shuler to Clarke, 28 Apr 59, Mil Files
XXI-2-4, OH, HQ USACE.

¢2 Memo, Col H. H. Northington to Div Engr, 4 Feb 60, sub: Deactivation Plan—Trans-East District,
p- 11, box 682799, Record Group 77, access. no. 77-004, Federal Records Center, Bayonne, N.J.;
Northington to Shuler, 27 Nov 59; Northington to Rountree, 30 Apr 60, p. 5.

¢ Memo to Employees, Gulf Dist, 3 May 60, sub: Deactivation of Trans-East District, box 17,
access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.
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As the deadline for closing approached, the Trans-East District felt the pinch
of staff attrition. At the end of August 1960, the district still had ten active projects
in Pakistan and another four outside Pakistan. (See Table 7.)

By the end of September 1960, the Trans-East District had identified fifty-one
members of its headquarters staff whose functions would pass to the Gulf District. In
mid-October, the Trans-East District headquarters received the official order setting
31 December as the date to convert to the status of an area office and to abolish the
district. Over the next ten weeks, the staff at district headquarters declined even
though the district continued to supervise over $119 million in contracts and even
took on new responsibilities. (See Table 8.) The U.S. International Cooperation
Administration and the Pakistani government had begun talks to have the Trans-East
District survey transportation facilities in East Pakistan. In anticipation of this work,
the district established a project office in Dacca, East Pakistan, in September, and
assigned a project manager who arrived in Dacca on 18 October. In late October,
the ICA and Pakistan reached an agreement; on 30 November, ICA commissioned
the Trans-East District to award a contract for the study. The district thus acquired
a new contract, with Transportation Consultants Inc. of Washington, D.C., on 21
December 1960.%

The Trans-East District faced a familiar experience as it prepared to deactivate:
The host government tried to impose retroactive taxes and duties. In September
1960, Colonel Northington reported to the new division engineer, Colonel Nauman,
that Pakistani officials had advised the district that vehicle registration charges and
road taxes had to be paid on all vehicles belonging to subcontractors and Title II
contractors who had worked in the country. Through similar actions, such as sales
tax on the disposal of surplus property and excise taxes on cement, the Pakistanis
were searching for more revenue at the district’s expense. Northington sought the
aid of the American ambassador, who pressed the government of Pakistan for a
solution to the tax issue and other administrative differences. On 12 December, the
ambassador and the Pakistani secretary of defense exchanged letters that became
the basis for staff action: the disposal of surplus property, certification of the use of
imports in approved projects, royalties on quarried stone, landing fees and hangar
charges, refunds of duty and tax payments, sale of surplus vehicles, payment of
sales taxes, motor vehicle licensing and registration fees, and the audit of accounts
for the Karachi Civil Air Terminal project. By late January 1961, all nine issues
had been “essentially resolved.”®

On 31 December 1960, the Trans-East District ceased to exist; on 1 January
1961, the Pakistan Area Office, with residency offices in Karachi, Kharian, Multan,
and Peshawar, assumed responsibility for all of the Mediterranean Division’s work
in Pakistan. Colonel Northington stayed on in Karachi as area engineer until May.

¢ Hist Rpt-Trans-East, Addendum, May 61, pp. 1-10; Interv, William C. Baldwin with Col (Ret)
Harry F. Cameron Jr., 27-29 Mar 89, pp. 341-47.

¢ Northington to Nauman, 27 Sep 60; Nauman to Itschner, 9 Dec 60; GED Info Ltr, Jan 61; Hist
Rpt-Trans-East, Addendum, May 61, p. 10.
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Table 8—Starr STRENGTH, TRANS-EAST DisTrICT'S FINAL MONTHS

27Nov60 31Dec60* 1Jan6l | (F:S'i_f1
Military 17 15 12 12
Department of the Army Civilian 68 56 49 33
Continental wage scale 11 8 8 8
Local wage rate 295 244 209 180
Totals 391 323 278 233

*December statistics exclude personnel terminated during the month.

Source: Info for GED [Gulf Engineer District] BiMonthly Ltr to MDD for Jan 61, Mil Files XXI-2-
6, Office of History, Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alexandria, Va.

Unlike the other residency offices, which were abolished in June 1961, Peshawar
became a separate area office in July because of the volume of continuing work.%

During its five years, the Trans-East District had placed $136 million in
construction. A fitting commemorative epitaph for its achievements comes from a
postscript that Colonel Northington added to his report to the division engineer in
late November 1960: “I have just had my attention invited to an interesting fact—this
district could have celebrated its Sth birthday on 21 November, but unfortunately
everybody was so busy that the day passed without notice.”’

The Gulf District in Iran

The Mediterranean Division’s Gulf District, headquartered in Tehran, Iran,
supervised military construction in cooperation with the U.S. Army Mission and
Military Assistance Advisory Group to Iran (ARMISH-MAAG). Under the terms
of their agreement, the district gave technical assistance to the ARMISH-MAAG,
which was responsible for initiating actions to fund the projects by the Iranian
government. The Mediterranean Division and the district issued the appropriate
design and construction directives once the ARMISH-MAAG had determined the
requirements. When projects were completed, the district turned them over to the
MAAG, which delivered them to the Iranian using agency. The ARMISH-MAAG
handled all incoming supplies; both the district and the advisory group provided
representatives at the main points of entry into Iran. The ARMISH-MAAG also

% “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” p. 67.
7 Northington to Nauman, 25 Nov 60, p. 11.
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handled all real estate issues. The U.S. ambassador in Iran had a special staff assistant
to maintain liaison with the district.®®

Most of the projects for which the Gulf District provided its management services
came under the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) Direct Forces Support program;
the district assisted the Imperial Iranian Army, Air Force, and Gendarmerie (Iran’s
national guard) in developing construction projects to modernize their forces and to
enhance their capabilities and readiness. The district directly supported projects for
the government of Iran and the U.S. State Department, such as offering help after
earthquakes hit the Kurdistan area in November 1957. The district sent a team into
the area to make a detailed survey and to take photographs of the devastation. Team
members discussed their findings with the head of the Red Cross and others to help
implement relief and to improve structures against future earthquakes.®

Like the Trans-East District, the Gulf District had organizational elements that
distinguished it from Corps of Engineer districts in the United States. Both districts
maintained a transportation branch; a headquarters commandant managed logistics
and support to cover housing, local transportation, health, and general welfare for
district personnel.” The Gulf District’s Transportation Branch helped maintain the
supply lines that supported construction in Iran. Most equipment had to be imported,
and freight from the United States required four to six months to reach Tehran
from New York, a distance of over six thousand miles. Some arrived in Iran by
truck from the Mediterranean port of Beirut through Syria and Iraq. Disturbances
in Beirut and the Iraqi coup of 14 July 1958 disrupted the supply lines; the need to
establish alternate routes through Turkey delayed construction and increased costs
for the contractors.”

The district’s Transportation Branch dealt with the Iranian military and
bureaucracy to facilitate customs clearance for construction materials entering the
country, efficient unloading and movement from seaports to and within Iran, and
adequate transportation on the single-track rail system and the limited roads that
constituted the country’s transportation network. The movement of workers was
equally as important and as complex. At moments of major construction activity,
projects might involve as many as ten thousand workers who had to be fed and
sheltered at work sites.”” During active construction periods, the Transportation

% “History of the [Gulf] District, Supplement History Covering Period July 1965 to September
1968,” 6 Nov 68, pp. 4-6, Paul Wheeler Papers, R&D File 2475, TAC (hereafter cited as Gulf Dist
Supplement Hist, 1965-1968).

¢ “Gulf District Briefing for Gen. Lincoln, January 19-22 1958,” p. 25, box 22, access. no. 77-
92-0002, WNRC (hereafter cited as Lincoln Bfg—Gulf Dist).

0 Data for the Orientation of Maj Gen E. C. Itschner, 12 Nov 58, box 51-83-8379, Farrell Pa-
pers.

" Ibid., p. 9; “Engineer Division Mediterranean: Information Booklet,” 15 Aug 59, pp. 27-28,
unmarked box, Farrell Papers.

> Lawrence J. Lincoln, “Construction in a Cold War Theater of Operations,” Army Information
Digest (July 1958): 21; Dale Bentley, “Gulf District, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, Tehran-Iran”
[May 57], p. 3, box 25, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC; “History of the [Gulf] District, March
1956-June 1965,” pp. 12, 20.
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Branch handled monthly averages of 100 passengers at Tehran’s Mehrabad Airport,
100,000 pounds of cargo, and 120,000 vehicle miles. The branch operated with one
commissioned officer and a civilian staff of about one hundred.”

The Gulf District headquarters commandant, like his counterpart in Karachi,
Pakistan, worked to make the living conditions as comfortable as possible for district
personnel. At the beginning of 1958, the district had 465 civilian employees: 165
were Department of the Army civilians or third-country nationals and the rest were
Iranian nationals. The district’s total workforce reached 797 in March 1961 after it
absorbed personnel from the deactivated Trans-East District. From that high point,
the Gulf District’s staff declined steadily as projects reached completion.™

Living Conditions and Support Facilities

Throughout the 1950s, the amenities of life were limited in Iran. As in Karachi,
most available housing was below American standards. The supply of electricity
was undependable; water could not be assumed to be potable, and its supply was
erratic. Indoor sanitation facilities—if they existed—were minimal. Despite these
deficiencies, the cost of leased housing exceeded housing allowances. Household
goods took so long to arrive that Gulf District personnel might live in unfurnished
accommodations for as long as six months. The first district personnel in Tehran
rented housing on their own. In April 1957, the district engineer received authoriza-
tion from the division to begin leasing residences and to equip them with American
appliances for incoming personnel.”

The Gulf District’s offices lay in a military complex at the edge of Tehran,
so staff needed transportation to work from their quarters dispersed throughout
the city. The ARMISH-MAAG and the U.S. embassy had overcome the limits of
public transportation by assigning each employee a government vehicle; Americans
serving in other U.S. agencies could bring a personally owned vehicle to Iran at
government expense, a privilege the civilian employees of the Corps of Engineers
did not have initially. The district tried to alleviate transportation difficulties by
creating a transportation pool for essential activities, supplemented by commercial
buses hired to make scheduled trips to and from district headquarters. The district
also made government-owned vehicles, especially station wagons, available for
carpooling. Ultimately, district civilian employees did receive the right to import
privately owned vehicles.”

For the benefit of the Gulf District’s American and European civilian and military
employees, the headquarters commandant secured government-leased housing,
provided for housing maintenance and fire prevention and protection services,

3 Harold B. Day, “Data for Command Inspection by Mediterranean Engineer Division,” 4-18 Jan
63, p. 5, box 22, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.

™ Lincoln Bfg—Gulf Dist; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” foreword, pp.
7-8; “The Mediterranean Division,” n.d., pp. 47, Gen Files 54-1, OH, HQ USACE.

5 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” p. 12.

¢ Tbid., p. 13; Interv, Baldwin with Cameron, 27-29 Mar 89, p. 248.
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assisted in negotiating private leases for some employees, and even provided
reimbursement to the occupants for certain repairs and charges for utilities under
these private leases.”’

Corps employees with American passports willing to deposit 5 percent of
their annual salary into a capital fund could use the small commissary at the U.S.
embassy. The embassy discontinued the commissary in January 1959 when a
cooperative of American government employees, the United States Employees
Association (USEA), took over the service. Costs ran 50 percent higher than for
the same goods in the United States because of the long supply line, putting a
particular burden on continental wage scale (CWS) employees, who had never
had access to the embassy commissary. However, the district’s major contractors,
Morrison-Kaiser-Oman (MKO), and later J. A. Jones Company, maintained their
own commissaries and voluntarily made them available to the district’s CWS
employees. When these companies closed their commissaries in 1961, the USEA
extended membership privileges to the CWS personnel. Fruits and vegetables were
available in local markets; but Col. Harry F. Cameron Jr., district engineer from 1960
to 1962, remembered: “You had to be very careful. My wife washed everything in
chlorine water.””

A U.S. Army hospital in Tehran provided medical services to the district’s
American and CWS personnel and their families, but it did not serve Iranian
employees. Until the mid-1960s, the district operated a dispensary at the headquarters
compound where all employees could get medical service under contract with
an American-trained Iranian doctor. A variety of schools provided educational
opportunities for the children of district employees. Families could choose from
religiously affiliated schools; French, German, and British schools; an international
school; a U.S. embassy school; and several other schools supported by private
organizations in Tehran.”

The U.S. military had established clubs for officers and noncommissioned
officers before the Gulf District opened in Tehran, and Corps of Engineer military
personnel had all the rights of their rank in the clubs. In 1956, the U.S. embassy
organized an “American Club” open to all persons in the city with American
passports. American employees of the district participated in this club, which offered
a restaurant, a swimming pool, movies, and social functions. In September 1958,
in an effort to foster cohesiveness among the staff and to overcome the division
between Americans and non-Americans, personnel organized the Castle Club and
invited all district employees to join. The district engineer made space available
within the district compound for this private club, which sponsored weekly dances,
bingo, movies, amateur theater productions, and similar recreational activities. The

7 Day, “Data for Command Inspection,” 418 Jan 63, p. 5; Col Carl M. Sciple to Brig Gen E. A.
Brown, OCE, 2 Jul 58, box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers.

8 Interv, Baldwin with Cameron, 27-29 Mar 89, p. 279; “History of the [Gulf] District, March
1956—June 1965,” p. 13.

7 Tbid.
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Castle Club also operated the post restaurant as a concession. The district viewed
the Castle Club as a contribution to staff morale and esprit de corps.®

Managing the Work

At the beginning of 1958, the Gulf District maintained field offices in Dezful,
Shahabad, Sanandaj, Manjil, Hehrabad, and Tehran, as well as a Gendarmerie Area
Office. (See Map 13.) These seven offices supervised eleven construction projects
that had begun in 1957 and another thirteen projects that began in 1958. Initially,
the Gendarmerie Area Office supervised construction at twenty-eight border sites; in
subsequent years, this grew to a total of seventy-three sites widely scattered around
the country. In the spring of 1960, the district closed the Gendarmerie Area Office
and assigned personnel from its Construction Division to supervise the work.®!

The Gulf District’s three largest projects cost between $10 million and $14
million each: division cantonments at Khaneh and Sanandaj and the airfield at Dezful.
Ten other projects ran between $5 million and $10 million each, and another dozen
cost between $1 million and $5 million each. These projects included facilities for
regimental combat teams at Nagadeh, Oshnaviyeh, Kushi, and Ajab Shir; depots at
Dezful and Shahabad (the latter for ammunition); a brigade site at Manjil; a light
division/battalion site at Chehel Dokhtar; and airfields at Hamadan and Mashhad.
The Gulf District administered another seventy projects with costs varying from as
low as $4,000 to around $1 million. The total of more than ninety contracts, many
of them quite small, placed heavy administrative demands on the district staff.*?

Between 1957 and 1958, the number of hours of district-supervised work jumped
from 7 million to over 35 million annually. During this period, the district recruited
personnel in the United States and sent three teams to Europe to recruit technical
staff; the number of American civilians and third-country national employees in
the district nearly doubled, bringing to twenty-two the number of nationalities on
the district payroll.®

The Gulf District found few contractors in Iran who could handle the construction
work programmed for the country. Only local contractors could be awarded contracts
for the Gendarmerie border sites, where the vast majority of the projects were valued
at under $1 million each. The Iranian contractors repeatedly failed to maintain
construction schedules, thereby adding to overall costs. Both American and local
contractors had difficulty finding skilled labor in Iran, especially during the early
years of the construction program. The region had many experienced masons, but their
methods did not conform to Western standards. Contractors could find some drivers,
equipment operators, and mechanics trained by the British oil companies; but they
were scarce. Contractors provided on-the-job training but could not always retain

8 Tbid., p. 15; Interv, Baldwin with Cameron, 27-29 Mar 89, pp. 262-65.

81 Lincoln Bfg—Gulf Dist, p. 15; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965”; Gulf
Dist Supplement Hist, 1965-1968, p. 7; Shuler to Itschner, 7 Apr 60, pp. 8-9.

82 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965.”

8 Tbid., pp. 46—48.
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their trained workers. In early 1958, the Iranian Army
descended on the Khaneh project and conscripted into
its ranks nearly all of the skilled laborers assembled by
MKO and its subcontractors.®

The wide dispersion of projects over a land area
slightly larger than the state of Alaska made supervi-
sion of work difficult for both district and contractor
personnel. On projects beyond commuting distance
from Tehran, contractors were required to provide
messing and lodging for government personnel.
Until the district got its own aircraft in May 1959,
contractors also furnished air transportation between
sites and Tehran.®

Gulf District Projects Under Construction

The cantonments at Khaneh, Oshnaviyeh,
and Naqadeh concentrated Army facilities in a
geographic triangle about twelve miles on each side
in a 5,000-foot-high mountain valley in the Kurdish
areas of northwestern Iran close to the borders with
Iraq and with Turkey. The Khaneh project, to provide
facilities for a division headquarters and about five
thousand one hundred troops, involved two hundred
ninety buildings. Nagadeh and Oshnaviyeh each had
about one hundred eighty buildings to accommodate
regimental combat teams of three thousand three
hundred troops. The workforce attached to contractors
in the area peaked at about ten thousand in October
1958, with about sixty Americans supervising and
inspecting the work. MKO began construction in the
spring of 1957, and the initial contracts valued at $29.2
million concluded in April 1960.3¢

The Dezful area, where work also began in the
spring of 1957, lies about fifty miles east of the Iraqi
border and three hundred miles south of Tehran on
a sandstone coastal plain just south of the Zagros

8 Tbid.; Day, “Data for Command Inspection,” 4-18 Jan 63,
p- 11; Lincoln to Clarke, 15 May 58.

8 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,”
p. 12.

8 Ibid., p. 24; “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Gulf District,
Khaneh Area, Iran,” 1 Nov 58, pp. 1, 16, 19, box 23, access. no.
77-92-0002, WNRC.
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Corps of Engineers employees, Gulf District, Khaneh Area, Nagadeh Project, July 1959

Mountains. The region is semidesert with summer temperatures up to 130°F. The
team from the division that arrived in August 1956 to do preliminary soil and water
testing was greeted by a sign above the entrance to the cave-like headquarters that
read “Welcome to Hell.” With the indoor temperature at 85°F and the humidity
at 85 percent, the team members elected to sleep outdoors where the temperature
rarely fell below 100°F but the humidity was less than 5 percent.?’

Projects under the area office included the Dezful Airfield, an air depot, taxiways
and lighting, hangars, parking aprons, shops, living quarters for about two hundred
fifty officers and one thousand two hundred enlisted personnel, and a drainage
system, all for the Iranian Air Force. For the Iranian Army, in the same location, the
district supervised the construction of an ordnance depot with 295 buildings. The
installations also included a deep-well water supply with storage and distribution
system, sewage collection and disposal, power generators and distribution facilities,
and a network of roads. Work continued to the end of 1963. The projects at Dezful
had a combined value of $23.3 million.™

The Gulf District also maintained an area office in Sanandaj (also known as
Sinneh), the capital of Iran’s Kurdistan province, 325 miles west of Tehran and 65

87 Ltr, Baylor to authors, 1 Dec 95, pp. 7-8, TAC. Baylor was chief of the Foundation and Materi-
als Branch, Engineering Division, Mediterranean Division.
88 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” p. 22.
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Officers quarters under construction at Nagadeh, January 1959

miles east of the Iraqi border, at an elevation of 5,250 feet above sea level. There,
the district supervised construction of a divisional cantonment of 213 buildings and
support facilities including water, power, and sewage systems and ammunition storage.
The project included remodeling some existing buildings. The contractors used native
stone for masonry construction. The prime contractor, Morrison-Kaiser-Oman, set up
operations at the Sanandaj jobsite in April 1958. The Corps of Engineers area office
opened the following June and operated until January 1961 with an average of five
men. Continuity of contract administration suffered under the turnover of leadership;
five area engineers and three acting area engineers served over the thirty months, with
tenures ranging from one to eleven months. Contractors worked ten- to twelve-hour
days, seven days a week, with a maximum workforce of about three thousand
five hundred. The district contracted with the American joint venture of Ammann
and Whitney—Husted for Title II field supervision and inspection. The intensity of
construction strained the capacity of government employees, whose nominal work
week was forty hours, and Title II personnel, whose work week was forty-eight hours.
The discrepancies in the schedules between contract laborers and inspectors made
adequate supervision and inspection difficult.®

8 Peter W. Schinkel, “Completion of Construction Report, Sanandaj Area,” 31 Jan 61, pp. 1-2,
4, 6-7, box 23, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June
1965,” p. 28.
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Bricks drying at the Dezful depot

As facilities were completed, it became apparent that the [ranian military did
not have trained personnel to operate and maintain utility systems and mechanical
installations. In the summer of 1960, the Gulf District initiated a training program
for post engineers. Field personnel in the district organized, planned, and conducted
two-week training courses. In addition to training operators for power plants, water
and sewage systems, and individual items of equipment, the training emphasized
the organization and functions of the office of post engineer. MAAG provided some
interpreters; contractor personnel on site provided mechanical skills for the more
technical classes and gave on-the-job operational training.*

Mehrabad and Hamadan

As with the construction program in the Trans-East District, funds for the Gulf
District’s activities came from the Department of Defense’s Military Assistance
Program and from the State Department’s International Cooperation Administration.
In Iran as in Pakistan, the major ICA program supported the development of civil
aviation. The Gulf District had begun to plan for improvements in the facilities at
Mehrabad, the municipal airport for Tehran, in 1957. Increased commercial use of the
airport and the need to accommodate larger jet passenger planes created additional

% “Post Engineer Training in Iran,” 27 Mar 61, box 51-84-7361, Farrell Papers. This article was
apparently written to be submitted for publication.
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Partitions for buildings at Behshahr, Iran, were put up first while contractors waited for
face bricks for the exterior walls.

work. The directives to proceed, issued by the Mediterranean Division in the spring
of 1958, instructed the district to improve existing utilities to provide a modern
facility. This involved laying a runway extension and new taxiways and widening
taxiways and holding aprons. Construction was scheduled in phases to permit
continual operation of the airport, but all aspects of the work were incorporated
into a single project.’!

During the second half of 1958, the Mediterranean Division prepared the
designs for the Mehrabad expansion and improvements and the Gulf District
solicited bids. MKO won the award, received its notice to proceed with construc-
tion in July 1959, and finished most of the work by the end of 1960 (though
various small tasks continued to 1963). The modernization of the Mehrabad airport

ol “Mediterranean Division Builders,” p. 21; Col Robert J. Kasper, MDD [Mediterranean Divi-
sion] Directive nos. 1 and 2, 3 Apr, 13 Jun 58, sub: Authorization—GOI—FY 58—Modification to
Mehrabad Airfield, box 23, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.
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cost about $5 million.”> The ICA also financed a part of the development of an
airfield at Hamadan, about one hundred ninety miles west-southwest of Tehran.
When the Gulf District opened bids for Hamadan construction on 31 March 1960,
MKO had once again submitted the low bid and won the contract at a price of
$5.9 million.”

By the beginning of 1961, many of the Mediterranean Division’s construction
programs had passed their peak. The division had closed the Southern and Trans-East
Districts and needed to reorganize to adjust to the changing imperatives.

°2 Lt Col John A. Hughes Jr., Bfg, Mehrabad Airport, 15 Dec 60, box 23, access. no. 77-92-0002,
WNRC; Memo, Col Harry F. Cameron Jr., 29 Jan 61, sub: Bi-Monthly Letter to the Chief of Engi-
neers, pp. 1-3, Mil Files XXI-2-6, OH, HQ USACE; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June
1965,” pp. 27-28; “Mediterranean Division, Corps of Engineers, United States Army,” [1967], p. 21;
Mediterranean Div, “Engineering [Inspection],” pp. 12—-13.

% Ttschner to Shuler, 2 Jul 59, p. 1, and 23 Dec 59, p. 2, Mil Files XXI-2-7, OH, HQ USACE,;
Shuler to Itschner, 7 Apr 60, p. 7, and 10 Jun 60, p. 9.
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THE GULF DISTRICT, 1961-1967

After the close of the Southern and Trans-East Districts in 1960 and throughout
most of the decade, the Gulf District in Tehran remained the only active district
in the Mediterranean Division. In 1961, the district took over responsibility for
Pakistan, Burma, and Saudi Arabia and added a major new program in Afghanistan.
The district also managed engineering design and construction of projects for the
U.S. Agency for International Development (AID) and the United States Air Force
(USAF). Still, most of the district’s effort went toward the program begun in 1956:
construction funded under the Military Assistance Program (MAP) in support of
the Iranian armed forces.

Work Centered in Iran

Under the Military Assistance Program, the Gulf District had completed
cantonments for an Iranian Army division and two regimental combat teams
(RCTs) in and around Khaneh in early 1960. In December, the district also turned
over the construction at the Mehrabad airfield. The RCT installations at Ajab Shir
and at Kushi begun in 1959 were completed in late 1961. In the early 1960s, the
district took on work for the Iranian Navy at Kharg Island, constructed an airfield
at Hamadan, oversaw construction of four new RCT installations, continued work
for the Gendarmerie, and built housing for the national police. The last large project
was an air base and support facilities at Mashhad.

Kharg Island

As 1961 began, the Gulf District anticipated new construction for the Iranian
Navy at Kharg Island, in the Persian Gulf about forty miles northwest of the
coastal city of Bushire. The project involved both on- and off-shore facilities
for a complete naval base. The on-shore facilities included a barracks with
laundry, bath, and latrine installations for two hundred men; a fully equipped
kitchen and mess hall; an administration building; quarters for five officers and
their families; ammunition magazines; and warehouse space. The construction
included electrical, water distribution, and sewage disposal systems and the roads
necessary to support the installation. A pier and breakwater about one thousand
four hundred feet in length to enclose a mooring basin, mooring facilities, and
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Breakwater on Kharg Island under construction, January 1962

dredging for the basin and a channel comprised the elements of the off-shore
construction.'

In February 1961, the district issued an advance notice of the project and
specified that it would issue invitations to bid only to firms that demonstrated a
record of satisfactory completion of comparable projects. The district identified
twenty-nine American firms as qualified. The contract, let in May 1961, went
to Brown Engineering International of New York City for just over $2 million.
Construction began on 24 June 1961, and the Gulf District opened a resident office
for the Kharg Island work in July. At the peak phase of the construction, the office
staff numbered seven persons.?

Resident office personnel had to cope with minor difficulties because two firms,
Amman & Whitney and Frederic R. Harris, had been selected to design elements

' U.S. Army Engr Dist, Gulf, “Advance Notice: Construction of Facilities for Imperial Iranian
Navy at Kharg Island, Iran,” 9 Feb 61, box 38-Iran, Transatlantic Division—Records Holding Area
(TAD-RHA).

2 Tbid.; Memo, Col Harry F. Cameron Jr., 30 Mar 61, sub: Bi-Monthly Letter to the Chief of En-
gineers, p. 1, Mil Files XXI-2-6, Office of History (OH), HQ United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), Alexandria, Va.; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” Jun 65, pp. 4243,
box 21, access. no. 77-92-0002, Washington National Records Center (WNRC), Suitland, Md.
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Rock-screening plant at Kharg Island

for the 200-man barracks. This meant that construction crews had two different
types of specifications for the same structure. In addition, the construction contract
required the contractor to carry the lines for distribution of water and electricity
only as far as a source point to be provided by the Iranian Navy. When the rest of
the construction reached completion in March 1963, the Iranian Navy had still not
specified the source point, so the contractor turned over the facilities and the resident
office closed. Brown Engineering completed all remaining work by the first week
of June. Over the next six months, an Iranian firm added another $12,000 worth of
facilities to the Kharg Island installation.’

Construction at Hamadan
Construction on the airfield at Hamadan began in May 1960 under a competi-

tively bid contract awarded to the joint venture of Morrison-Kaiser-Oman. The
project encompassed runways, overruns, taxiways, and cross taxiways of asphaltic

> Maj Marvin W. Rees, “Completion Report, Kharg Island Naval Base, June 1961-March 1963,”
p- 1, box 25, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC; Lt Col E. L. Waddell Jr., Continuing Memo to Col W.
G. Trainer, 10 Sep thru 12 Sep 62, p. 4, box 51-83-8376, Richard T. Farrell Papers, OH, HQ USACE;
“History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 42-43.
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Steel framing for single-family officer quarters at Kharg Island, April 1962

concrete; warmup aprons, end-of-runway segments, and operation aprons of Portland
concrete; access and interior roads surfaced with gravel; facilities for jet fuel and
aviation gasoline; an operations building with control tower; and airfield lighting.
Located at five thousand five hundred feet elevation and subject to extremely cold
winter temperatures, the runways at Hamadan were reinforced to provide a minimum
of thirty inches of frost-free material below the surface of the pavement.*

The elevation, the remoteness of the site, and MKO’s poor logistical planning
created problems with mobilization and logistical support. Construction lagged
because the contractor had difficulty getting heavy earthmoving equipment to
the area.” Equipment arrived seemingly in no particular order, often out of phase
with the progress of the work. Additionally, a very severe winter in 1960 forced
postponement of construction on the runway, taxiways, and roads.

The contractor’s choice of aggregate triggered more delays. Gulf District
personnel conducted a design analysis in September 1958 that identified aggregate
some distance north of the construction site; but the contractor gambled that aggregate
from a source closer to the site would be acceptable. The contractor extracted and

4 Lt Col E. L. Waddell Jr., “Construction Completion Report on Imperial Iranian Air Force Facility,
Hamadan Airfield,” 24 Feb 62, pp. 1-2, box 23, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC. Unless other sources
are cited, all information on this phase of construction at Hamadan comes from this report.

> Nauman to Itschner, 9 Dec 60, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ USACE.
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Recompaction during construction of Hamadan Airfield

stockpiled a substantial amount of this base material only to discover that when it
was compacted it failed to meet the Corps’ specifications (it was frost-susceptible
material). This became apparent, of course, only after aggregate had been laid and
rolled. When district inspectors rejected all of the subbase laid with this material,
the contractor had to suspend work to locate and extract acceptable aggregate.

Another major construction problem arose when the contractor left exposed a
stretch of excavation for the subgrade. When the inevitable rains came, they soaked
the earth; the soil had absorbent qualities that made drying out the subgrade impos-
sible even after months of exposure to the hot, dry air. As a result, the contractor had
to excavate a 600-square-yard section to remove and replace the wet layers of earth
to a depth of four-and-a-half feet. Other problems involved drainage; the difficulty
of working during the cold, windy winter months; and complications in laying the
access road. These were all solved with less trouble and expense than the problem
of the unstable subgrade.

The most active construction period at Hamadan Airfield came in September—
October 1961, when MKO employed eight hundred fifty laborers daily and paid out
approximately $95,000 a month in wages. At its peak, the area office had forty-one
employees, half of whom were Iranian technicians. The office also included three
Iranian students from the Abadan Institute of Technology employed during school
vacations. The most difficult administrative problem involved scheduling the staff
to coordinate with the contractor’s schedule. At Hamadan Airfield, the workload
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was eleven hours a day, seven days a week. The Corps staff had to try to cover these
hours while staying within the stringent limitations on supervision and inspection
costs—4 percent of the total cost of construction—set for the project. The office
used several strategies to maintain adequate supervision and inspection within cost
limits, including compensatory time, extra time worked without compensation, and
a very judicious use of paid overtime that could not exceed an average of twelve
hours per pay period for an employee.

Favorable weather in the winter of 1961-1962 allowed the contractor to recoup
some lost time, and MKO completed the construction late in February 1962. Col.
Edward L. Waddell Jr., who served as area engineer for the project from August
1961 to February 1962, criticized the MKO management; but he also observed that
despite the delays the contractor never compromised the quality of construction to
recover lost time.

After the initial work at Hamadan had been completed, the Gulf District
administered a $4.5 million contract for additional operational and support facilities
at the base, newly renamed Shahrokhi Air Base. The district began planning and
design for this work in the spring of 1962 and submitted its projections to the
Mediterranean Division for review in June. A year later, on 18 June 1963, the
district awarded a contract to J. A. Jones Construction Company of Charlotte,
North Carolina. Construction involved about 1,300 family-housing units, a 200-man
dormitory, a squadron operations building, a theater, a post exchange, a commissary,
a cold-storage plant, an officers club, a noncommissioned officers club, a hospital,
a school, and a base headquarters building.®

Gulf District personnel criticized the Jones management of this later work much
more severely than they had MKO for the early phase. Jones proceeded with no
identifiable management plan, and its superintendents operated with no discernible
coordination or cooperation. The organizational structure changed constantly. The
contractor failed to conduct adequate inspections of work in progress. When Corps
inspectors called the contractor’s attention to faults in the masonry, plumbing,
plastering, and painting, the supervisors were uncooperative about correcting the
deficiencies. The contractor used his compacting equipment improperly; although
supervisors asked for advice from the Corps’ materials engineer, they refused to
accept it. When the materials in place failed, the company’s paving superintendent
first insisted that his effort had been adequate and then tried to bargain with the
resident engineer, suggesting that he correct one deficiency provided that the
Corps conduct no further testing. The resident engineer emphatically rejected this
proposal.’

Jones failed to coordinate deliveries to have materials and equipment in place
when they were needed. At one building site, windows and door frames arrived after

¢ Memo, Col Harry F. Cameron Jr., 19 Jun 62, sub: Periodic Letter Report to Chief of Engineers,
p. 5, Mil Files XXI-3-2, OH, HQ USACE; “Contract Completion Report . . . Hamadan (Shahrokhi)
Air Base, Hamadan, Iran,” [Jun 65], p. 3, intro by Maj Gilbert L. Burns, box 25, access. no. 77-92-
0002, WNRC.

7 “Contract Completion Report . . . Hamadan,” [Jun 65], pp. 1, 7-8.
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the masonry walls had already been erected. Fitting these items into the structure
damaged the work in place. For precasting concrete elements, the contractor also
reused plywood forms beyond their effective life, resulting in unacceptable sills,
lintels, canopies, and columns.®

With constant attention from the Corps of Engineers personnel on the jobsite and
their repeated insistence on corrective action to replace deficient work, Jones brought
the construction at Hamadan/Shahrokhi to acceptable standards. Corps engineers
demanded that the contractor institute a more-rigid inspection system. Only when
that system took effect and quality could be assured with less frequent inspections
did the resident engineer reduce the number of inspectors on his staff.’

With constant prodding, construction advanced to the point that the facilities
could be turned over to ARMISH-MAAG in early June. In a ceremony held on
16 June 1965, the U.S. ambassador to Iran, Armin H. Meyer, officially presented
the Hamadan/Shahrokhi Air Base facilities to the Iranian government. Including
modifications, the contract’s value at completion of the work amounted to $4.8
million, an increase of about 11 percent over the award price."

Regimental Combat Team Installations

During the early 1960s, the Gulf District supervised construction of four RCT
installations in Iran. The Jones Construction Company won the principal contracts
for construction of the installations at Hamadan; at Kermanshah, ninety miles west of
Hamadan; and at Sarab in northern Iran. Williams Brothers constructed facilities at
Quchan, a small farming town on the Atrak River about forty miles south of Russian
Turkistan. Other companies, including Iranian contractors, worked on supply points,
electrical installations, or other facilities at these sites.'!

The four RCT installation designs had seventy to ninety-nine buildings, yielding
contracts from $4.1 million to $5.2 million. All locations included troop billets and
officer and noncommissioned officer quarters. Hamadan had motor-pool facilities
and ammunition igloos. Kermanshah had a corral for one hundred fifty animals;
a petroleum, oil, and lubricants (POL) facility with storage tanks and the related
pumping, loading, and dispensing equipment; and administrative offices to support fuel
distribution. An advance supply point consisting of sixteen warechouses, an open storage
area, and a road network extended the complex of installations in the Kermanshah
region. The facilities for the combat team and a tank battalion at Sarab included
fuel storage; sewage, water, electrical, and telephone systems; and an ammunition
storage area. An advance supply point, the POL facility near Sarab, and a hangar at
Tabriz for the Gendarmerie completed the plan in the area. Construction at Hamadan,

8 Ibid., pp. 9-10.

° Ibid., p. 5, passim.

10 Col A. D. Chaffin to Lt Gen William F. Cassidy, 15 Jul 65, p. 4, Mil Files XXI-3-4, OH, HQ
USACE; “Contract Completion Report . . . Hamadan,” [Jun 65], pp. 5, 2.

I “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 33—41, list of construction contracts
in appendixes.
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Panoramic view of the Quchan regional combat team site during construction, March 1964

Kermanshah, and Sarab began during the summer of 1961 and was completed before
the summer of 1963."

Williams Brothers began construction of the RCT site at Quchan in July 1962,
making it the last such project undertaken by the Gulf District for the Iranian Army.
In September, the district opened a resident office at Quchan that varied in strength
from eight to eleven persons. The office was headed by a sequence of four lieutenant
colonels who averaged about seven months’ tenure each."

As with most projects in Iran, the contract for Quchan provided that the contractor
furnish dependable air connections to the site. Building a gravel-surface airstrip at
Quchan, four thousand five hundred feet long and one hundred feet wide, therefore,
constituted one element of the contractor’s responsibilities. Heavy rains and a flood
in April 1963 damaged construction underway at Quchan, and the landing strip
had to be partially relocated and shortened. Because of poor planning, inadequate
organization, and improper management, Williams Brothers was “seriously behind
schedule” before the floods. With all its problems, the contractor still produced good

12 Tbid., pp. 33-41.
13 Ibid., pp. 41-42. Unless otherwise noted, information on Quchan comes from this source.
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e

Noncommissioned officers quarters under construction at Quchan, October 1963

construction, especially in the concrete, brick masonry, and electrical elements.
Williams Brothers completed the project in April 1964.'

Gendarmerie and National Police Projects

The Gulf District also extended the construction for the Gendarmerie through
the 1960s. Iranian firms continued to hold exclusive rights to all projects except
construction of airfield facilities. The mandate to use Iranian construction firms
created management problems for the Gulf District, because the Iranian companies
consistently failed to meet schedules and Corps standards in the quality of work. In
addition, the principal contractor at twenty-two sites, Sherkat Tazamoni Neamatollah
Jahan-Bin and Company, had serious financial difficulties in 1962 and completed
construction at only three sites."

14 Memo, Col W. G. Trainer, 18 Mar 63, sub: Periodic Letter Report to Chief of Engineers, p. 3,
Mil Files XXI-3-3, OH, HQ USACE.

15 Interv, Moorhus with Col (Ret) Peter Grosz Jr., 19 Mar 96, pp. 19-21; Cameron to Cassidy, 7
Jun 67, p. 2, Mil Files XXI-3-6, OH, HQ USACE; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June
1965,” pp. 46-48; Memo, Cameron, 19 Jun 62, p. 4; Memo, Col W. G. Trainer, 19 Sep 62, sub:
Periodic Letter Report to Chief of Engineers, pp. 2, 4, Mil Files XXI-3-2, OH, HQ USACE; Harold
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Because the Gendarmerie handled border
security and customs, most construction sites were
remote and widely scattered. (Map 14) The Corps
assigned junior engineer officers to keep in touch
with the construction in progress at these sites.
Claude D. Boyd, serving in Iran as a first lieutenant
for nine months in 1962 and 1963, was assigned
with two Iranians and a Pakistani to Zahedan near
the Pakistan border. To inspect construction at the
five sites he oversaw, once a month Boyd and one
or two Iranian inspectors loaded a vehicle with
as many gas cans as it could carry and a dozen
or so live chickens. At each site, they inspected
the work and made in-progress payments. They
ate or traded the chickens as they traveled, and
they carried cigarettes and whiskey as gifts for the
village leaders in the areas where they camped. A
village leader would “kill a goat or cook a bunch of
chickens, and rice, and feed us. We’d sit there and
talk at night. Of course, [ was speaking English, and
he was speaking Baluchistan or Farsi, and I didn’t
have any idea what he was saying and he didn’t
know what I was saying, but it was friendly.”!®
After completing each inspection tour, Boyd
headed for Tehran to report to the district personnel
and stock up on provisions.

In April 1963, the district agreed to supervise
construction of family housing for officers
and noncommissioned officers serving in the
Gendarmerie, the Iranian Army, and the Iranian
National Police. Funding for the projects came in
part from the sale of surplus American agricultural
commodities under the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act (Public Law
[PL]480) and from an American loan. The district
estimated the total cost of the housing program
at $6.3 million. The construction produced 604
housing units and several bachelor officers quarters
at more than a dozen widely scattered sites, some

B. Day, “Data for Command Inspection by Mediterranean
Engineer Division,” 4—18 Jan 63, p. 6, box 22, access. no.
77-92-0002, WNRC.

16 Interv, Moorhus with Col (Ret) Claude D. Boyd III, 9
Nov 95, p. 9.
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located in the army cantonments that the Gulf
District had constructed. (Map 15) Each location
required electrical, water, and sewage systems to
support the new housing.!”

Two features of the police housing project
at Naziabad in south Tehran were unique. The
six four-story apartment buildings were the
tallest constructed to date for the Iranian Military
Assistance Program. The central heating plant and
district heating system were also firsts for Iran.
Although the construction was “beautiful,” the
Iranian contractor encountered difficulty procuring
the U.S. materials specified by the designer. Finally,
the division agreed to purchase the materials and
ship them to Iran. Unfortunately, that did not solve
the contractor’s problems. More than a year later,
in September 1967, the contractor still had not
obtained all the parts he needed; for the second
winter, the buildings remained without a functional
heating system. Frustrated by the delays, the divi-
sion engineer, Col. Harry F. Cameron Jr., faulted
the architect-engineer for specifying an “exotic
heating system, the only one of its type in Iran.”'®

Construction at Mashhad

The Gulf District’s last large project in Iran
funded by the Military Assistance Program was
an air base and supporting facilities at Mashhad, a
center of Shiite Muslim devotion and worship since
the ninth century. The city, which counted about
two hundred sixty-four thousand inhabitants in
1960, lies 462 miles northeast of Tehran. Because
of its location on several important caravan routes
and near the Soviet border, Mashhad became a point
of strategic interest during the Cold War.

17 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,”
pp. 53-54.

18 “Brief History of Police Housing Project, Naziabad,
Tehran,” 29 Oct 66, p. 1, box 51-83-8376, Farrell Papers;
“History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp.
53-54; Mediterranean Div Staff Mtg Min, 20 Oct 65, 27 Jun
66, Som-29, TAD-RHA; Mediterranean Div Staff Mtg Min,
18 Jan, 19 Sep 67, box 51-83-8379, Farrell Papers.



196 BRICKS, SAND, AND MARBLE

New apartment construction at Naziabad, ca. 1965

Between 1961 and 1964, the Gulf District supervised construction for the
Gendarmerie in the Mashhad region. Initially, the district supervised this construc-
tion out of a project office in its Construction Division. After September 1962, the
resident engineer at Quchan assumed responsibility for the work at Mashhad. In
the summer of 1964, the district let a new contract to strengthen and expand the
Mashhad Airfield. In the 1950s, Army engineers had reinforced a landing strip
built in 1929. The construction proposed in 1964 involved laying a runway twelve
thousand five hundred feet long, an operational apron for parking aircraft, warmup
aprons, and taxiways. The design called for fifteen buildings, including a pull-through
maintenance hangar; ten thousand square feet of warehouse space; rocket-storage
facilities; two airmen’s dormitories; post engineer facilities; headquarters and
operations buildings; sewage, water, and power systems; and a road network. The
principal military runway, for use by F—5s and C—130 transport planes, had eight-inch
concrete paving.!” Jones Construction won the $6 million contract, and the Gulf
District issued the notice to proceed on 16 July 1964. By timely coincidence, Jones
completed the work at Hamadan as the work at Mashhad began.

19 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” p. 45; Area Engr’s Completion Rpt
[Mashhad Air Base], 4 May 66, pp. 1-4, Mixed Files, TAD-RHA. Unless otherwise noted, informa-
tion on the construction at Mashhad comes from this source.
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The military facilities were built adjacent to the older, commercial air terminal
and apron, so planners divided the airfield construction into two phases to allow
continuous operation of the commercial facilities. Between July and September,
Jones built its construction camp on site and started earthwork. Late in September,
construction began, with work on buildings and utilities done simultaneously.
During Phase I, the old commercial section of the airfield remained in operation
while the southern 6,000-foot segment of new runway was laid. In early November
1965, the contractor completed Phase I paving and the access road from the
highway between Tehran and Mashhad, providing a route to and from the new
runway. On 2 December, the authorities closed the old runway and opened the
new, thus officially ending Phase I.

Phase II began immediately and consisted of placing the base course over the
old runway, which could be used as a base because it showed no signs of failure. In
compacting the final lift, the contractor encountered problems with the underlying
subgrade and finally chose to cut out the unsatisfactory sections and replace them
with entirely new fill. Paving on the reconstructed old runway, the aprons, the
hangar, hangar access aprons, connecting taxiways, and the apron and civil aviation
taxiways began in early March 1966 and was completed in late April.

Constructing a bridge culvert system to accommodate runoff of water descending
from the mountains to the west constituted a major element of the work at Mashhad.
The culvert system crossed the 12,500-foot runway at about midpoint. The system
involved reinforced concrete footings, stone masonry piers, and a reinforced concrete
deck that formed the final runway section connecting the old and new portions.*
The contractor began work on the bridge and culvert before finishing Phase I
construction. With the outer sections of the bridging in place by mid-November,
the contractor began the inner one hundred yards. When the new runway opened
on 2 December, the old runway closed and work proceeded vigorously to upgrade
the old runway and to complete the connecting bridge over the drainage culverts.
The contractor placed concrete for the last deck section of the bridge in early May
1966. At one point between December and May, two hundred fifty stone masons
and laborers laid an estimated one hundred sixty thousand stones to line the walls
of the culvert under the bridge.

In support of the construction, the Mashhad Area Office’s Materials Branch
laboratory performed thirty-six tests a day, putting a heavy burden on lab personnel.
The contractor had problems maintaining a supply of acceptable cement from the
local production plant. When the Mediterranean Division’s lab in Athens tested
cement for strength, testing errors indicating substandard material led to the
unnecessary rejection of some batches of cement. The rejections created a minor
crisis that was resolved when the contractor called in a consultant to run further
tests. Once the adjustments were made, the cement produced excellent structural
and paving concrete.

20 Interv, Moorhus with Grosz, 19 Mar 96, pp. 39-40.
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When construction mobilization began in July 1964, the Gulf District opened
an area office at Mashhad. The organizational plan called for twenty-three civilian
spaces and one military position, but civilian strength in the office never exceeded
sixteen. In August 1965, as part of a general reorganization, contracting authority
passed from the district engineer in Tehran to the Mediterranean Division in Livorno.
The reductions in Gulf District personnel drastically limited the technical and
administrative support the district could offer the Mashhad Area Office.

In addition to monitoring staff and the progress of construction, the area
engineer in Mashhad maintained liaison with the local Iranian and American officials
interested in the project. He coordinated on a regular basis with the director of the
Mashhad Civil Airfield, the commander of the Iranian Air Force base at Mashhad,
the commanding general of the Iranian Army’s 6th Division, the U.S. consul in
Mashhad, the commander of the U.S. Army Signal Training Team in the area, and
the commanding general of the regional Iranian Gendarmerie.

Beyond supervising construction, the area office also trained Iranian engineers
and army officers. During the summer of 1965, the office hosted four student
engineers from the University of Abadan who served in the Materials, Operations,
and Engineering Branches. Six Iranian Army engineers also served with the area
office, two at a time, to learn about large-project construction.

Standards of Design and Construction in Iran

In managing construction in Iran and Pakistan, the Gulf District applied several
sets of standards. For projects to serve the U.S. Air Force and for all airfields, the
district used the same standards of design and construction that would apply in
the United States. For facilities serving the Iranian military forces, the district,
taking its guidelines from ARMISH-MAAG, applied austerity criteria that adapted
local construction practice and the use of local materials to provide simple, usable
facilities.?!

Experience with the MAP projects in Iran in the late 1950s led the district staff to
conclude that, without compromising structural adequacy, it could modify designs to
reduce standards but still improve the living and working conditions for the Iranian
military. The standard in the United States for enlisted troop barracks, for instance,
called for 125 square feet per man. In the 1960s, the Gulf District built enlisted
barracks in Iran to a standard of 47 square feet per man. Similarly, in designing
the water supply, the district used a standard of 500 gallons per minute (GPM) per
single fire rather than the 1,000 GPM applied in the United States and a total of 50
rather than 100 gallons per person per day. All these standards, while remaining
below the quality used in the United States, represented a marked improvement over

2! Data for Lt Gen W. K. Wilson Jr., Ch of Engrs, 8-12 Sep 64, pp. 3—4, unmarked box, TAD-RHA
(hereafter cited as Data for Wilson).
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existing Iranian conditions. The design also minimized the number of fire hydrants,
valves, and fittings.

At many of the construction sites, finding an adequate supply of water presented
a problem and an added cost. The entire region was arid or semiarid. When the
Corps began drilling for wells, it had little information on the geology, hydrology,
or soil conditions, so it assigned personnel to conduct a systematic program of field
investigations. As information accumulated, the Gulf District awarded contracts and
eventually completed over forty wells in Iran of depths from 50 to 502 feet.”

Traditional water systems continued to serve and even to be adapted by the Army
engineers during their construction in Iran. The traditional ghanat technique, also
used in Saudi Arabia, Libya, and Morocco, involved digging one or several wells
on a hillside and then drawing water from these wells by means of underground
tunnels running downhill at an angle sufficient to provide a gravity flow to the area
to be served. The hand-dug tunnels had a diameter of about three feet, just enough
to allow the tunnel digger minimal movement. Vertical shafts from the tunnel to
ground level at intervals provided ventilation and permitted removal of earth as the
digging progressed. Both shafts and tunnels remained unlined, so they were subject
to frequent cave-ins. Ghanats in Iran varied in length from one hundred yards to
fifty miles.**

As part of the $11 million project to build a division cantonment at Sanandaj,
near the border with Iraq, the contractor, MKO, incorporated a ghanat system.
The contractor ran several ghanat tunnels to a single point and constructed a large
reservoir there. Construction crews installed electrical pumps at the reservoir to lift
the water to a holding tower from which it flowed throughout the system of pipes
that supplied the entire 200-building installation. The finished system thus integrated
ancient and modern systems.?

The district’s austerity criteria also appeared in the sewage disposal and treatment
systems installed at Iranian facilities. When the construction program began in
Iran in the late 1950s, the Gulf District commissioned the architect-engineer joint
venture of Ammann & Whitney—Husted to prepare standard design packages for
utilities, including sewage-treatment systems. Anticipating that the Corps would
build a number of installations at which populations would vary, the firm designed
at least two standard plans for each installation component. The standard plans were
then modified for specific sites. The battalion camp at Rheneh, for example, had an

2 Ibid., pp. 3-6; Edward L. Waddell Jr., “Military Construction Aid in Iran,” Military Engineer
(January-February 1963): 43; “Hamadan, Iran, Site Adapt Design,” Sep 62, p. 3, box 74, access. no.
77-84-0004, TAD-RHA.

2 In general, see James A. Roy, “Water Supplies in the Mid East,” Military Engineer (March-April
1961): 126-28, and Victor E. Muse, “From Ancient ‘Ghanats’ to Modern Water Wells for Iran, U.S.
Army Engineers are Providing Arid Old Persia with Up-to-Date Water Supplies for Military Bases,”
Water Works Engineering (November 1961): 962—63. See also “History of the [Gulf] District, March
1956—June 1965,” p. 18; Waddell, “Military Construction Aid in Iran,” pp. 43—45.

2 Roy, “Water Supplies in the Mid East,” pp. 126-28; Muse, “From Ancient ‘Ghanats’ to Modern
Water Wells,” pp. 962—63; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” p. 18.

2 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 28-29.
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anticipated population of 830 men and used an adaptation of the standard design for
a 630-man sewage treatment plant. At Sahneh, the construction contractor installed
a4,400-man treatment plant. A third site, with an expected population of only 210,
used a septic-tank system rather than a sewage-treatment plant.*

In all cases, the district calculated flow on a basis of thirty-five gallons per
capita, considerably less than assumed in the United States. The systems depended
on conveying sewage by gravity flow rather than by electric pumps. Designs located
the sewer mains a minimum distance from the buildings and limited crossings under
roads and the number of manholes. The design completely segregated storm water
from sewage, in some instances using open ditches for storm drainage. The larger
sewage-treatment systems used Imhoff tanks for simple settling, sedimentation,
and anaerobic digestion to process the raw sewage, combined with open lagoons
and sludge-drying beds. Throughout the sewage systems that the Gulf District put
in place, the district strove for economy of installation and simplicity of operations
and maintenance.?’

On roads and walkways, district designs specified gravel, which was less
expensive than asphalt or concrete. Plans incorporated no landscaping, sodding,
or planting. Contractors generally installed kerosene-fired water heaters and space
heaters rather than electrical equipment or central heating. The resulting construction
was Spartan but functional, and the district completed installations at a cost of only
about $100 for each soldier in the unit.?®

The Gulf District Outside Iran

While the Gulf District managed the construction projects in Iran, it also
administered projects in Pakistan, Burma, and Saudi Arabia left incomplete when
the Trans-East District closed at the end of 1960.

Work in Pakistan

When the Trans-East District closed, the Gulf District assumed responsibility for
five projects in Pakistan with a value of over $1 million each. The largest contract
was for the cantonment at Multan, where $15 million in construction had begun in
June 1959. All projects were well advanced when the Gulf District took them over,
and all were completed by early 1962. Between 1962 and 1965, the Gulf District
awarded a dozen new contracts in Pakistan, several of them involving additional

26 Design analysis documents for sewage-treatment plants and other utility systems and facilities,
including dispensaries, dated 1957-1961, may be found in boxes 76 and 78, access. no. 77-84-2400,
TAD-RHA.

7 Ibid.; Memo, Lt Col Edward L. Waddell Jr., 12 May 62, sub: Post Completion Report on MAP
Sites—Pakistan, box 51-83-8376, Farrell Papers; Data for Wilson, pp. 3—6.

28 Data for Wilson, pp. 3—6; Waddell, “Military Construction Aid in Iran,” p. 43; “Hamadan, Iran,
Site Adapt Design,” Sep 62, p. 3; USACE, “Gulf District, Khaneh Area, Iran,” foreword by Lt Col
Ellis E. Pickering, 1 Nov 58, p. 2, box 23, access. no. 77-92-0002, WNRC.
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work at the U.S. Air Force’s communications facility near Peshawar. These contracts
were relatively small: Two exceeded $1 million; two fell between $200,000 and
$900,000; and one was less than $10,000.%

However large or small, administering construction contracts in Pakistan from
Tehran challenged the Corps. The Gulf District had to wrestle with the cumbersome
Pakistani system of tax-exemption certificates and contractor claims to recover
taxes paid on construction materials that by government-to-government agreement
qualified as tax free. District records speak of files “bulging with correspondence
on contractor’s claims for tax refunds on contracts which were completed several
years ago.””? Travel between Tehran and construction sites in Pakistan was nearly
as cumbersome as the tax situation. The air distance from Tehran to Karachi is
one thousand two hundred miles; but the sites of most of the projects after 1961,
Peshawar and Lahore, were seven hundred miles from Karachi. Navigating the
customs and other entry procedures added hours to the trip. District personnel could
make only one leg of the trip to Peshawar in a single day; they always had to stay
the first night in Karachi. Thus, every trip between Peshawar and Tehran involved
at least four days of travel.?!

Tax laws and lengthy travel schedules were routine problems, but the outbreak
of armed conflict was not routine. When war broke out between Pakistan and
India in September 1965, Peshawar came under attack by Indian aircraft. The Gulf
District evacuated dependents of Corps employees to Karamursel, Turkey, where
the U.S. Air Force provided lodging and support. The Mediterranean Division sent
an employee to Karamursel to provide assistance. As the fighting continued, making
the return to Pakistan unsafe, dependents were given the option of returning to the
States. In June 1966, the Air Force withdrew $2.3 million in construction projects
at Peshawar, effectively ending Mediterranean Division work in Pakistan.*

Burma

The Gulf District also inherited the activities involving Burma where, in
1959-1960, the State Department had sought help from the Mediterranean Division.
Encouraged by the chief of engineers to give potential work in Burma the highest
degree of attention, the Mediterranean Division had opened an area office in
Rangoon in 1959. When progress toward a construction project for a highway
between Rangoon and Mandalay languished, the division closed the area office in
August 1960.

Still, the State Department continued to promote the idea of work by the Corps of
Engineers in Burma. The Burmese government rejected the initial report on a possible

¥ Memo, Cameron, 29 Jan 61, pp. 5-7, Mil Files XXI-2-6, OH, HQ USACE; “History of the
[Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 56-67.

3 Tbid., pp. 63—64.

31 Ltr, Col (Ret) Peter Grosz Jr. to authors, 18 Aug 64, attachment “USAF Communication Unit,
Peshawar, West Pakistan,” to “Comments, Peshawar Area,” unmarked box, TAD-RHA.

32 Mediterranean Div Staff Mtg Min, 27 Sep 65, 8 Nov 65, 27 Jun 66, Som-29, TAD-RHA.
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highway from Rangoon to Mandalay as too expensive. The U.S. International
Cooperation Administration then requested that the design company, Louis Berger &
Associates, study more economical alternatives; Berger conducted this phase of the
study between February and May 1961. On 10 April 1961, the Corps of Engineers
signed an agreement with the International Cooperation Administration to continue
to provide technical support for cooperative programs in Burma. Late in 1961,
the ICA reorganized to become the U.S. Agency for International Development.
The organization of the new agency slowed work, but the Office of the Chief of
Engineers alerted the division engineer in Livorno to the possibility of assignments
in Burma for 1962.%

The Gulf District already provided limited technical and managerial assistance
to the Burmese government on construction at an intermediate college and for work
at Rangoon Hospital. Throughout the spring of 1962, district personnel worked
with Berger on a more economical highway plan. A coup d’état in March and the
formation of a revolutionary council composed of military leaders who ruled Burma
by decree delayed the program; but by December, Berger had delivered its revised
engineering and feasibility studies for a highway.*

In March 1963, the Burmese government signed agreements authorizing design
of a stretch of highway between Rangoon and Pegu that could be seen as an initial
segment of the complete road to Mandalay. In April, the Mediterranean Division
awarded a $337,000 contract to Berger and Associates for the detailed design of the
42-mile segment of highway. Berger completed this design, and AID prepared a
project agreement in late December 1963 for the Burmese to authorize construction
of the road from Rangoon to Pegu.*

All of the conditions seemed to be in place for the issuance of a final contract;
the Mediterranean Division issued a request for proposals and received bids. Then,
on 26 May 1964, the division notified all contractors that “the Rangoon-Mandalay

33 Maj Gen Keith R. Barney to Nauman, 23 Jan 62, Mil Files XXI-3-2, OH, HQ USACE. “Histori-
cal Report, U.S. Army Engineer District, Trans-East, 21 November 1955-30 June 1960,” Aug 60, p.
133, box 51-83-8379 (hereafter cited as Hist Rpt-Trans-East), and Addendum for Period 1 Jul 60-31
Dec 60, May 61, p. 10, box 51-83-8370; Project Implementation Order, Technical Services, Agency
for International Development (AID), “Burma: Technical Support,” 16 Nov 62, box 51-83-8376; all
in Farrell Papers.

3 Memo, Col Harry F. Cameron Jr., 21 Mar 62, sub: Periodic Letter Report to Chief of Engineers,
Mil Files XXI-3-2; Memo, Col W. G. Trainer, 19 Dec 62, Mil Files XXI-3-2; Final Rpt, Rangoon-Pegu
Highway Project, Union of Burma, [1964], pp. 1-2, Mil Files XII-49-7; all in OH, HQ USACE.

35 Col W. G. Trainer to Nauman, 9 Mar 63, box 51-83-8378, Farrell Papers; Louis Berger Inc., “En-
gineering Report—Phase IA to Agency for International Development: Rangoon-Mandalay Highway
Project, Union of Burma,” vol. 1, Dec 62, pp. 5-6, box 51-83-8376, Farrell Papers; Office of the Chief
of Engineers (OCE), “Annual Historical Summary, 1 July 1962-30 June 1963,” n.d., pp. 5, 35, Gen
Files 5-1; Mediterranean Div, “Rangoon-Pegu Highway Project, Union of Burma, Final Rpt,” [1964],
pp. 3-6, Mil Files XII-49-7; “Project Agreement Between the Agency for International Development
(AID). .. and the Ministry of National Planning . . . Burma: Rangoon-Mandalay Highway (Design—
Rangoon-Pegu),” 31 Dec 63, [to be] signed by U. Ohn Khin, Sec, Ministry of National Planning, and
Donald P. Barces, Administrator, AID, box 51-83-8378, Farrell Papers; all in OH, HQ USACE.
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Highway Project has been terminated.” The bids were never opened.*® The road
construction had fallen victim to a deteriorating domestic situation in Burma and
worsening relations between the U.S. and Burmese governments. Although the
Mediterranean Division headquarters continued to provide technical assistance to
the Burmese government concerning design and construction at Rangoon University,
the canceled highway project was the Gulf District’s last effort in Burma.*’

The Gulf District and Saudi Arabia, 1961-1963

The Gulf District had no role in Saudi Arabia until the Trans-East District
closed. Beginning in January 1961, the Gulf District assumed responsibility for
those projects begun after King Saud and President Eisenhower signed an agreement
in April 1957. Construction of the most dramatic of those projects, the civil air
terminal at Dhahran, was behind schedule but still well advanced when the Gulf
District inherited it. The ceremony for the transfer of the terminal to the Saudi
government took place on 20 September 1961 with all but a small amount of work
completed. By contrast, a good deal of work remained on the less-visible projects
to support the U.S. Military Training Mission in its development of the Royal Saudi
Air Force (RSAF).

Training for the Royal Saudi Air Force

The $9 million program of construction for the U.S. Military Training Mission
involved a training school complex at Riyadh and support facilities at Jiddah and
Taif. (See Map 16.) Oman-Farnsworth-Wright won the contract in June 1960 for the
training school in Riyadh and began developing the new installation. In addition to an
access road and utilities, the school had sixteen buildings, including a headquarters
for operations, airmen’s dormitories, maintenance and shop facilities, a mess hall,
an academic building, bachelor officers quarters, and warehouse space. Although
construction began in September 1960, very little work had been completed when the
Gulf District took over the Riyadh resident office that supervised the project.®®

3¢ Memo, L. W. McBride, 19 Feb 64, sub: Request for Technical Advice and Assistance, Burma,
Mil Files XII-49-7; Memo, F. Heywood Marsh, Louis Berger, Inc., to H. P. Winn, OCE, 4 Mar 64,
sub: Rangoon-Mandalay Highway Project, Burma, Pegu-Pyu Study, unmarked box; unlabeled doc
dtd 24 Mar 64, unmarked box; Memo, Col John W. Burfening, 26 May 64, unmarked box; all in OH,
HQ USACE.

37 Interviews with Lieutenant General Frederick J. Clarke (Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief
of Engineers, 1980), p. 129. Memo, Louis A. Cohen, AID, Ofc of the Rep to Burma, 3 Jun 64, Mil
Files X1I-49-7; OCE, “Annual Historical Summary, 1 July 1963-30 June 1964,” n.d., p. 32, and similar
Rpt for FY 1966, p. 40, both in Gen Files 5-4; all in OH, HQ USACE. The division awarded a design
contract for Rangoon University on 15 December 1964 in the amount of $195,800. Mediterranean
Div Staff Mtg Min, 4 Jan 65, Som-29, TAD-RHA.

38 Ralph M. Parsons Co., “Design Analysis for Royal Saudi Air Force Training School,” 11 Jul
58, p. I-1, box 40, access. no. 77-84-2400, TAD-RHA; Hist Rpt—Trans-East; Nauman to Itschner, 9
Dec 60, p. 9; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 73-75.
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By September 1961, the contractor was nearly back on schedule and had
completed two-thirds of the project in Riyadh. On 1 September, similar construction
began at Jiddah for RSAF support facilities consisting of a headquarters building;
an operations building; a hangar with supporting shops; concrete extensions of
existing parking aprons; a paved, open storage area; ammunition-storage facilities;
and other improvements.* On 1 October, construction for the RSAF began at a third
location—Taif. With construction progressing satisfactorily and nearing completion
in Riyadh, the Gulf District closed its Riyadh resident office and moved its personnel

3 “Summary of Construction Contracts in Saudi Arabia,” 15 Nov 61, p. 15, box 24, access. no.
77-92-0001, WNRC; Architect Engineer Consultants Inc., “Design Analysis, Operations Building &
Headquarters Building (Jiddah),” Jun 61, p. 2, and “Design Analysis, Link Trainer Building, Jiddah
Airfield,” Jul 61, pp. 1-3, both in box 40, access. no. 77-84-2400, TAD-RHA.
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to Jiddah, where they could also supervise the work in Taif. In September 1962, the
Army engineers delivered the completed facilities in Riyadh to the U.S. Military
Training Mission for turnover to the Saudi government. With work complete at
Jiddah and Taif as well, the Corps of Engineers closed all offices in Saudi Arabia
on 14 December 1962; headquarters staff in the Gulf District in Tehran assumed
responsibility for supervising work on the remaining project in Saudi Arabia: repair
of the Dhahran Air Terminal.*

Repairing the Dhahran Air Terminal

Although the Saudi Arabian government took possession of the civil air terminal
in Dhahran in September 1961, a major structural problem kept the Gulf District
involved at the terminal for several more years. Even before completion, leaks
appeared in the roof of the terminal’s main building. In November 1961, Corps
personnel raised the problem with the design firm, Ralph M. Parsons Company.
Parsons responded that engineers had observed deviations from the specifications in
the construction contractor’s installation of the roof, had brought these to the attention
of the area engineer, and had sent a copy of the correspondence to the division.
Parsons suggested dismantling the roof and reinstalling it according to the original
design. The company also suggested what it described as “a more expeditious and
probably less satisfactory ‘fix’”: repair and modification of the existing installation.
In the early spring of 1962, it became apparent that the roof was inadequate to handle
the rapid runoff of water from heavy downpours. Both the construction contractor,
OFW, and the area engineer in Saudi Arabia identified the problem as a fault of the
original design, which had not taken into account the intensity of the seasonal rains.
In late April, an inspection team from the Gulf District confirmed the judgment
of the area engineer. The Gulf District’s construction and engineering personnel
therefore sought to devise a flexible and efficient method to drain the flat areas of
the roof where water accumulated and created the leaks.*!

While the Gulf District sought a solution, the Corps again brought the matter
to the Parsons Company. In mid-June 1962, Parsons reasserted that its design was
correct and that any fault must derive from improper installation. With the prospect
of a lengthy battle to establish legal responsibility, the U.S. embassy in Saudi
Arabia stepped in, deciding that the political importance of rapid satisfaction for

40 DF, Patrick E. Tulley, 3 Dec 62, sub: Change of Headquarters, Saudi Arabia Area, box 51-
84-5389, Farrell Papers; Memo, Col W. G. Trainer, 19 Dec 62, sub: Periodic Letter Report to Chief
of Engineers, Mil Files XXI-3-2, OH, HQ USACE; “Summary of Construction Contracts in Saudi
Arabia,” 15 Nov 61, pp. 4-6; Waddell, Continuing Memo to Trainer, 10—-12 Sep 62.

4 Memo, C. W. Brandt, Ralph M. Parsons Co., to Cameron, 18 Dec 61, sub: Roof Deficiencies,
Dhahran Civil Air Terminal, box 24, access. no. 77-92-0001, WNRC; “Final Construction Narrative
Report, Roof Modification—Dhahran Civil Air Terminal, Saudi Arabia,” n.d., p. 1, box 51-83-8376,
Farrell Papers.
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the Saudi Arabians was more significant than recovering money from either of the
contractors.*

Accordingly, the Office of the Chief of Engineers arranged with the Agency
for International Development to make money available for a contract to design a
modification of the roof. The firm selected, Commonwealth Service International
Inc., submitted designs in January 1963 to promote more effective runoff of heavy
rains. The Gulf District reviewed the new design in March and suggested only
minor changes. In June 1963, the district negotiated a construction contract with
the same company for a lump sum of $32,000 (the redesign had cost $3,000). By
June 1964, all of the work was done. As Parsons had predicted, the repair did not
entirely solve the problem of leaks. Expansion and contraction of the structural
system caused deterioration of flashing and seals. There was no way to identify
where that deterioration would cause leaks until after a rain, so the roof remained
a problem.*

On 1 May 1964, as completion of the repair to the civil air terminal approached,
the Gulf District transferred its responsibilities for all construction in Saudi Arabia
to the Mediterranean Division headquarters.*

Highways in Afghanistan

The largest new program that the Gulf District undertook in the 1960s was
highway construction in Afghanistan. A kingdom in the 1950s, Afghanistan shared
borders with the Soviet Union in the north and Iran in the west. In the east, a narrow
corridor of Afghanistan’s territory situated between the Soviet Union and Pakistan
touched the People’s Republic of China. (Map 17) To the south and west of that
eastern corridor, Afghanistan shared a long border with Pakistan, with whom
relations were strained during the 1950s and 1960s and where fighting broke out
periodically. The Himalayan Mountains, with peaks rising to twenty-one thousand
feet, covered much of Afghanistan. The average elevation throughout the country
was four thousand feet. The population in 1950, around 12 million, was divided about
equally between inhabitants of villages scattered around the country and nomadic,
pastoral tribes who lived in tents and traveled annually between the mountains and
the plains. Ninety percent of the nation’s income came from agriculture, with grapes,
raisins, and mulberries as the principal products. The land was arid, and irrigation

42 “Final Construction Narrative Report, Roof Modification—Dhahran Civil Air Terminal,” n.d.,
pp. 2-3.

4 “Final Construction Narrative Report, Roof Modification—Dhahran Civil Air Terminal,” n.d.;
“History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” pp. 73-74; Emil L. Blondell and Col John
E. Walker, Trip Rpt of MDD Part to Saudi Arabia, 21 Aug—1 Sep 65, 7 Sep 65, p. 9, box 51-84-5389,
Farrell Papers; Interv, Moorhus with Grosz, 19 Mar 96, p. 43. Grosz reports that the roof leaked in
1978 when he went through the terminal.

4 OCE, “Annual Historical Summary, 1 July 1963-30 June 1964,” p. 92.
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was maintained through an ancient system of underground tunnels and ditches. The
strongest unifying element for the country’s population is the Islamic religion.*

Given Afghanistan’s strategic location, the U.S. State Department began a
program in the late 1950s to promote stronger and more positive relations between
the two countries, in part to counter Soviet influence. American policymakers
focused on improving the country’s poor system of roads to encourage internal trade
and political cohesion. Afghanistan’s rudimentary highway system consisted of a
1,700-mile circular road with dirt and rock roadbeds linking principal towns and
cities. From Kandahar in the south, the roads ran northeast to Kabul and northwest to
Herat. The main road then looped across the northern tier of the country to connect
Herat and Kabul. Spurs from this great elliptical route extended toward Iran to the
west and Pakistan to the southeast.*®

4 H. A. Swanson, “High Roads of Afghanistan,” Military Engineer (November-December 1959):
462-63.

4 An excellent discussion of the Kabul-Kandahar highway program may be found in Frank N.
Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Afghanistan’s Highways, 1960-1967,” Journal of
Construction Engineering and Management (September 1991): 445-59; Swanson, “High Roads of
Afghanistan,” p. 463.
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Construction of the Afghan highway, ca. 1966

In 1957, the International Cooperation Administration sponsored a study of
Afghanistan’s transportation system; the next year, the ICA assisted the Afghan
government in organizing a program of road maintenance. In February 1959, the
ICA selected the firm of Kenneth R. White Consulting Engineers Inc. of Denver,
Colorado, to draft a design to convert the road from Kabul to Kandahar into a
modern, two-lane, bituminous-surface highway.*’

Although the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers had expressed interest in the ICA’s
highway construction project in Afghanistan during the winter of 1958—-1959, the
Corps’ ultimate involvement resulted from a fortuitous coincidence. The U.S.
ambassador to Afghanistan, Henry A. Byroade, was a former Army engineer officer.
A 1937 graduate of West Point, Byroade had served in World War II. In 1949, he
resigned as a colonel and joined the State Department as a Foreign Service officer.
As ambassador to Afghanistan in 1959, Byroade became impatient with the lack
of progress under the ICA, especially since the Soviet Union had an active aid

47 Swanson, “High Roads of Afghanistan,” p. 463; “Technical Assistance Project History and
Analysis Report of the Construction of the Kabul-Kandahar Highway, Afghanistan Regional Transit
Project, Afghanistan, for AID, Washington, D.C.,” Nov 67, pp. 3, 8, box 51-83-8378, Farrell Papers
(hereafter cited as Technical Assistance Hist: Kabul-Kandahar Hwy, Nov 67); Intervs, Lynn Alperin
and Niels Nilson with Brig Gen (Ret) Philip T. Boerger, 19-20 Jul 82, 9-10 May 83, p. 126.
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program in the country yielding results visible to the Afghanis. In a January 1960
cable, Byroade urged the ICA to engage a team from OCE to study the construction
components of the program in Afghanistan and to make recommendations. At
a 2 February meeting involving representatives from the State Department, the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, ICA, and OCE, the Corps agreed to evaluate
the projects.*®

A team of three men from the Corps of Engineers traveled to Afghanistan in
early March and reported their findings on 30 March 1960. In forwarding the report,
the chief of engineers, General Itschner, expressed his willingness to assist the State
Department, provided that the Corps was given an effective degree of control over
the design and construction. Ambassador Byroade continued to press for Corps
involvement, believing that “the ICA cannot do construction projects overseas as
now constituted and cannot get themselves constituted.” In July 1960, the Corps
and the ICA reached a tentative agreement; in August, a second Corps team visited
Afghanistan to review the White engineering firm’s design for the road between
Kabul and Kandahar. The Corps team decided that Byroade’s negative assessment
of the ICA was right: The ICA had based its plans on faulty assumptions and had
as a consequence written bad contracts.*

Over the summer, the Corps began to put in place the organizational structure that
would allow the Mediterranean Division to supervise road building in Afghanistan.
The division engineer, Brig. Gen. William R. Shuler, urged his Trans-East District
engineer to “exert your persuasive influence” on one of the district employees,
Thurston B. Wheeler, to accept the assignment of overseeing the Afghanistan project.
Shuler described Wheeler, who had been assistant area engineer in the short-lived
Burma field office, as eminently qualified for the job because of his initiative,
personality, and field experience. Shuler called the assignment “the ‘hottest’ project
we have in the Division at the present time, and it must go!™!

On 10 October 1960, Wheeler officially became the area engineer for the
newly established Afghanistan Area Office at Kabul. On 1 November, the Corps of
Engineers signed an agreement with the ICA that confirmed the Corps’ responsibility
over the operational, technical, and administrative aspects of the design and
construction of the highway from Kabul to Kandahar. On 23 December, the ICA
also turned over authority to the Corps to supervise the remaining design under the
agreement with the White company.>? With the Trans-East District on the eve of
its deactivation, the Gulf District took over administration of the construction in
Afghanistan.

4 Technical Assistance Hist: Kabul-Kandahar Hwy, Nov 67, pp. 3—4; Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and Afghanistan’s Highways,” p. 448.

4 Ttschner to Shuler, 25 Apr 60, Mil Files XXI-3-1, OH, HQ USACE.

0 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” p. 68; Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and Afghanistan’s Highways,” p. 450.

51 Shuler to Northington, 12 Jul 60, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE.

52 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” p. 71.
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Initially, General Itschner wanted to minimize the visible participation of the
military in Afghanistan. He instructed the Mediterranean Division engineer to limit
the involvement of uniformed officers and to avoid sending any military personnel
into the country “except in case a serious problem develops” or upon the request
of the ambassador.” This restriction complicated staffing the Corps offices in
Afghanistan, as did the host government’s restrictions on privileges extended to
third-country nationals.>* The concern about a visible American military presence
passed, and four of Wheeler’s five successors as area engineer were Corps of
Engineer officers.”

To supervise the construction, the division officially activated the Kandahar
Resident Office on 1 January 1961. The Americans in the office included Charlie
Hyman as resident engineer, a secretary, and a contract equipment specialist. To
fill out his staff, Hyman handpicked several third-country nationals, including two
Englishmen, one of whom, Art Chapman, became Hyman’s deputy. Two Germans,
Wilhelm Voelker and Manfred Mertin, remained in Afghanistan for the duration
of the initial highway construction project. A third German worked as a surveyor
on the project for a brief time with a Greek surveyor, John Vrettos. Another Greek
and several Filipinos completed the staff.’* Hyman, Chapman, Voelker, Mertin, and
several other area office staff came from positions in the Gulf District. The Afghan
government initially denied visas to many of the third-country nationals, thereby
delaying the opening of the office in Kandahar until February 1961. Even after the
initial contingent received visas, the government of Afghanistan held up approval
of later arrivals.?’

Kandahar—Spin Baldak Highway

Once the Kandahar Resident Office’s staff arrived, they immediately began to
oversee the construction of one part of the highway system, a 96-mile spur from
Kandahar southeast to the border with Pakistan at Spin Baldak. (See Map 17.)
The ICA had awarded a $3 million construction contract on this project to A. L.

53 Memo, Brig Gen Clarence Renshaw, 29 Aug 60, sub: Afghanistan Project, Mil Files XXI-3-1,
OH, HQ USACE.

% Nauman to Itschner, 9 Dec 60, p. 7.

55 Technical Assistance Hist: Kabul-Kandahar Hwy, Nov 67, pp. 4-5; “History of the [Gulf] District,
March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 73—74; Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Afghanistan’s
Highways,” p. 456.

5¢ Interv, Frank N. Schubert with Wilhelm Voelker, 25-26 May 88, pp. 6-7, 11.

57 “Final Construction Narrative Report, Kandahar—Spin Baldak Highway,” n.d., p. 2, box 35-Af-
ghan, TAD-RHA; Memos, Cameron, 29 Jan 61, p. 3, and 30 Mar 61, p. 5, sub: Bi-Monthly Letter
to the Chief of Engineers, both in Mil Files XXI-2-6, OH, HQ USACE; Technical Assistance Hist:
Kabul-Kandahar Hwy, Nov 67, pp. 4-5; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp.
73-74; Memo, Waddell to Cameron, sub: Continuing Memorandum, 9 Apr thru 14 Apr 62, p. 6, box
51-83-8376, Farrell Papers.
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Dougherty Overseas Inc.; on 31 December 1960, the Gulf District engineer issued
the notice to proceed.*®

The existing gravel road along the route had been constructed in 1948-1949
by Morrison-Knudsen. In general, the Dougherty crew followed the same track.
Paving began in early August 1961. In mid-November, light rains that fell in the
Kandahar area caused the rise of gypsum salts through the asphalt on about a
twelve-mile stretch of the highway that over several days weakened the surface.
The project supervisors began testing the pavement; on 16 December, the district
issued a stop order on construction for the entire road because of the weakening of
the road on that twelve-mile segment. Later heavy rains did not increase the length
of the segment affected by the gypsum salts, and investigations completed by early
March 1962 revealed that no similar problem existed with the remaining fifty-one
miles of road. On 10 March, the district lifted the stop order for all but the affected
twelve miles. In the area that had showed the salts, Dougherty solved the problem
by adding a crushed aggregate base and improving drainage.*

The stop order and the repairs delayed completion of this highway beyond the
original date of July 1962; but the contractor finished the work and the Corps turned
the road over to the ICA on 25 October. By the end of October, the local workforce
of almost two hundred fifty had disbanded and the Dougherty personnel had all left
Afghanistan. On 1 December, Ambassador Byroade formally transferred the road
to the government of Afghanistan. The project cost $3.86 million.®

Kabul-Kandahar Highway

Whereas the Kandahar—Spin Baldak highway had been ready for construction
when the Gulf District took on management of the project late in 1960, the major
portion of the Afghanistan highway, the 300-mile road from Kabul to Kandahar, was
still in the design stage. On 20 February 1961, the district advertised its intentions
to solicit proposals for construction on the road. A few days later, Mediterranean
Division and district personnel decided to divide construction into six segments
because lack of money made it impossible to fund the entire road in one contract.
The solicitation asked for bids on all six segments but reserved the right to award
contracts for segments at different times.*'

58 “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 69-70.

% “Final Construction Narrative Report, Kandahar—Spin Baldak Highway,” p. 3; Memo, Cameron,
21 Mar 62, p. 4; “Kandahar—Spin Baldak Highway, Afghanistan: Special Investigation,” Feb—Mar 62, p.
2, box 35—Afghan, TAD-RHA; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 69—70.

€ Memo, Trainer, 19 Dec 62; “Final Construction Narrative Report, Kandahar—Spin Baldak High-
way,” pp. 1, 4-5; “Afghan Regional Transit Project,” 31 Oct 63, p. 1, box 27, access. no. 77-92-0001,
WNRGC; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 69-70.

¢! Technical Assistance Hist: Kabul-Kandahar Hwy, Nov 67, pp. 8, 12; Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers and Afghanistan’s Highways,” p. 452. Technical Assistance Hist: Kabul-Kandahar Hwy,
“Afghan Regional Transit Project” and “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp.
69-74, provide the basic facts concerning the Afghanistan highway project. The information in this
entire section draws on these sources, supplemented by the other documents cited individually.
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Three bidders submitted proposals, the low bid coming from a joint venture
operating under the name Afghanistan Highway Constructors (AHC). Six firms
comprised the joint venture: Oman Construction Company, R. P. Farnsworth and
Company, Wright Contracting Company, J. A. Jones Construction Company,
Morrison-Knudsen Overseas Inc., and Peter Kiewit Sons Company. After negotia-
tions, the Corps awarded a $17.7 million construction contract to AHC for the first
two segments; the contract allowed the government to award the remaining segments
within a year. AHC signed the formal contract at a ceremony held 21 June 1961 in
the office of the Royal Government of Afghanistan’s Ministry of Public Works in
Kabul. Ambassador Byroade participated in the ceremony and the reception, which
the deputy minister of public works, the director of the ICA mission, and the Gulf
District and Afghanistan Area Office engineers attended.

The contractor planned to transport construction equipment and materials from
the Pakistani port of Karachi to the Pakistan-Afghanistan border and over the new
road from Spin Baldak to Kandahar. AHC set up a base camp, storage and repair
facilities at Kandahar, and a second construction camp at Kabul. A groundbreaking
ceremony on 17 August 1961 launched work on the first segment, a high-visibility
section from the capital Kabul to the southwest. This segment of forty-one miles
was the high end of the road, climbing from six thousand feet at Kabul to eight
thousand three hundred feet near Ghazni; it was the portion most susceptible to
seasonal suspension of construction because of bad weather. Work also began on
the second segment, a portion rising gently from Kandahar (at three thousand four
hundred feet) to the higher elevations in the northeast.*

Before the contractor had fully mobilized, a new episode in the periodic clash
of arms between Afghanistan and Pakistan broke out, provoking the Afghan
government to close the border between the two countries on 6 September 1961.
This cut off the transportation route from Karachi to Kandahar over which supplies
for the construction would normally travel. With the exception of a brief opening
in the winter of 1962, the border remained closed until July 1963, when the two
countries restored diplomatic relations and reopened their common border. Even
then, local conditions prevented any shipment of asphalt until September 1963.
By curtailing the shipment of goods from Pakistan, the border closing restricted
construction operations for two years.

By late September 1961, AHC had run out of fuel, supplies, and spare parts
and could not proceed. With the support of the U.S. government, the contractor
sought to procure materials within Afghanistan and over alternate routes. On 20
November, with no prospect for a quick resolution to the conflict, the Corps ordered
the contractor to suspend all shipments bound for the Pakistani port of Karachi.
Materials already en route at the moment of suspension were stored in Karachi upon
arrival. On 24 December, the district learned that the Afghan government would

¢ Memo, Cameron, 20 Dec 61, p. 3; Interv, William C. Baldwin with Col (Ret) Harry F. Cameron
Jr., 27-29 Mar 89, p. 301; C. M. Messall, “Modern Highways for Afghanistan,” Military Engineer
(November-December 1963): 424; Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Afghanistan’s
Highways,” p. 452.
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open the border for a limited period in late January 1962. The contractor moved
the supplies that had arrived in Karachi to the Pakistani border town of Chaman.
On 29 January, the border opened for eight weeks and AHC moved many needed
supplies into Afghanistan. The contractor still had to develop alternate routes for
transporting equipment and supplies, principally through Iran to Mashhad, across
a primitive road to Herat, Afghanistan, and on to Kandahar.®

By May 1962, AHC had completed grading on ten miles of roadway south of
Kabul although lack of materials and spare parts had sharply reduced their ability to
continue. At the south end of the road, the contractor had graded about fifteen miles,
established a construction camp, and was poised to continue with “great dispatch”
as soon as the stop orders on procurement were lifted.*

With progress stalled on the two segments of the highway already under contract,
the Corps of Engineers decided to exercise its option to award contracts for the
remaining segments. Corps administrators reasoned that finding new bidders would
be difficult given the closure of the easiest supply route from Pakistan. Delaying
award until the border opened would probably involve much higher prices. In
addition, the Mediterranean Division personnel judged the AHC quote of $22.8
million for the remaining sections to be fair. The State Department also wanted
to reassure the government of Afghanistan that the United States would honor its
commitment to build the entire highway from Kabul to Kandahar. On 6 June 1962,
the Agency for International Development, which had succeeded the International
Cooperative Administration, announced award of the remaining work to Afghanistan
Highway Constructors.

Within days of closing the contract for the middle sections of the road, the
Gulf District directed Afghanistan Highway Constructors to suspend work on the
first segment out of Kabul. Because of the lack of supplies, AHC could not sustain
effective work at two locations; thus, the district chose to concentrate all work on
the second segment from Kandahar. The slowdown of construction meant that
Thurston Wheeler had to notify his staff in the Afghanistan Area Office of possible
reductions in force. Wheeler protested the reductions, arguing that “the mission
accepted by the Corps of Engineers in Afghanistan can[not] be accomplished with
the proposed staff.”®®

Although the limit on supplies obtainable through Iran delayed progress, AID
asked the Gulf District to issue to AHC a limited notice to proceed on another
segment at the southwest end of the road. The same directive, dated 24 October
1962, authorized AHC to purchase equipment and supplies for all remaining
segments of the construction and to store them in Karachi until the border opened.

 Interv, Moorhus with Grosz, 19 Mar 96, pp. 28-30.

¢ Memo, J. F. Chandler, 28 May 62, sub: Post-Completion Inspection Mil. Construction, Pakistan
and General Inspection of Construction Underway in Afghanistan, Iran, Saudi Arabia and Ethiopia,
p- 4, box 51-83-8378, Farrell Papers.

¢ Memo, T. B. Wheeler, 23 Jul 62, sub: Reduction in Force Afghanistan Area, box 51-83-8376,
Farrell Papers.
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Laying asphalt during construction of the Afghan highway

The contractor also received instructions to obtain six thousand tons of asphalt and
to store it at the Pakistani border.®

AID decided in early February 1963 to modify specifications from asphalt to
gravel surface for the remaining segments. Without the change, funds would not
have covered the costs of completing the full length of the highway. By the spring,
the quantity of supplies arriving through Iran had increased to the point that the
division engineer, Colonel Nauman, could report that AHC’s work was progressing
“extremely well.”®” The segment beginning at Kandahar was turned over to the
Afghan government on 29 October 1963. The contractor completed its neighboring
segments ten months later. In November 1964, AHC completed the first segment
in the north, which it had begun over three years earlier.

As the work progressed, the contractor and the Gulf District personnel were able
to make more accurate evaluations of site conditions. Based on new information, they
agreed to strengthen beyond the original design specification the foundation of road
sections at the highest elevations in the middle segments. These negotiations were
part of settling the contractor’s claim for the increased costs imposed by the border
closing. The negotiators reduced the $5 million claim to $3 million and conceded
AHC a 355-day extension of the deadline for completing the first two segments.

% Wilson to Nauman, 25 Oct 62, Mil Files XXI-3-2, OH, HQ USACE; Technical Assistance Hist:
Kabul-Kandahar Hwy, p. 19.
7 Nauman to Maj Gen J. B. Lampert, 14 May 63, p. 2, Mil Files XXI-3-3, OH, HQ USACE.
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Lt. Col. Peter Grosz Jr., the deputy district engineer, served as chief negotiator to
resolve the AHC claim for “delays in transportation.” This unusual provision in the
contract entitled the contractor to compensation for the “ripple effect” of delays in
work incurred because the closing of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border hindered the
transport of equipment and materials. In the negotiations, AHC determined that,
although AID had modified specifications from asphalt to gravel, they had funds
available to spray the gravel road with a double bituminous surface treatment.®®

Because the middle stretch of the highway was farthest from the contractor’s
base camps and at the highest elevations, these segments were the last completed.
Before the work was finished, the port of Karachi closed again in September 1965,
this time because of the outbreak of fighting between Pakistan and India. Fortunately,
AHC already had the supplies needed to finish the project. On 16 July 1966, the
contractor turned over the final portion of the highway.

In addition to the roadbed, paving, and bituminous treatment, AHC constructed
forty-eight bridges and widened one existing bridge. The construction involved
another thirty-two concrete sections where seasonal waters could overflow the
road without washing it out. The construction contractor also had to respect ancient
irrigation practices observed by the local population. To facilitate the customary
distribution of water carried in troughs that cut across the line of the highway, the
contractor installed about one hundred miles of corrugated sheet-metal drainage
culverts and irrigation ditches and another fifty miles of furrow ditches.*

Over the duration of the highway’s construction, AHC had averaged forty-nine
American and thirty third-country national supervisors to manage a local labor
force that reached three thousand at its maximum and averaged about one thousand
six hundred. The Afghan workers proved diligent and quick to learn, and many
took advantage of the training programs AHC offered.” They also maintained an
exemplary record for safety, which the U.S. National Safety Council recognized
by giving Afghanistan Highway Constructors honor awards in 1962, 1963, and
1964. In the two succeeding years, the National Safety Council presented AHC
with awards for “The Best Record in the Highway Construction Industry” when
laborers on the highway worked over 2.1 million man-hours between October 1964
and March 1965 and 2.57 million man-hours between August 1965 and February
1966 without a lost-time accident.

The Afghanistan Area Office supervised the highway projects for the Gulf
District through resident offices at Kabul and Kandahar. In November 1961, the
Kandahar office became the Southern Resident Office and the office at Kabul
became the Northern Resident Office, each supervising a portion of the Kabul-

 Tnterv, Moorhus with Grosz, 19 Mar 96, pp. 30-31.

 Statistics from Technical Assistance Hist: Kabul-Kandahar Hwy, p. 23. The explanation of
why these ditches were necessary comes from Interv, Schubert with Voelker, 25-26 May 88, pp.
52-53, 96-98.

" Memo, Cameron, 7 Feb 67, sub: Certificate of Appreciation for Patriotic Civilian Service Under
Contract DA-92-144-ENG-73 for Construction of the Kabul to Kandahar Highway, box 27, access. no.
77-92-0001, WNRC; Intervs, Alperin and Nilson with Boerger, 19-20 Jul 82, 9-10 May 83, p. 122.
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Multiplex of culverts constructed for the Afghan highway, July 1967

Kandahar highway. When the Kandahar—Spin Baldak construction project ended
in December 1962, many of the staff who had worked on that project continued on
the Kandahar-Kabul highway. During 1963, the Afghanistan Area Office reached
its maximum strength of fifty-seven.

In August 1965, division headquarters in Livorno took over contracting officer
authority for the work in Afghanistan; in September, the Afghanistan Area Office
moved from Kabul south to Ghazni. By the spring of 1966, with only one segment
left to turn over to the Agency for International Development, the area office staff
had dwindled to six Americans (including two military officers) and six third-country
nationals.”!

On 13 July 1966, U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman represented
President Lyndon B. Johnson at the ceremony near Ghazni marking the turnover of
the Kabul-Kandahar highway to the Afghan government. Col. Harry F. Cameron,
who had been the Gulf District engineer between 1960 and 1962 at the outset of
the project, represented the Corps of Engineers at the turnover ceremony. He had
returned to the Mediterranean Division in March 1966 as division engineer. The
highway cost a total of $42.9 million, of which $39.3 million came from the U.S.
government. The Afghan government paid the balance in Afghani currency, a portion

"I Chaffin to Cassidy, 28 Sep 65, p. 3, Mil Files XXI-3-4, OH, HQ USACE; Technical Assistance
Hist: Kabul-Kandahar Hwy, pp. 22-23, 30, for this and the following two paragraphs. See also Memo,
Chaffin, 19 Jan 66, sub: Organization to Accomplish Construction in Afghanistan, Iran and Pakistan,
p- 2, box 682798, Record Group (RG) 77, access. no. 77-004, Federal Records Center, Bayonne, N.J.
(hereafter cited as Bayonne FRC).
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of which came from the sale of surplus American wheat under the provisions of
PL 480. The Corps of Engineers collected $4.45 million in fees for engineering,
design, supervision, and administration. The compensation paid to the Corps for
its supervisory work amounted to less than the Mediterranean Division had saved
on the project by negotiating the construction contract for $6 million less than the
original bid.

Very early in the construction, in March 1962, a Corps engineer made a trip
by land rover from Kandahar to Kabul. With over 90 percent of the bridges on the
existing road washed out by floodwaters, the trip took twenty-two punishing hours
at an average of fifteen miles per hour, a speed that was “definitely abusive to the
vehicle over most of the road.” After completion of the road, the Kabul Times
reported that the trip between the two cities took six hours. The same newspaper,
using statistical data provided by the United Nations, calculated that the Kabul-
Kandahar highway would save shippers $60 every time ten tons of goods passed
between the two cities.

Herat-Islam Qala Highway

The Mediterranean Division oversaw construction of a third highway in
Afghanistan—the road running seventy-five miles west from Herat to the city
of Islam Qala on the Iranian frontier. (See Map 17.) When the clash between
Afghanistan and Pakistan closed their common border in September 1961 and made
trade along established routes to the east impossible, Afghanistan became acutely
aware that the camel track from Herat to Iran, the only road that led to the west
from Herat, was totally inadequate. With advice from AID, the Afghan government
included improvement of this road in its five-year plan of 1962. The Mediterranean
Division began discussing a feasibility study concerning this segment of highway
during the summer of 1962 and formally initiated the study in April 1963. Division
personnel, supported by the Gulf District staff, delivered a preliminary design of
the proposed road from Herat to Islam Qala to AID in December.”

In late September 1964, Louis Berger Inc. won the contract for the final design
and preparation of specifications for construction of the new highway; but another
year elapsed before the AID office in Afghanistan received the plans and specifica-
tions. In an agreement signed in April 1966, the Afghan government designated the
Corps of Engineers as its agent in the process of selecting a construction contractor.
Later that month, the Gulf District issued a request for proposals with a due date
in June. Only one company bid on the contract: the joint venture of Afghanistan
Highway Constructors that had built the highway from Kabul to Kandahar. It took
nearly two months to negotiate a satisfactory contract with AHC for the 75-mile

2 Waddell, Continuing Memo to Trainer, 10-12 Sep 62, p. 3; Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and Afghanistan’s Highways,” p. 456; Waddell to Cameron, Continuing Memo, 9-14 Apr
62, p. 3; Nauman to Wilson, 8 Jul 63, Mil Files XXI-3-3, OH, HQ USACE; OCE, “Annual Historical
Summary, 1 July 1963-30 June 1964,” n.d.
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segment of highway from Herat west to the Iranian border. The agreed price came
to $8 million, paid with funds from AID loans.”

Work on the Herat-Islam Qala highway began on 27 August 1966. By the
end of November, the contractor had completed construction of a base camp near
the Iranian border. AHC had also completed drainage structures and earthwork
emplacement for about twenty-eight miles of the road and poured footings for a
bridge about sixty miles west of Herat over the Hari River, which the road parallels
for much of its length. When inclement winter weather halted work on the road in
mid-December, the contractor continued to crush and stockpile rock.”

Construction resumed in March 1967 and progressed rapidly and ahead of
schedule. All but the final surfacing was in place on the first thirty miles of the road
west of Herat when, on 17 April, a series of violent thunderstorms occurred. Over
a span of ten days, the road suffered extensive damage from four separate flash
floods. Work stopped; designers went to work to modify the drainage system; and
negotiators for the contractor, the Corps of Engineers, the Afghan government, and
the Agency for International Development worked on a new price for the contract
to take into account the additional work.”

In early May 1967, redesign and repair work began; but AHC soon received a
stop order on the repairs until an agreement could be reached on the renegotiated
costs. Construction continued on the new parts of the road until, on 24 July, AHC
received an order to stop work. Available funds were nearly exhausted, and no agree-
ment on the costs of repair had been reached. Designers adjusted the requirements for
paving, drainage, and other elements of the specifications to cut costs. Paul Wheeler,
a civilian engineer with the Mediterranean Division, recalls that negotiations with
AHC took place in the field. It “was like what they do in the States when there’s
hurricane damage to be repaired. . . . It was a real fast negotiation.””®

With costs trimmed as drastically as possible, the division issued a notice to
resume work on 11 August 1967. To avoid the costs of delays due to late shipment
of materials, the Afghan government arranged to have the Afghan Air Authority loan
asphalt and other materials to AHC. The contractor put his crews on eleven-hour
days and seven-day weeks to finish the job as rapidly as possible and to reduce
overhead.

On 9 October 1967, AHC crews laid the final crushed-stone layer to the Iranian
border; by 12 October, all major construction was completed—ten months ahead
of schedule. The Royal Government of Afghanistan accepted the Herat—Islam Qala
highway in a formal ceremony on March 1968. Over the period of the contract,

3 Maj Gen R. G. MacDonnell to Chaffin, 27 Dec 65, p. 2, Mil Files XXI-3-4; Cameron to Cassidy,
8 Jun, 6 Sep 66, both in Mil Files XXI-3-5; Chaffin to Cassidy, 9 Mar 66, p. 2, Mil Files XXI-3-5;
OCE, “Annual Historical Summary, 1 July 1965-30 June 1966,” n.d., p. 43, Gen Files 5-4; all in OH,
HQ USACE.

% “Final Narrative Report of Herat—Islam Qala Highway,” 16 Dec 67, box 51-83-8378, Farrell
Papers. Unless otherwise indicated, information on the Herat—Islam Qala highway construction comes
from this document.

5 Cameron to Cassidy, 7 Jun 67.

¢ Interv, Moorhus with Paul S. Wheeler, 31 May 95, p. 4.
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the contractor’s payroll averaged 16 Americans, 20 third-country nationals, and
about 930 local nationals. The Afghanistan Area Office employed a maximum of 5
Americans, 6 third-country nationals, and 24 Afghanis. The total cost of constructing
the road had risen to $9.5 million with the repair and additional design necessitated
by the floods.”

At its eastern end, the highway between Herat and Islam Qala intersected
with the Russian-built highway across northern Afghanistan. The Herat-Islam
Qala, Kabul-Kandahar, and Kandahar—Spin Baldak highways, linked with the
Russian-built highways, gave Afghanistan a modern highway system. The American
contribution to this highway system cost over $55 million for construction and
another $25 million in related costs.”

Declining Workload

The year 1961 marked the apogee of the construction program in Iran. For
a very short time, the Gulf District and the Mediterranean Division hoped that
work outside of Iran might sustain the district; but at the same time, they began
to plan for its probable closing. In November 1962, an organizational study cited
the decrease in both actual and projected construction to support suggestions for
restructuring the district’s operational elements.” A month later, Colonel Nauman
reported to the chief of engineers, Brig. Gen. Walter K. Wilson Jr., that the district
had “phased the organization down in consonance with our new 18-month forecast
of work placement.” Indeed, the cuts had been dramatic. The number of staff fell
from 797 at its high point in 1961 to 421 by the time of Nauman’s letter, a reduction
of 47 percent.%

Some of the decline in staff occurred by attrition, but some involved formal
reductions in force that the district implemented as a part of its long-term plan to
trim its overhead costs. In late 1961, the Mediterranean Division’s headquarters
took over the major engineering and design responsibilities and the Gulf District
abolished its Engineering Division. An Engineering Branch in the Construction
Division performed change-order design, provided as-built drawings, and executed
other tasks. In July 1963, the district transferred these remaining functions to the
Supervision and Inspection Branch of the Construction Division and abolished the
Engineering Branch.®!

7 OCE, “Annual Historical Summary, 1 July 1967-30 June 1968,” n.d., p. 42, Gen Files 5-8, OH,
HQ USACE; Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Afghanistan’s Highways,” p. 457.

8 Schubert, “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Afghanistan’s Highways,” p. 457.

L. A. Webber, “GED Organization Study,” 10 Nov 62, p. 2, access. no. 77-92-0002, box 25,
WNRC.

80 Quotation from Nauman to Wilson, 31 Dec 62, p. 2, Mil Files XX1I-3-2, OH, HQ USACE. The
figure for 1961 comes from “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” p. 7. Figure for
December 1962 from Data for Wilson, p. 1.

81 “Feasibility Study: Deactivation of Gulf District,” 19 Apr 63, p. 1, box 25, access. no. 77-92-
0002, WNRC; Data for Wilson, p. 16.
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Other measures to reduce costs eliminated some of the amenities that the district
had extended to staff as inducements to serve in Iran. In the early years of the district,
adequate housing in Tehran had been scarce and expensive. Studies showed that
having the district lease houses would be less expensive than providing housing
allowances and would relieve new employees of the demands of finding lodging
on their own. By July 1962, the district’s Office of the Headquarters Commandant,
the office responsible for handling housing, managed thirty-four leases that secured
sixty-five housing units for district personnel.*

Cost consciousness at the district and division levels, coupled with the arrival of
Robert E. Hall, a new civilian executive officer with a background in management,
led to a reexamination of the leasing arrangement.® Hall urged the district engineer,
Col. Wyatt G. “Gristy” Trainer, to eliminate district-leased housing and to provide
employees with a housing allowance. By the summer of 1964, the district had
terminated all but two leases and the Office of the Headquarters Commandant,
renamed the Headquarters Service Office, fell from forty-seven to fifteen positions.
The Headquarters Service Office continued to help employees locate appropriate
housing and to administer leases for other military elements in Tehran, including
fifteen for personnel attached to ARMISH-MAAG.*

The district also provided very modest—some said “shabby”—wrought-iron
furniture and household appliances for employees and set a relatively low weight
limit for household goods shipped from the United States at government expense.
The district did, however, pay the costs of storing the household goods left behind.
Early in 1962, Colonel Nauman discontinued the practice of paying storage fees
on behalf of new appointees. The change struck some as unfair, in part because
American civilians employed by other American governmental agencies in Iran had
even more privileges than the civilians working for the Corps of Engineers.*

Despite the declining workload, reductions in staff, and cutbacks in benefits,
many Americans enjoyed living in Tehran and working in the Gulf District. In
1962 and 1963, the Castle Club built a large swimming pool, a children’s wading
pool, two tennis courts, and a baseball park. The district welcomed all Corps
personnel in Tehran to their social activities, including, for example, Lt. Col. Roy
Kackley, the Army engineer assigned to GENMISH (Iranian Gendarmerie), and
members of the Topographical Battalion. (Later in his career, Kackley would serve
as division engineer for the Mediterranean Division.) Even the Iranian contractors
could participate as associate members of the Castle Club, giving them the chance

82 Tbid.

8 Tnterv, Moorhus with Robert E. Hall, 24 Mar 95, pp. 3, 9-10, 12. Hall arrived in Tehran in the
summer of 1962.

8 Data for Wilson, p. 18; Intervs, Moorhus with Hall, 24 Mar 95, pp. 9-10, 12, and with Grosz,
19 Mar 96, pp. 8-10.

8 MFR, Lt Col John A. Hughes Jr., 3 Mar 62, sub: Discussions with Division Engineer, p. 1,
Household Goods, box 51-83-8376, Farrell Papers; Interv, Moorhus with Hall, 24 Mar 95, p. 11;
“History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” pp. 14-15.
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to enjoy potluck suppers, bingo games, community theater productions, and theme
parties.®

The district continued to implement cost-cutting measures, but a study of the
Gulf District that Colonel Nauman commissioned in the spring of 1963 concluded
that the division could supervise all construction in the district’s area of operations
from Livorno at a considerable savings. On 30 June 1964, the Mediterranean Division
took over most of the Gulf District’s accounting functions. By 31 July, the district’s
workforce dropped to 278, less than 35 percent of what it had been in 1961. In
keeping with “directives from higher authority” to use American personnel “to the
widest extent possible,” most of the reductions were in the ranks of the Iranians and
the third-country nationals. Some personnel transferred to the division, including
the executive assistant, Robert Hall, who moved to Livorno in October 1964.%7

The value of construction placement in the district continued to drop, from
$47.5 million in 1961, to $25 million in 1963, to $18.98 million in 1964. For 1965,
the Gulf District anticipated a second year of construction placement below $20
million. When the Army Audit Agency examined the district’s operations in June
1965 and identified $2 million in operating costs for the coming year, it renewed
an earlier reccommendation to deactivate the district.®®

In August 1965, the division assumed contracting authority from the Gulf District
engineer, Col. John M. Frassrand, who then moved to Livorno as assistant division
engineer. A new district engineer, Lt. Col. Philip T. Boerger, arrived that month in
Tehran. In November, the Mediterranean Division took over the remaining finance
and accounting operations, leaving the Gulf District to operate more as an area
office. Still, as the division had done in Morocco and in Libya in earlier years, it
maintained the district title for its office in Tehran to preserve continuity in relations
with the host government and with other U.S. government agencies there. As of 1
April 1966, the division redesignated its offices in Pakistan and in Afghanistan as
area offices reporting directly to the division.®

In its final years, the office in Tehran continued to supervise a modest amount of
work in Iran. Most of the work involved small projects or continuation of contracts
awarded in earlier years. Project SPELLOUT, a classified project for the U.S. Air Force

8¢ “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956-June 1965,” pp. 14-15; Intervs, Moorhus with
Grosz, 19 Mar 96, pp. 12-16, and Alperin and Nilson with Boerger, 19-20 Jul 82, 9-10 May 83, p.
119; “History of the [Gulf] District, March 1956—June 1965,” p. 14.

87 “Feasibility Study: Deactivation of Gulf District,” 19 Apr 63, passim; Memo, Stuart E. Wagman,
5 Jun 64, sub: Consolidation of Comptroller and Related Functions, unmarked box, OH, HQ USACE;
Data for Wilson, pp. 18—19; Mediterranean Div Staff Mtg Min, 20 Oct 64, Som-29, TAD-RHA.

8 Mediterranean Div, Army Audit Rpt, EU-65-43, 30 Jun 65, box 23, access. no. 77-92-0002,
WNRC.

8 Mediterranean Div Staff Mtg Min, 1, 18 Jun 65, Som-29, TAD-RHA; Chaffin to Wilson, 12
Jan 65, Mil Files XXI-3-4, OH, HQ USACE; Chaffin to Lt Col Peter T. Boerger, 28 Jan 66, box
682798, RG 77, access. no. 77-004, Bayonne FRC; Memo, Chaffin, 19 Jan 66, sub: Organization to
Accomplish Construction in Afghanistan, Iran and Pakistan, pp. 1-3, box 682798, RG 77, access. no.
77-004, Bayonne FRC; Chaffin to Cassidy, 28 Sep 65; Mediterranean Div Staff Mtg Min, 3 Nov, 20
Dec 65, Som-29, TAD-RHA.
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at several sites in Iran, called for the Corps of Engineers to furnish field inspection
of construction activity in 1966; the work was completed in the spring of 1967.
Between February 1966 and August 1967, the district oversaw construction of
twenty-seven so-called “civic action schools” for the Iranian armed forces. Located
at or near military garrisons and close to villages with inadequate school facilities,
these schools used the same design in all but one case. The total project, with a
value of $1.5 million, was funded with Iranian rials.”

The district saw an unusual new project to completion between July 1966 and
May 1967: the drilling of a 10,000-foot-deep “well” for the U.S. Air Force in the
shah of Iran’s private game preserve, a location that ensured extremely limited
access to the site. The contractor, Southeastern Drilling Company of Texas, had
trouble keeping the bore hole within the strict specifications of the contract. The
contract value was $1.2 million, and veterans of the Gulf District remember the
project as distinctive. When completed, the well contained seismic equipment for
the detection of nuclear testing in the Soviet Union.”!

Neither the drilling project nor the remaining construction work altered the
reduction of the Gulf District’s role. The district staff had 246 employees on 30 June
1965; by the following June, it had just 71; by June 1967, only 27 persons remained
on staff. On 30 September 1968, the district closed officially, but it had played only
a minor role in the division’s operations for many months before that.”

During the Gulf District’s years of service, it placed approximately $170 million
of construction in Iran, including four large airfield projects, at scores of sites. Most
of the work came under the Military Assistance Program. In addition, the district
had taken over work in Pakistan, Burma, and Saudi Arabia and had initiated the
construction in Afghanistan.”” The Gulf District had remained active for over thirteen
years, longer than any other district in the history of the Mediterranean Division.

% Mediterranean Div Staff Mtg Min, 1 Jun, 20 Oct 65, unmarked box, a