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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1. BASIS FOR STUDY. The Joint Logistics Review Board (JLRB) has been charged with the
examination of logistic support to U.S. forces during the era of the Vietnam War. The Board's
Terms of Reference directed specific attention to many aspects of this support. The Commander
in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC), in commenting on the establishment of the JLRB, stated, in part,

. additionally it is recommended that the total scope of logistic support include that s Pport
prowded to Free World Forces and the nation building effort during the conflict in SEA."! Based
on this recommendation, foreign assistance was added as a study area, Subsequent to the study,
the President has released the reportof the Presidential Task Force on International Develop-
ment.“ In addition, the press has reported substantive details of Ambassador Edward M. Korry's
report to the Secretary of State on foreign assistance.3 The available information on these re-
ports has been carefully considered and the recommendations of this monograph are not believed
to be in conflict with either. The review of foreign assistance aspects of this Vietnam conflict is
intended to supplement an otherwise comprehensive review of military logistics during the Viet-
nam era.

2. SIGNIFICANCE OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE IN MILITARY LOGISTICS

a. The importance of this facet of logistic support for the ruture is emphasized by recent
statements of the President and Secretary of Defense concerning national security strategy. The
following are extracts from the Secretary's statement on the Fiscal Year 1971 Defense Program
and Budget.

", ... The issue which must be resolved is how the U.S. should proceed to
make the most effective use of its resources in conjunction with its partners in a
quest for world peace....

", ... Henceforth, we will look increasingly to the pursuit of peace through
partnership with our allies. This new policy requires that we place more emphasis
on furnishing our allies with appropriate military and economic assistance....

".... Itis important for all of us to understand that the Nixon strategy also
will affect our Military Assistance Program (MAP). An important aspect of our
continuous efforts to curtail overseas involvements and expenditures is our ability
to persuade and help allied and friendly nations to do more than they are now doing
in their own defense. We must continue to help provide them the tools they need.
Therefore, in the interest of laying a solid foundation for peace while maintaining an
adequate U.S. defense posture at minimum cost, we shall be ready to increase MAP
funds and credit-assisted sales of military equipment abroad....'

b. In analyzing the significance of foreign assistance during the Vietnam era, in relation-
ship to its impact on military logistic operations, the JLRB considered the following factors.

(1} As an agrzrian nation, Vietnam had neither the production nor distribution re-
sources required to counter an externally supported communist insurgency effectively. Exten-
sive U.S. support in the form of military assistance and civil aid was assential to the continued

ICINCPAC, Message 1123197 December 1968 (CONFIDENTIAL).

2Presidential Task Force on International Development, U.S. Foreign Assistance in the 1970's: A New
Approach, March 4, 1970,

‘\cu York Times, March 8, 1970, p. 1.

S, Congress, Senate, H 71 _Department of Defense Program and et Report, Statements by Secre-
tary of Detense Melvin R, Laird before the Joint Sesxion of the Armed Scrvices Committee and Subcom-
mittee on Department of Defense Appropriations, 20 February 1970,
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existence of the Government of Vietnam (GVN), Without foreign assistance the GVN would have
been easily defeated.

(2) The high dollar value and volume of material required to support the GVN.

(a) Total logistic support has been provided for approximately 1 million men
of both the Republic of Vietnam Armed Fnrces (RVNAF) and Third-Country Free World Military :
Assistance Forces (FWMAF) (except for Australia and New Zealand).

(b) Broad spectrum of support to the civilian sector of the Vietnamese popu-
lation through the Agency for International Development (AID).

(3) The highly publicized port congestion in Saigon during the height of the military ?
buildup in 1966 and 1967. Since: evidence indicated that port congestion was caused by the simul-
taneous arrival of high-volume AID-sponsored civilian cargo (such as rice and fertilizers) and
vast quantities of military cargo from the United States, several questions were raised:

(a) What were the foreign assistance materiel requirements during this
period?

(b) What was the AID and Department of Defense (DOD) advance planning re-
garding the influx of materiel to Vietnam's single deep-water post?

(c) What was the impact of port congestion on U.S. military logistic opera-
tions ? ;

(d) Were the procedures for distributing the materiel during this period ef-
fective and efficient?

(e) What measures have been taken or should have been taken to preclude the
recurrence of this problem in future contingencies?

(4) The possibility of meeting national commitments and achieving national objec -
tives at a lower cost and reduced U.S. Lroop deployments through continued support of the GVN

by:

(a) Adequately training and equipping the RVNAF to meet the threat to their
Governuent.

() s.;séﬁming logistic support to Third-Country FWMAF deployed in the RVN.

3. STUDY OBJECTIVES. The purpose of this monograph is to identify the strengths, weak-
nesses, and legsons learned from the logistics aspects of concurrent military and civil assist-
ance to the Vietnamese during open conflict. From these {indings, recommendations will be
made for enhancing the effectiveness of U.S. foreign ussistance to developing nations that face
externally supported insurgencies.. The monograph concentrates on the fullowing:

a. Reviewing the dimensions of the total foreign assistance program for Vietnam and
those frve world countries rendering assistance to the Vietnamese.

b. Studying the impact of both military assistance and civil aid on U.S. military logistic
operations. Providing total support to an armed force nominally one-third the size of the U.S.
Armed Forces obviously has a significant impact on military logistics operations. This support
has been integrated with U.S. force requirements and systems under service funding of the mili-
tary assistance associated with the conflict in SE Asia. The impact of military assistance has,
thus, been homogenized and is properly addressed as an integral part of the monograph areas
cited by the Terms of Reference for review, Consideration of the civil sector support {8 unique
to this monograph. The primary focus is centered on competition in the areas of facilities (e.g..
ports and warehouses), in-country and transoceanic transportation, materiel, and priority
allocation,

4
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c. Developing recommendations for improved planning and execution of foreign assistance
programs in support of future contingencies based on a review of the history of the coordination
between the Department of State, AID, arnd DOD.

4. SCOPE

RRTIRE L LR R P ST Sy

a. Specifically excluded from examination in this functionxl area were any attempts to de-
fine, defend, or take issue with the international and domestic political decisions that resulted in
the U.S. commitment to the GVN and to the governments of other developing nations.

b. Further, since a complete examination of foreign assistance would include all the facets
of logistics being reviewed by the Board, additional limitations were necessary. The study arbi-
trarily excluded any consideration of foreign assistance administration; the State, DOD, and
Service organization for foreign assistance; program financial management; or comparison of
the effectiveness among organizations.

c. The study included a consideration of the following areas, which are discussed exten-
sively in other monographs:

(1) Contingency planning with special emphasis on State, AID, and DOD coordination
and cooperation.

(2) Requirements generation for both military and civil assistance,
(3) Improvement and modernization of RVNAF.

5. ORGANIZATION OF MONOGRAPH. This monograph is divided into four chapters in addi-
tion to this introductory chapter. Briefly, these chapters encompass the following:

a. Chapter Il provides the general backgrourd of the foreign assistance program, traces
its history and evolution, and furnishes a quantitative overview of the current program, specifi-
cally that employed during the Vietnam era,

b. Chapter Il defines the impact of the foreign assistance program on U.S. military logis-
tic operations in Vietnam, describes the lack of logistic coordination between State, AID, and
DOD at the beginning of the Vietnam buildup, examines the improvements that were accomplished,
and provides a suggested approach to future interface and coordination of foreign assistance pro-
grams associated with military contingency operations.

c. Chapter IV examines the contingency planning system as applied (o foreign assistance
ard, based on Vietnain experience, makes recommendations concerning future contingency

planning.

d. Chapter V provides an uverview of the monograph, identifies lessons learned, and de-
velops recommendations concerning the foreign assistance program as practiced in Vietnam and
other SE Asian countries.
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CHAPTER I
GENERAL BACKGROUND

1. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE HISTORY

a. The development of the United States took many years and was supported by consider-
able outside capital and investment by England, Germany, the Netherlands, and other Eurcpean
powers. Loans were made first to state and local governments; later, increasingly to private
industry. Shortly after 1800 the United States had foreign obligations of $75 million; by 1843 ob-
ligations had grown to $225 million; and at the start of this century foreign investment in the
United States totaled $3.3 billion. Thus the very existence of this nation was based on foreign
military assistance and its growth was predicated, in large part, on the investment of foreign
capital.

b. Until the turn of this century economic development of the United States proceeded at a
relatively slow pace. The world was larger and less interdependent; the expectations of both
men and nations were more modest. The United States could afford to wait for foreign exchange
earnings to increase to the point where it could finance loans abroad.

c. As the United States developed economically and politically, it too joined the ranks of
nations providing assistance to others. As early as 1888 the United States established a small
military advisory group in Korea.l From this austere beginning the kernel grew to the $45 bil-
lion lend-lease program of World War II and the subsequent annual multibillion dollar military
and economic assistance programs.

d. United States foreign assistance in the modern context has but one central purpose,
i.e., to further the aims of U.S. foreign policy Yy supporting the development of loosely aligned
and western-oriented nations and providing the means for ensuring their survival. This cannot
be accomplished without U.S. commitment of resources. The U.S. foreign assistance programs
are based on the premise that the more the United States can enccurage indigenous people to
build their own nations and to defend themselves, the less expensiv., in terms of dollars and
lives, this commitment will be. As a matter of general practice, ‘ne distribution of economic
aid is directed to Latin America and to those loosely aligned, underdeveloped countries in which
there i an implied threat to internal security due to Sino-Soviet influence. Contrarily, the bulk
of U.S. military assistance is directed to tke proven performers who share a common border
with 1nilitarily significant communist states {c.;7., NATO allies, Thailand, and Korea}. A brief
resume of U.S. assistance to its allies and trerds in support of emerging nations follows.

e. During the World War I era, the United States provided money to many European ccun-
tries to use for buying war materiels and later for buying food and goods required in rebuilding.
This money, originally intended as loans, was expected to be repaid. With the exception of Fin-
land, however, most of the lecans are outstanding and, in effect, have turned intc a type of grant
aid. Nevertheless, because of the prevailing opinion of the times, foreign assistance was then
only vaguely regarded as an integral part of U.S. foreign policy.

f. By the Lend-Lease Act of March 1941, President Roosevelt was given the authority to
aid any nation believed vital to the security of the "'nited States. This act predated the United
States entering the war by 9 months. The theory oi lend-lease was thai the necessary materiel
for waging war should be available among the allies. It avoided the loan problem associated
with earlier programs by specifying that repayment was (o be mmade by return of unexpended war

YRobert K. Sawyer, Military Advisors in Korea: KMAG in Peace and War (Washington: U.S. Government

Printing Office for the Office of the Chief of Military History, Department of the Army, 1962), p. §.
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materiels or by giving other goods and services after the cessation of hostilities. From the be-
ginning of lend-lease through 2 September 1945 (V-J Day), the United States provided approxi-
mately $45 billion in aid to some 42 countries.

g. Soviet expansion in Eastern Europe led President Truman to proclaiiii, in a major for-
eign policy speech on 12 March 1947, that the policy of the United States must be to support,
through economic and financial aid, free people who are resisting subjugation by armed minori-
ties or by outside pressures that would upset their economic stability and orderly political proc-
esses. Two months later General Marshall initiated what was to become known as "The Mar -
shall Plan,' a policy directed, not against any country or doctrines, but against hunger, poverty,
desperation, and chaos. For the first time, the United States had intentionally set in motion a
foreign assistance program of grant aid.

h. In 1949, under the Mutual Assistance Program, the countries of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO), as well as other nations, were furnished military supplies. Mili-
tary aid programs for Western Europe were consolidated with the existing programs of military
aid to Greece, Turkey, Iran, Korea, the Philippines, and the Western Hemisphere countries. In
addition, the United States became party to other multilateral defense treaties—the Southeast
Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO); the Australia, New Zealand, United States Treaty (ANZUS);
and the Organization of American States (OAS). From the inception of the postwar military as-
sistance programs and for many years after, the great preponderance of the materiel provided
was furnished as grant aid. Regardless of the extensive and continued military assistance pro-
vided under grant aid programs, the following factors began to influence the amounts and nature
of military materiel available to these programs:

(1) The large excesses of World War II materiel were largely depleted and con-
tinued supply required new appropriations and expenditures.

(2) The tremendous economic recovery of the Western European nations had placed
many of them in positions where they were able to purchase military equipment.

(3) Unfarorable trends in the U.S. balance of payments became the object of in-
creasing attention,

i. With the decreasing need for grant aid military and economic assistance to Western
Europe, U.S. foreign assistance pricrities were reassessed. Emphasis shifted from Europe to
the forward defense of Near Eastern and Far Eastern countries adjacent to the Scviet and com-
munist Chinese borders and to the economic development of our neighbors in the Wastern Hemi-
sphere. In 1957 Ty zsident Eisenhower called for the establishment of a Development Lcan Fund
to help poor nations achieve progress and security for themselves. The President also stated
that the practical way in which the United States could help was through a program of technical
cooperation in the early struggles of these young nations to survive. They needed the knowledge
of skilled people—farm experts, doctors, engineers—to teach new techniques to their people. At
the same time, because of their inherent poverty, they needed the help of some capital to begin
essential investment in roads, dams, railroads, and utilities.

j. The reshaping of American Foreign Assisiance Programs was given maximum impetus
in 1961,

(1) President Kennedy launched the "Alliance for Progress" calling for concerted
actior on problems posed by the American Republics.

(2) Congress enacted The Foreign Assistance Act cf 1961, signed into law on 4 Sep-
tember 1961, providing in Farts I and II authority for economic and military assistance.

208, Congress, Senate, The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, Public Law 87-195, 87th Cong., 1961, S. 1983,
as amended,

10
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(3) On 3 November 1961, President Kennedy ordered the Secretary of State to estab-
lish the Agency for International Development3 to assume the role of developing and implement-
ing the economic assistance programs authorized by the new Act.

k. The objectives of the foreign assistance programs were clearly stated in the text of
The Foreign Assistance Act, as amended. Regarding economic aid, Section 102 of the law stated
that it was expressive of U.S. sense of freedom, justice, and compassion and was important to
the national security that the United States, through private and public efforts, assis! the people
of less-developed countries in their effort to acquire the knowledge and resources essential for
development and to build the economic, political, and social institutions that would meet their
aspirations. The goals and purposes of military assistance (Section 501) were to promote the
peace of the world and the foreign policy, security, and general welfare of the United States by
the common defense against internal and external aggression, including the furnishing of mili-
tary assistance, upon request, to friendly countries and international organizations. Priority
was to be given to the needs of those countries in danger of becoming victims of active commu-
nist or communist-supported aggression or those countries in which the internal security was
threatened by communist-inspired or communist-supported internal subversion.

1. Thus, for the first time, the United States had a foreign assistance program with posi-
tively identified goals. More significantly, the law gave the United States a vehicle for its first
integrated foreign assistance program. Authorities and responsibilities were identified. The
Secretary of State was charged with continuous supervision and general direction of economic
assistance and military assistance that included but was not limited to determining whether
there should be a military assistance program (MAP), including civic action, for a country and
the value thereof, to the end that such programs are effectively integrated both at home and
abroad and the foreign policy of the United States is best served.

m. Within the framework of this law, the executive branch was able to establish priority
areas for concentrated assistance effort. The military commitment to the Government of Viet-
nam (GVN) served as a prime 2xample of assistance rendered in consonance with Section 501 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended.

2. INTERNATIONAL SITUATION

a, International tensions continued to heighten during the 1960's while U.S. attention was
directed to Vietnam and the search for peace in Paris. The Arab-Israeli war in 1967, the North
Korean thrusts, the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia and the Soviets' record naval presence in
the Mediterranean during 1968, the pocket war betwezn El Salvador and Honduras in 1969, re-
newed outbreaks of violence in the Middle East, and the expropriation of foreign holdings of U.S.
industry give evidence of increasing worldwide confrontations. Future conflicts consisting of
terrorism, guerrillawarfare,and insurgency may become more common than open military con-
frontations between national forces in Latin America, Africa, and Asia.

b. Although past U.S. policy has resulted in increases in specific economic and military
aid programs in reaction to international incidents and confrontations, the overall trend has
been to reduce the level of overseas commitments,

3. MILITARY ASSISTANCE

a. The most significant accomplishment of U.S. military aid was its contribution to con-
taining communist expansion in the early days of the program. Within 3 years after World War
II, the U.S.S.R. had reduced the Eastern European nations to satellite status and all of Western
Europe was weak militarily and economically. Military assistance soon gave friendly European
and Near Eastern nations the materiel and training necessaiy to establish effective military
forces. Communist expansion was largely brought to a halt as a direct result of the promptly

3y.s. President, Executive Order No. 10973, as amended, Administration of Foreign Assistance and Related
Functions, John F. Kennedy, 3 November 1961,
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implemented Greek-Turkish Aid Program—which saved two strategically located countries from
being swept behind the Iron Curtain—and of a subsequently more systematic provision of mili-
tary assistance to threatened allies,

b. At present the United States is a party to four multilateral defense treaties: the North
Atlantic Treaty; the Southeast Asia Treaty; the Australian, New Zealand, United States Treaty;
and the Rio Pact. Although not a party to the original Baghdad Pact, from which the Central
Treaty Organization (CENTO) evolved, the United States does participate in the military plan-
ning activities of that organization. Bilateral mutual defense treaties have been entered into
with the Republic of China, Korea, Japan, and the Philippines. These treaties commit the United
States not only to provide logistic support but also to deploy troops in the event of a military
contingency operation.

c. Conversely, bilateral military assistance agreements do not depend on treaty relation-
ships and differ from mutual defense treaties in that they do not obligate the United States to
direct military response to aggression against the recipient nation. They merely set forth the
conditions under which U.S. aid (in the form of military equipment, training, and related sup-
port) will ve provided, contingent on the necessary authorizations and appropriations of Con-
gress. Military assistance to individual countries does not depend on the existence of treaty
relationships, either bilateral or multilateral, but is determined by the security and foreign
policy interest of the United States in each case.

d. Military assistance makes available the essential resources required for friendly na-
tions to provide more effectively for their own defense and internal security. It also permits
them to make a greater contribution to collective world security. This, in turn, reduces the
probability of any need for U.S. intervention. No nation that has received U.S. military assist-
ance since the inception of this aid in 1950 has been brought under the direct control of either
Soviet Russia or Communist China by force or subversion. Only one—Cuba—has become a Com-
munist country.

4, ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

a. Like U.S. military assistance programs, U.S. civil aid programs have changed sharply
over the past two decades. The recipients are different from those of 20 years ago. Once eco-
nomic aid was concentrated in the old but economically competent nations of Western Europe and
in Japan. Now economic aid goes entirely to the developing nations of Lat‘n America, Asia, and
Africa. Once aid was a tool of rehabilitation to help nations rebuild from the ravages of World
War II. Now it is directed toward long-range social and economic progress. Once economic aid
was heavily oriented to the defense needs of other countries. Now it is primarily for develop-
ment purposes. Once aid was largely in the form of grants. Now, because of reordering of do-
mestic priorities, economic aid is largely financed by dollar repayable loans. Once economic aid
was solely a U.S. effort. Now, 18 other developed countries share in helping the less fortunate.

b. The emerging nations of the 20th century have been under pressure to grow at a much
faster rate than the United States did in the 18th and 19th centuries. Several reasons are re-
sponsible for this pressure on emerging nations. One is internal and comes from population in-
creases. When Europe and this country were developing, more people were desperately needed
to operate new industries and to expand markets for agriculture and manufacturing. In the
United States and Europe, development preceded population growth. Today, the sequence has
been reversed. In many developing countries, agricultural production is inadequate to feed their
people and there is not enough industry to employ them. Consequently, scarce assistance re-
sources must be used to provide food and to make basic changes in agricultural production
rather than to provide capital investment for long-term development. Another demand for prog-
ress in the emerging nations arises from outside factors. The people of the less-developed na-
tions know what goes on in the developed world. Communities that have stood still for centuries
are determined to change. Backward pastoral ways are no longer tolerated. More and more,
the governments of the new nations feel this pressure. More and more of these countries are
responding with definitive programs for economic and social progress.

12
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c. The U.S. basic foreign policy holds that people should be afforded the security and sta-
bility required to initiate orderly development of their economies; U.S. foreign assistance pro-
grams are designed to provide such an environment. Today, the stability of East Asian coun-
tries and their prospects for economic growth continue to be challenged by the Communist wcrld.
First in Korea and Vietnam and now in Laos and Thailand, armed communist infiltration and in-
surgency are growing. Both economic and military aid are assisting the governments of these
countries to counter this insurgency by strengthening internal security and accelerating rural
development, With the resources provided, these governments are, in theory, able to better
protect the people in their daily lives w3 prevent the disruption of economic growth activity.

d. The U.S. assistance programs in Vietnam have, in large part, been predicated on coun-
tering the effects of open conflict. In Thailand, however, U.S. concentration is on road building,
community development, agriculture, business, and strengthening police protection in the North-
east, where one-third of the nation's 10 million people live in poverty. Historically neglected,
mostly without government services or protection, villagers are often subject to communist ter -
rorism. The U.S. assistance has helped to encourage the Thai Government to move personnel
and programs in to fill the vacuum. The Thai Government is upgrading administration, police
techniques, and relations with rural villagers in an effort to halt the growing communist insur-
gency in the North and Northeast. In Laos, security areas have been established with U.S. as-
sistance in an attempt to strengthen the Laotian Government influence and thus improve security
against Pathet Lao and North Vietnamese attack, alloving the inhabitants to become more active
in developing their own resources. The security asp:cts of U.S. programs in Thailand and Laos
predominate; elsewhere, the development strand is 110re predominant.

e. This, then, is the international environme«nt in which the U.S. Foreign Assistance Pro-
gram must operate.

5. FUNDING. Pressing domestic problems and alleged mismanagement have cooled the ardor
of the American people for foreign assistance. As a result of the pressure of public opinion, the
dollar value of U.S. foreign assistance programs has declined each year since its peak of nearly
$7.5 billion in 1952. The total foreign assistance program for 1965, including both military and
civil aid, was down to approximately $3.325 billion. Faced with the prospect of ever-reducing
foreign aid budgets and increasing resource requirements in Vietnam and atiempting to be more
responsive to RVNAF and FWMAF, the United States in 1966 integrated the military assistance
portion of these requirements in the budgets of the counterpart U.S. Services. In addition, cer-
tain elements of the U.S. civil assistance program were identified as militarily essential and in
FY 67 funding responsibility for these elements were transferred from AID to the military
Services.

6. QVERVIEW OF U.S. FOREIGN AID. United States foreign assistance is multifaceted and
complex and consists of five parts: the civil and economic assistance programs carried out by
AID, the peacetime MAP, Food for Freedom, the Peace Corps, and subscriptions and contribu-
tions to multilateral lending agencies. The AID and MAP fall within the purview of the Foreign
Assistance Act, whereas Food for Freedom, the Peace Corps, and U.S. participation in interna-
tional financial institutions are authorizec hy separate legislative acts. In FY 70 the total pro-
posed foreign aid program is about $4.4 bullion, exclusive of the military assistance costs asso-
cialed with the SE Asia conflict. A brief comparison of nroposed FY 70 worldwide U.S. foreign
assistance costs and spending associated with Vietnam, Laos, and Thailand lends perspective to
this overview (see Table 1). Military assistance grants are of twotypes: Thefi-st, MAP, provides
normal peacetime support and is funded as an increment of the annual Foreign Assistance Ap-
propriation Act. The second, Military Assistance Service Funded (MASF), provides gupport to
the Vietnamese, other free world forces in Vietnam, and to local forces in Laos and Thailand.
The MASF is funded by the DOD component service appropriations and is not ordinarily con-
sidered an element of the foreign assistance program. Inasmuch as the primary focus of this
monograph is accommodation of foreign assistance requirements by military logistic systems,
it is appropriate to describe the major program elements.

13




FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

TABLE 1

PROPOSED U.S. FY 70 FOREIGN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
(in billions of dollars)

Worldwide S.E. Asia
Program Element (including S.E. Asia) Conflict
AID 2.4 4
Grant Military Assistance
MAP 0.4 0
MASF 2.2 2.2
Subtotal ;Ti 2.6 ; 2.2
Food for Freedom 1.4 0.2
Peace Corps 0.1 0
Overseas Private
Investment Corporation 0.1 0
Total 6=6 ;

a. AID Worldwide Programs

(1) Technical Assistance. Technical assistance is the application of American
technical and professional expertise to the problems of developing countries. Training and re-
search in agriculture and family planning are among the most important projects financed by
this program. Major current projects are under way in India, Brazil, Laos, Nigeria, Thailand,
Pakistan, Afghanistan, the Philippines, and Indonesia. Technical assistance represents about 21
percent of AID's budget; it ha;s a negligible impact ou military logistic operations.

(2) Development Loans and Alliance for Progress Development Loans. These loans
are funds to provide less-developed countries with capital resources needed for growth. These
funds finance the commodities and technical services necessary for construction, and the import
of raw materials and capital goods needed to fuel industrial and agricultural development. De-
velopment loans represent 51 percent of AID's budget and are made at concessionary interest
rates of 2 percent or 3 percent per annum, The loans, amounting to about $1 billion annually,
require the recipients to procure goods and services from U.S. sources. Thus, in the event of a
contingency operation, there are two areas of possible impact on military logistics. The first,
and probably most significant if the contingency occurs in a recipient country, is the impact of
imported development goods on transportation, port throughput, and distribution capacities. The
second is the possible corapetition between a loan recipient and the U.S. military in procurement
of both raw materials and capital investment goods. Currently Brazil, Chile, Columbia, India,
Indonesia, Korea, Pakistan, and Turkey receive the bulk of development loans.

to help countries with extraordinary security burdens maintain economic stability. Twenty-
three percent of AID's budget is employed in this task. From a high of 41 countries in FY 62,
the number of recipients has been reduced to seven with 86 percent of supporting assistance
programmed for Vietnam. The entire effort of AID in Vietnam is funded under thie category.
Because of the broad spectrum of material imports and services required in stabilizing an
economy, 2 significant logistic impact may be anticipated.

(3) Supporting Assistance. Supporting assistance consists of a variety of projects

b. Military Assistunce. For ease of presentation, it is best to consider military assist-
ance in two distinct categories. The first is the peacetime or status quo worldwide MAP funded
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under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended. The second category supports U.S. al-
lies in the SE Asia conflict and is funded through counterpart Service budgets.

(1) Military Assistance Program

(a) Military Assistance Grant Aid. This is a long-range program based on
Presidential decisions to provide defense articles and services to specific countries on a non-
reimbursable basis. Approximately 90 percent of the program is expended in support of four
forward defense countries: Greece, Turkey, the Republic of China, and Korea. The remainder
is used to ensure continuing U.S. access to bases and facilities in strategic areas and to estab-
lish or maintain a U.S, military hardware presence in other countries. This element of the MAP
is the only one that operates with Foreign Assistance Act funds.

(b) Foreign Military Sales. The foreign military sales program is a means of
supplementing, augmenting, and eventually replacing grant aid to the degree possible. Like
grant aid, a country': eligibility to participate in the program is determined by the President.
Defense articles and services are furnished on a reimbursable basis to friendly foreign govern-
ments, provided the support rendered is consistent with and will further the aims and objectives
of U.S. national policy. It is anticipated that military sales to foreign nations will exceed $1 bil-
lion during the current fiscal year.

(c) Cooperative Logistic Support. Cooperative logistic support is the pur-
chase by a foreign nation of U.S. military items or logistic services over a period of time, Fi-
nancial terms for payment are arranged at the national level between the U.S. and the foreign
government, Support is provided through Supply Support Arrangements (SSA) permitting the
foreign government to participate as a customer in the U.S. military logistic system on a reim-
bursable basis. In FY 68 cooperative logistic support amounted to $100 million, involving 19
countries,

(d) Co-production Programs. A form of military sales, co-production is the
assembly of a U.S. end item in a friendly country plus the manufacture in the country of some of
the components. In FY 68 co-production amounted to $3.5 billion involving 28 ccuntries.

(2) Military Assistance, Service Funded. Service-funded military assistance is a
more responsive form of grant aid assistance used in support of allies actually engaged in open
conflict. The stringent funding limitations and controls of MAP grant aid are alleviated and
total planning, funding, and program control responsibility is transferred to the U.S. counterpart
of the supported services. At present MASF is employed only in support ui local forces in Viet -
nam, Laos, and Thailand and in support of those underdeveloped third-country allies with forces
engaged in Vietnam,

c. Food for Freedom. Food for Freedom is 2 program {unded by the U S. Departmem of

Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended “and subsequent Executive ordc'rs' Pro-
gram objectives are ', . .to use the aBundant agricultural productivity of the United States to
combat hunger and malnutrition and to eincourage economic development in developing coun-
tries...."" About 80 percent of the program is expended in the Near East and Asia. Becausc of
the low price, high-volume, and bulk-shipment characteristics of Food for Freedom commodi -
ties, they car have a significant impact on military logistic operations in underdevelcped coun-
tries.

d. Peace Corps. The Peace Corps is an organization of American volunteers who work
with and train the indigenous population of developing nations. The primary focus of Peace
Corps activities is in Latin America and Africa. Activities in the Near East and Asia consume
about one-third of the Peace Corps operating resources; no projects are currently under way in

Ypublic Law 480, as amended, Agricultural Trade Devclopment and Assistance Act of 1954, see. 2.
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Vietnam or Laos. The very nature of the Peace Corps precludes a significant impact on military
logistic operations.

e. International Monetary Agencics. These agencies are organizations, such as the U.S.
Export-Import Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, that deal in international development credit funding. Since the op-
eration of these organizations approximates commercial banking practice in regard to risk,
their activity in a given area will normally cease prior to the commencement of open military
conflict. Consequently, there will be little or no impact on forward logistic operations. Compe-
tition for resources can occur, however, between military procurements and procurements by
loan recipients in other world areas.

7. U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE OBJECTIVES IN VIETNAM. In general, the U.S objectives in
Vietnam have been to prevent a communist military victory and to help the GVN carry out the
tasks of developing a strong nation in an atmosphere of freedom of choice. To achieve these ob-
jectives both military and economic assistance have been required in unforeseen proportions.

In the area of military assistance there was little hope of immediately preparing the RVNAF to
meet the threat; immediate depioyment of U.S. comba* forces was imperative if the GVN was to
resist defeat. Expansion and improvement of the RVNAF could be deferred and accomplished
concurrent with direct U.S. efforts to stem the communist attack. The role of military assist-
ance in Vietnam, with the exception of the commitment of U.S. combat forces, has been largely
traditional: to assist in planning an indigenous armed force appropriate to the threat and to
provide the logistic support to allow the armed force to operate effectively. On the other hand,
because of wartime conditions, AID has been faced with bjectives that differ substantially from
goals normally established in other developing nations: prevent runaway inflation, ease suffer-
ing of civilians displaced or injured by war, assist the GVN in expanding its influence over and
protection of the population, and help Vietnam develop greater national cohesion.

8. ECONOMIC AND CIVIL ASSISTANCE TO VICTNAM. In late 1965, the Vietnamese economy
began to deteriorate as combat operations increased and the United States began its rapid mili-
tary buildup. Initial logistic support of troops drained the local market of gcods, thereby plac-
ing greater pressure on prices. Increasing U.S. piaster expenditures for housing and services
and rising troop spending aggravated the situation by contributing to increased indigenous de-
mand. This situation was further compounded by the initial reluctance of the GVN to make im-
mediately available, in appropriate amounts, its own foreign exchange for imports. At the same
time, the refugee problem worsened because of the increased tempo of the war. Crop produc-
tion dwindled owing to combat operations, drafting of military age men, and farmers entering
another trade as the war grew more intense. To strengthen the Government and preserve the
nation's economy, AID instituted the following programs,

a. Economic Stabilization. The purpose of economic stabilization has been to control
powerful inflationary pressures within the Vietnamese economy. Primary implementation of
economic stabilization hus been through the Commercial Import Program (CIP). The CIP has
been undisciplined by nature; goods have been imported in response to current conditions to ab-
sorb discretionary spending funds and meet commodity shortfalls. During 1966 and early 1967
the influx of large quantities of both military and commercial import goods contributed to the
severe port congestion and distribution problems in Vietnam. The primary objective of CIP has
been to ensure that adequate supplies of basic commodities have been maintained in the market
to meet requi: ements. By providing the foreign exchange needs to fill the gap between the in-
creased level of imports that has been required and the level that the GVN has been able to fi-
nance with its own foreign exchange. the CIP has helped curb inflationary price increases and
kas reduced the possibility of shortages and price speculation. In addition to providing imports
to satisfy these requirements, the CIP has made another significant contribution to the Vietnam-
ese economy. The piasters that the Vietnamese importer pays to his local bank to cover the
cost of the AID-financed commodities have been deposited into a special counterpart account
with the National Bank of Vietnam (NBVN). They have then been used to support the Vietnamese
military and civilian budgets and to provide for AID's local operating expenditures. The types
of imports fininced under the CIP have been limited to those commodities that AID considers
essential {or the economy of a developing country: sugar. chemicals, textiles, petroleum
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products, cement, iron and steel, electrical equipment, industrial machinery, motor vehicles,
and bulk commodities. For the most part the GVN finances consumer goods, but selected com-
modities can be and are shifted between GVN and U.S. financing in response to changing eco-
nomic conditions.

b. Food for Freedom

(1) In Vietnam, USAID (hereinafter used when referring lo the Vietnam Bureau
of AID) has utilized the Food for Freedom program to {ill the gap between Vietnamese food pro-
duction and demand and to ensure that the price of food has remained within the means of the in~
dividual Vietnamese. The Food for Freedom program is developed ia response to current situa-
tions and involves the use of the USDA charter transportation as well as U.S. Army responsibility
for delivery from discharge port to the first in-country destination. During the 1966 to mid-1967
period this had a definite impact on the military logistic system in Vietnam.

(2) Under the Food for Freedom program (Public Law 480), food has been imported
into South Vietnam for two purposes: to be sold in the market place (Title I) and to be given
away to refugees and to the needy (Title II). Some Title Il commodities have been distributed by
accredited U.S. nonprofit voluntary agencies and by international organizations. Although the
Food for Freedom program has been administered in Vietnam by USAID, the appropriation was
granted to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). Most of the food imported vnder
the Food for Freedom program has not been given away, but has been sold to the Vietnamese
consumer.® Title I commodities of the Food for Freedom program have played a role similar
to that of the CIP in the economic stabilization program. Commodities imported under Title I
have been paid for in local currency, generating funds for RVN military and civilian budgets and
U.S. needs. Commodities include rice, by far the most important item, and wheat, flour, corn,
cotton, tobacco, and dried milk and other dairy products.

c. Project Programs. Other AID endeavors in Vietnam can be placed under a heading of
project programs made up of three goals: war relief and support, pacification, and national de-
velopment.

{1) War Relief and Support. In this area, the major problem remains refugee re-
settlement. The goal of USAID is to see that refugees are fed and assisted in becoming self-
supporting and to ensure effective care of civilian war casualties.

(2) Pacification. The goal of pacification refers to a specific program undertaken
by the Military Assistance Command Vietnam (MACYV), Office of Civil Operations and Rural
Development Support (CORDS), in conjunction with various GVN ministries. Major recipients of
AID resources for pacification have been the National Police support projects and a series of
programs supporting revolutionary development (RD).

(3) National Development. The goal of national development is to help the GVN op-
erate more efficiently in providing security, in improving economic and social conditions, and in
providing greater opportunities for popular participation in political life. To accomplish this,
AID has undertaken projects at all levels of Vietnamese life to increase the incomes of farmers,
to strengthen village -governing councils politically and financially, to expand and improve basic
public services, and to improve the effectiveness of key ministries in the central government.

9. MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO KVNAF

a. Background. During 1964 the RVNAF had an overall authorized strength of 435,000 of
which approximately 200,000 were in tne regular army and another 200,000 in the Territorial
Civil Guard and Self-Defense Corps—ihe forerunners of the Regional Forces and Popular
Forces. In all there were 123 maneuver battalions. Regular troops were equipped with stand-
ard U.S. World War Il weapons, such as the M1 rifle. the Browning automatic rifle, and the

Shirector uf USALL, Repurt 1o the Ambassador, 1967,
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Browning light machine gun, Territorial Forces were lightly armed, principally with the semi-
automatic M1 carbine; they had neither automatic weapons nor mortars. The most valid criti-
cism of the Vietnamese Army at that time was that it was overly conventional in its organiza-
tion, equipment, and tactics.® At the beginning of 1964 the Vietnamese Air Force consisted of
8,400 men and 190 aircraft, mostly armed T-28 training aircraft. During 1964 the United States
started replacing the T-28 with the A-1 SKYRAIDER, and the UH-19 helicopter with the CH-34,
The Vietnamese Navy received both U.S. maintenance support and ship and craft replacemer:: of
their aging French fleet. By 1964 the Navy was authorized 7,100 men for both Sea and River
Forces. Fourteen River Assault Groups located at bases throughout the Delta made up the River
Force. Their main vehicles were armed and armored landing craft. The Sea Force consisted
of patrol boats, minesweepers, and landing craft based at Saigon. At that time the Coastal Force
was a paramilitary group, known as the ''junk force,' organized into 28 divisions dep!nyed along
the coast of Vietnam to work in conjunction with the Sea Force. In 1965 these junks were made
a part of the Regular Navy. At the beginning of 1964 the Vietnamese Marine Corps had a
strength of 3,100 men, organized into a brigade of four iafantry battalions and one amphibious
support battalion. Although organized for amphibious operations, the Marine Corps battalions
participated in ground operations throughout South Vietnam, as part of the general reserve. The
effectiveness of all forces declined sharply as morale dropped and personnel strengths shrank.
The increased tempo of enemy operaticsis and his success in winning a series of victories
coupled with low fighting strength among the maneuver battalions tended to breed caution, a de-
fensive attitude, pressure to avoid casuzlties, poor morale, and more desertions. United States
combat forces were introduced in mid-1965 to forestall an immediate communist victory. It
was apparent that the Vietnamese Armed Forces, which totaled about 550,000 men in August
1965, had to be built into a much more effective combat force, but not expanded so rapidly as to
destroy their effectiveness.

b. MASF. By early 1966 it became apparent that the increasingly austere funding levels
and the inherent constraints of military assistance procedures, as utilized within MAP, were
neither adequate for nor compatible with the expanded operational role that had been assumed by
RVNAF and FWMAF in Vietnam. The MAP was designed to provide deterrence and a capacity
for initial defense against aggression, not to underwrite sustained military operations. Conse-
quently, effective 25 March 1966, when the President signed the FY 66 Supplemental Appropria-
tion Bill, the Services assumed the responsibility for RVNAF and FWMAF logistic support for
the Vietnam War, Military assistance logistical procedures were realigned to those Service
procedures being used by U.S. forces in SE Asia. This new logistical support was termed Mili-
tary Assistance Service Funded. Incident to this realignment was the transfer of unexpended
balances of FY 66 and pr.or-year Vietnam military assistance grant aid funds to Service appro-
priations. At the end of March 1966 RVNAF forces tolaled approximately 680,000 and FWMAF
totaled approximately 30,000, a substantial increase from 3,000 on 1 August 1965. By 30 June
1967 RVNAF forces growth had risen to nearly 750,000 and that of FWMAF to 55,000. Continued
increases now place RVNAF strength at more than 1 million ard FWMAF strength at 70,000. By
placing funds in support of RVNAF and the free world force costs associated with Vietnam in the
Service budgets in 1966 and by transferring the funding of all assistance for Laos and Thailand
to the defense budget in 1967,1 the military was in the grant aid business —which is estimated
for FY 70 at approximately $2.2 billion. Funding for Australia and New Zealand troop costs in
Vietnam has been accomplished by financial working agreements that entail no appreciable cost
to the United States.

c. AID and DOD Realignment. Effective 1 July 1966 DOD assumed funding responsibility
for suppart of several AID projects defined as “militarily essential.” In some cases project
execution also became a military responsibility, but in others the projects remained under AID
or joint AiD and DOD operationai managemeant. Examples of functions for which the military
assumed program responsibility are the administration of the Saigon port, supply of medicines

for Military Civic Action Teams (MEDCAP), air traffic control, prevention of railway sabotage,

fGen. W. C. Weatmoreland, Report on the War in Vietnam (Washington, D.C. 20402, U.S. Government
_Printing Office, 1964), sec. T0, ;pp. B, p. 210.

fPublic Law 90-96, 29 September 1967,
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and highway maintenance. In the category of AID or joiut AID and DOD operational management
are assistance to refugees, medical supply other than MEDCAP, and commodity support for the
GVN police.

10. SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC AND MILITARY AID TO VIETNAM. To save the economy of
Vietnam and to support both the RVNAF and U.S. allies associated with the war in Vietnam, it
was necessary to import large quantities of civilian and military goods. Unfortunately these
materials were required at the same time that logistic support for U.S. forces was being ex-
panded. During the 1966-67 time frame and to a lesser degree continuing to the present, the re-
quirements of economic and military aid to Vietnam, as will be described in Chapter III, have
had a significant impact on logistic support of U.S. forces.
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CHAPTER IHI
INTERFACE AND COORDINATION

1. INTRODUCTION

a. The experience of Vietnam is replete with new situations that have required extra-
ordinary coordination and cooperation between governmental organizations. Following the fall of
the French in 1954, the United States provided support to the Vietnamese within the framework
of the Geneva Accords. Emphasis was on social and economic dev>lopment; military assistance
consisted of arms replacement and the provision of limited numbers of military advisors. As
Vietcong (VC) activities became increasingly disruptive, the United States responded with addi-
tional military hardware. The U.S. operating organization in Vietnam, however, remained es-
sentially civilian and under the control of the Department of State.

b. By early 1965 it became apparent that if the Government of Vietnam (GVN) were to be
sustained, the VC threat had to be met with military forces beyond GVN's internal capability.
The decision to introduce U.S. combat forces followed almost immediately. The U.S. combat unit
deployments began with the March 1965 movement of the 9th Marine Expeditionary Brigade from
Okinawa to Vietnam. Thus the stage was set for the continuing relationship between the diplo-
matic and military managers of U.S. efforts in Vietnam. Through December 1968, guidance for
this relationship was contained in a Presidential memorandum that was addressed to each Amer-
ican Ambassador abroad. It read, in part:

"You are in charge of the entire United States Diplomatic Mission, and I shall
expect you to supervise all of its operations. The Mission includes not only the per-
sonnel of the Department of State and the Foreign Service, but also the representa-
tives of all other United States agencies which have programs or activities....

", .. about your relations to the military. As you know, the United States Diplo-
matic Mission includes Service Attaches, Military Assistance Advisory Groups and
other Military components attached to the Mission. It does not, however, include
United States military forces operating in the field where such forces are under the
command of a United States area military commander. The line of authority to these
forces runs from me, to the Secretary of D¢ “ense, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
Washington and to the area commander in the field....

"', .. your lines of communications as Chief of Mission run through the Depart-
ment of State."

Clearly, there have been two distinct lines of authority, responsibility, and communication for
execution of U.S. assistance activities.

c. Adding to the problems of coordinating the various U.S. military and civilian programs
are two factors. Foremost of these is the impact of the autonomy of the GVN. Essentially every
U.S. move required GVN concurrence and action; these had to be accomplished in a bureaucratic
environment of relatively shallow management experience. The second consideration is the rela-
tionship between the U.S., the GVN, and the third-country free world allies that provided military
assistance forces to support the Vietnamese.

d. In such circumstances absolute coordination of U.S. activities is the keystone of success.
This chapter discusses the shortcomings in coordination evidenced by specific problem areas
encountered during the Vietnam era and proposes an approach that will clearly identify the points
of interface at which coordination must occur.

1y S. President, Memorandum, subject: Responsibilities of Chiefs of American Diplomatic Missions, John F.
Kennedy, 27 May 1961.
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(1) Military Buildup. When the decision to introduce U.S. and other free world com-
bat forces was reached, there were 23,300 U.S. military advisors and a nominal 1,000 Filipino
and Korean army engineers assisting the Vietnamese. Almost 4 percent of Vietnam's estimated
16 million population was in its Armed Forces—roughly the same as the proportion of U.S. popu-
lation under arms during the height of World War II. Primary logistic support for any troops to
be deployed would initially flow through the Port of Saigon. Cargo continued to be handled through
this port as it had for centuries—slowly and manually. Aside from logistic requirements for U.S.
forces, the United States was faced with supplying essentially 100 percent of the RVNAF materiel
requirements. Deployments of additional Free World Military Assistance Forces (FWMAF) were
to be predicated on reequipping and sustaining the operations of all units deployed to Vietnam.
With the exception of reimbursement for support by the Australian and New Zealand forces, the
United States was to bear the full cost of practically all military operations in Vietnam. The
growth of forces in place is shown in Figure 1,
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FIGURE I, VIETNAMESE AND ALLIED FORCES IN SCPTH VIETNAM

(2) Economic Buildup

(a) The Vietnamese economy began to deteriorate by late 1965 because of the
increased tempo of military activity and the buildup of U.S. forces. The U.S. ¢ivil aid efforts in
Vietnam changed direction in responsc to the existing situation. From the traditional pattern of
advising in long-term economic development, the Agency for International Development (AID)
Mission in Vietnam faced requirements for direct participation in operations with emphasis on
quick resulls. Retention of wartime civil support responsibility and rapid expansion of the AID
Program (depicted in Figure 2) generated an immediate requirement for AID logistics operators.

(b) The on:v U,.S. logistics system operating in Vietnam was the military's;
however, AID was not staffed to enter and use this system. Interfaces between AID and the
military developed on an ad hoc basis, both in Washington and in Vietnam, to resolve urgent op-
erational problems. A further complication for AID was the fact that all planning had envisioned
a phased turnover of civil sector responsibilities to the military as the level of hostilities in-
creased; this of course did not occur. Consequently, AID had to concurrenily develop operations
plans, restructure its organization to provide an operating capability, and recruit to meet the
swelling demands of the new environment. These activities did not postpone the military and
civilian buildup, but the lack of an existing structure complicated the task of coordination between
the U.S. military and civilian elements operating in Vietnam. It is significant to note that the
temporary AID organization to plan and conduct civil sector logistic operations in support of
military contingencies is unique to Vietnam; the capability does not exist for any other world
area. Based on the coordination difficulties encountered in Vietnam, it would appear that
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FIGURE 2. AID—ADMINISTERED ECONOMIC AID TO RVN
(INCLUDING FOOD FOR FREEDOM)

Sources: USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants and Assistance From In-
ternational Organizations, May 1969.
OASD(Comp), Memorandum, subject: AID/DOD Program Realign-
ments (U), 5 Feb. 1968 (CONFIDENTIAL),

governmental agencies engaged in AID activities should create and train a field staff that can op-
erate both at home and abroad within the framework of the ongoing military logistics organization.

{c) As the U.S. presence grew, logistic support of troops drained the local
market of goods, services, and manpower, thereby placing significant inflationary pressure on
prices. As military forces and operations continued to expand, the civilian sector of the Viet-
namese populace was beset with economic and social problems that increased exponentially.
Loss of normal civilian production, congregation of refugees in secure and heavily populated
areas, high-density centers of population, and relatively full employment were the classical
precursors of social chaos. These factors combined to accentuate the immediate requirement
for food importation and the necessity to control inflation through provision of outlets for indi-
vidual discretionary piasters. Owing to the reluctance of the GVN to make its own foreign ex-
change available in appropriate amounts for imports, the sitvation worsened. The role of the
AID mission thus evolved to filling the gaps between the capabilities of the GVN (to provide goods
services, and funds) and the needs of the Vietnamese society. Civilian requirements were sky-
rocketing but the GVN and commercial organizations, through which most of AID’s programs
were administered, were being overwhelmed and were coming to a standstill because of the lack
of management capability, shortages of manpower, and bureaucratic GVN controls.

?

(3) Problem

(a) The basic logistic problems presented by the U.S. decision to meet the
threat to the GVN are reasonably simple to state. The Republic of Vietnam (RVN) was in the
embryonic stages of development, Its limited indigenous logistic resources, its commercial and
Government distribution systems, and the lines of communications had been interdicted by the
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VC, and the rate of interdiction was ever increasing. The rice crop was subject to VC capture
or destruction. In short, the elements required to sustain an economy and population were rap-
idly moving beyond control of the Government. The massive amounts of men, material, and
money required to meet the threat were simply beyond the capability of the physical and mana-
gerial environment of the RVN to accept.

(b) Major construction, improved security, and GVN restructuring were re-
quired if the assistance assets to be supplied were to be employed with any effectiveness. The
financial burden of this entire support program rested on the American taxpayer. It was there-
fore incumbent upon the military and civilian managers of U.S. efforts in Vietnam to coordinate
their actions to achieve the best possible results with the assets entrusted to them.

(c) Three areas requiring interface and coordination are pertinent to the as-
sistance of the Vietnamese: political, military, and socio-economic. This chapter examines
ccordination in these areas.

2. POLICY LEVEL RESPONSIBILITIES AND INTERFACE. The chain for delegation of re-
sponsibility and authority for the conduct of U.S. foreign affairs has three basic links.

a. The first is the Constitution, which empowers the President to negotiate treaties and
agreements, to recognize new states and governments, to declare and formulate policy, to nomi-
nate or appoint diplomatic officials, and to exercise other authority granted to him in various
statutes.

b. The second link is congressional statutes. In consider.ng foreign aid, The Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, and the annual appropriations acts for AID, Food for Freedom,
and DOD are the primary sources of congressional direction. The Foreign Assistance Act says,
in part, "Under the direction of the President, the Secretary of State shall be responsible for the
continuous supervision and general direction of economic assistance and military assistance
programs ... to the end that such programs are effectively integrated both at home and
abroad...."2 This act also voices the consensus in Congress that U.S. "...foreign aid funds
could be utilized more effectively by application of advanced management decisionmaking and
information and analysis techniques. ..."3 The President is charged with the establishment of
"...a management system that includes: the definition of objectives and programs for United
States foreign assistance; the development of quantitative indicators of progress toward these
objectives; the orderly consideration of alternative means for accomplishing such objectives;
and the adoption of methods for comparing actual results of programs and projects with those
anticipated when they were undertaken."4 The assets required for the conduct of U.S. foreign aid
programs are provided through annual authorization and appropriation acts.

c. The third and final link rests exclusively in the executive branch, The general respon-
sibilities and authorities have been delineated by the Constitution and statutes. The President
implements his policies and programs through Executive orders and memorandums. Through
these vehicles, AID has been established and charged with responsibility for administering all
economic assistance and the Food for Freedom Prcigram. The DOD responsibilities are defined
in The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. The Presidential memorandum of 27 May 1961, dis-
cussed in paragraph 1 of this chapter, described the working relationship between U.S. ad‘nis-
trators in the field from the outset of the Vietnam War until 1969. Figure 3 depicts the relation-
ship between these elements of the U.S. executive tranch.

3. INTERFACE MODIFICATIONS FOR VIETNAM

a. In May 1964 the Military Assistance Advisory Group, Vietnam, was consolidated with
the Military Assistance Command (MACV). At this point MACV was attached to the U.S. diplo-
matic mission and met the criteria of the Presidential memorandum for supervision of its

2U.8. Congress, Senate, The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, Public Law 87-195, 87th Cong., 1961, S. 1983,
as amended, sec. 622(c).

dibid., sec. 621A(a).

Ibid., sec. 621A().
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activities by the Ambassador to RVN. In July 1964 the Mission Council, a policy-formulating
body chaired by the Ambassador, began meeting formally to coordinate the increasingly complex
multiagency activities in Vietnam. The membership of this group covered the spectrum of U.S.
activity: the chiefs of the economic and political sections in the embassy, the country directors
of AID and the U.S. Information Service, the Special Assistant to the Ambassador, and the Com-
mander of the U.S. Military Assistance Command (COMUSMACYV). In theory, the lines of com-
munication for all activities ran through the Ambassador to Washington and to the GVN. In
reality, however, several operating agencies had direct lines of communication to their Washing-
ton headquarters, as shown in Figure 3.

b. With the introduction of major U.S. combat units in Vietnam in 1965 the existing rela-
tionships underwent changes to align the new situation with the Presidential memorandum direc-
tion. COMUSMACYV was in a dual role. On the one hand he reported to (and through) the
Ambassador oa military assistance matters, but on the other his responsibility for U.S. forces
under his command was to the Commander in Chief, Facific (CINCPAC), the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS), and the Secretary of Defense. In the event of conflict between military and other U.S.
activity considerations, the Ambassador and COMUSMACYV could each carry their arguments to
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the Secretaries of State and Lefe.se, respectively; and if irreconcilable at the Secretarial level,
to the President for resolution.

c. As the U.S. presence in Vienam grew, new requirements increased exponentially.
Staffs in both the military and the civil sectors of U.S. operaticns were radically enlarged to
meet the increased flow of paper, men, materiel, and money. Filling these new staff positions
was a herculean task; the human resources needed were either being applied in other areas or
simply not available within the U.S. Government. Unfortunately, the ever-increasing firm re-
quirements for materiel could not await identification and application of the right man to the
right job. Plans had to be made, coordination had to occur (both within the U.S. mission and be-
tween the mission and the GVN), and materiel had to flow through facilities that were, at once,
not equal to the task and under control of the GVN. On-the-scene demand outpaced the availabil-
ity of assets in virtually every area except funding. The volume of business soon exceeded the
o~pacity of the Mission Council to direct in detail, but formal working-level coordination of pro-
grams was to await establishment of such groups as the Joint MACV/USAID Logistics Coordi-
nating Committee {October 1966) and the Office of Civil Operations (Nowember 1966).

d. The introduction of FWMAF was predicated on country-to-country diplomatic negotia-
tions, and their arrival in Vietnam added yet another dimension to the interface and coordination
tasks of the U.S. mission. The FWMAF presence resulted from a Vietnamese request for as-
sistance, yet the United States had guaranteed logistic support. Thus the mission was faced with
the distribution of logistic assets between U.S. forces, the Vietnamese forces, the FWMAF, and
civil sector requirements.

e. The aspects of this arrangement give pause when considering the efficient application of
resources. The first is respensiveness—the socio-economic nuances of the situations resulting
from combat operations are difficult to convey halfway around the world through at least two
communication channels. The second area of concern is ihe degree of detail that Washington in-
sisted on directing.

4. ADEQUACY OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE COORDINATION AND ITS LOGISTIC IMPACT.
The review of three functional areas—requirements determination, funding, and transportation
and Port of Saigon operations— will provide an insight into the development of interagency and
iniergovernmental interfaces in supporting the U.S. efforts in Vietnam. Each of these cases
demonstrates the positive aspects of U.S. policies, procedures, and organizations; yet changes
occurred through evolution that represent lessons learned for pessible application in future con-
tingencies. Once the decision was made to meet the VC threat through commitment of U.S. and
free world combat forces, the personnel buildup and level of military activity increased at a
phenomenal rate. Civil sector requirements followed the military escalation almost immediately
at this time. The requirements of Vietnam were superimposed on a peacetime U.S. economy.
Although these requirements developed incrementally, the initial and sizeable increment did not
allow orderly transition of industry from its consumer orientation to mi'itary production.
Neither did this first increment allow ithe normal lead times for acquisition and distribution of
the materials to their end users in Vietnam. Follow-on materiel requirements were generated
at a rate that exceeded the rate of troop deployment. The manufacture, shipment, and receipt of
the resultant materials had to be accomplished in a peacetime economy. Neither the United
States nor Vietnam saw fit to mobilize to meet the threat.

a. Requirements Determination. Assistance to Vietnam consists of two elements: mili-
tary and civil.

(1) Military

(a) The very presence of U.S. forces was military assistance, but for this re-
view, military assistance to the Vietnamese focuses on support of their indigenous armed forces.
A basic premise, applicable in Vietnam, is that underdeveloped nations are incapable of raising
and logisticaliy supporting effective armed forces without outside assistance. Prior to the in-
troduction of U.S. and third-country forces, the RVNAF were exclusively responsible for the de-
fense of the GVN; during this period their logistic requirements were essentially met through the
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Military Ascistance Program (MAP). As foreign forces were introduced, the RVNAF assumed a
pacification role and their requirements were assigned lower priority than those of the U.S.
forces. Later, as they expanded and reassumed their combat role, requirements again accel-
erated. There were three distinct periods associated with constraints in RVNAF requirements
determination: the early MAP, the U.S. preeminence, and Vietnamese imnrovement and mod-
ernization. These varying situations made all associated foreign assistance requirements highly
changeable. Requirements utilized in budget generation were often overtaken by events, and de-
liveries were made against entirely different requirements. Failure of the GVN to mobilize un-
til 1968 made accurate determination of requirements nearly impossible. During the early ex-
pansion of the RVNAF, U.S. tables of organization and equipment (TOE) were applied to new units,
as an expedient, without proper consideration of the requirements of the new units, which resuited
in delivery of unneeded equipment. This problem has been recognized, and MACV and the Services
have begun tailoring U.S. TOE to reflect requirements peculiar to the RVNAF. What is needed,
however, is a fundamental definition of each RVNAF unit's mission and task assigned and its
place in the RVNAF organization. From this foundation entirely new TOE should be generated

to properly address the desired levels of effectiveness and economy.

(b) The introduction of FWMAF to Vietnam, as previously stated, was almost
entirely subject to U.S. logistic support of the deployed units. With the exception of about 10
percent of the FWMAF in-country (the Australian and New Zealand forces), these forces had been
MAP supported. Their MAP-provided TOE materiel required replacement to ensure compatibil-
ity with their U.S. counterpart's logistic systems. Negotiations to determine the rule of these
forces in Vietnam delayed definition of the equipage required. Thus, their requirements were
generally unknown until the eve of deployment. A side effect of FWMAF deployment to Vietram
was a theoretical reduction in forces available to deter threats or defend their parent countries.
Consequently, the U.S. Government was highly vulnerable to, as an example, Korea's requests for
continued MAP suvpport of three divisions scheduled for phaseout, for deferral of the program to
tranafer military operating costs from the MAP to the Government of the Republic of Korea
(ROKG) budget, and for the additional hardware programs generated in response to the 1968
North Korean incidents. As will be discussed in detail later, the military assistance hardware
and fiscal requirements in Vietnam soon overran the capability of the MAP.

(2) Civil

(@) In '9C4 and early 1965, worsening conditions in the civil sector were rec-
ognized, but budgetary and st4if limitations keyed U.S. assistance to relatively low levels. The
AID supporting assistance budget for Vietnam, exclusive of military assistance and Food for
Freedgm, went from a nominal $159 million in FY 64 to $584 million in FY 66-—an increase of
3.5:1.

(b) Factors used in the generation of civil sector requirements initially were
of questionable validity. In determining commodity requirements, there was no place where the
past price, demand history, stock on hand, stock due-in, stock-due-out, and receipts for an item
were tied together for analysis by AID. Consequently, requirements generation suffered from the
absence of a data base. One of the most serious deficiencies in vur assistance program was the
lack of adequite information concerning food needs, in-country food production, and distribution.
Without these data, the GVN, commercial importers, and USAID were able to do little more than
make crude estimates as to which corymodities, in what quantities, weuld be needed 6 months
hence.

(c) The U.S.-supported civil sector commodity program has consisted of two
parts. The first was comprised of commercial and Food for Freedom commodities imported for
resale in the market place as an inflation controlling device. The only U.S. Government con-
straints on commercial imports consisted of dollar guidelines, identification of surplus agricul-
tural commodities, and a listing of commuodities that were specifically excluded from the pro-
gram. Consequently, these requirements were based on commercial importers’ determinations

SUSAID, U.S. Overseas loans und Grants and Assistance From laternational Organizations, Obligations and

Loan Authorizations, July 1, 1945-June 30, 1963, May 1969,

29



FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

of how much of a given commodity they could sell at a profit., The second category consisted of
commodities imported for no-cost distribution in support of the connterinsurgency effort and in
relief of refugee suffering. The aeeds of voluntary agencies were determined by each agency
and forwarded to USAID for consolidation. The bulk of the counterinsurgency program was ad-
ministered through five GVN national programs. Requirements were determined by AID in con-
junction with the GVN on the basis of the numbers of organized units and the quantitative allow-
ance for each unit in the TOE.

(d) As the program was developed through 1966, all requirements were
forwarded to AI™, Washington, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) for a review that
was largely perfunctory. Both AID, Washington, and USDA personnel initially felt they must ap-
prove the requirements as presented. This remains essentially true today; however, AID in its
advisory role exercises much moere influence over the GVN and consequently over the develop-
ment and import licensing of these requirements.

(e) As an area of major concern, there appears to be very little interface in
requirements generation between the civil and military sectors. As an example consider the
following: 'USAID appears to be unable to develop realistic requirements and to anticipate new
developments. For example, large new military developments are forecast around Nha Trang.
This will increase the number of refugees, cause inflationary strain, open up new areas, and in
general stimulate the volume of USAID requirements. In discussion of these prospects with the
Regional Director and his logistics assistant, it appears that no special plans have been made
for these developments.”6 This statement refers to the situation in 1966 and 1967, but inter-
views in January 1970 in the program offices in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and
AID, Washington, indicate that much the same lack of coordination exists in the Vietnamization
program (at least at the Washington level).

(3) Role of the GVN. The role of the GVN in requirements determination is impor-
tant. For every functional area where U.S. assistance has been rendered there is an element of
the GVN responsible for support of that segment of Vietnamese socijety. In the case of military
assistance, the individual Vietramese services and finally the Joint General Staff of the RVNAF
are charged with development and approval of requirement plans before these plans are presented
to their counterrarts for U.S. approval and implementation. Analogous relationships exist every -
where in the civil sector. In short, the role of the U.S. advisor is io> diplomatically temper and
match these requirements to the total U.S. assistance program. Considering the magnitude and
diversity of this program, the task of coordination is inonumental.

b. Funding

(1) Prior to 25 March 1966, the support of FWMAF and RVNAF was accompiished
under the Foreign Assistance Act. By early 1966, it had become apparent that the increasingly
austere funding levels and the inherent constraints of MAP procedures were no longer adequate
for or compatible with the expanded operational role assumed by FWMAF and RVNAF in Viet-
nam. Consequently, the executive branch requested that Congress make available Service ap-
propriations for support of selected foreign forces in SE Asia. Effective 25 March 1966, when
the President signed the FY 66 Supplemental Authorization Bill, the U.S. military Services as-
sumed fiscal responsibility for this logistic support. The new authority was termed Military
Assistance Service Funded (MASF) and included the transfer of unexpended FY 66 and prior-year
Vietnam military assistance grant aid funds to military Service appropriations. As an adjunct to
the shift from MAP to MASF, military assistance management responsibilities were transferred
from OSD to the Services.

(2) The FY 67 AID appropriation for supporting assistance in Vietnam dropped al-
most $100 million from its FY 66 level. On 30 November 1966, the Secretary of Defense issued
a memorandum assigning responsibility for programming, budgeting, and funding certain mili-
tarily essentia! AIL programs and services to the military departments effective 1 July 1966.

'Elvvrink (U_r;mn;l;; of Interested Agency Representatives, Logistic Support of AID Programs in Vietnam
(t'), Unpublished DOD, AID, and BOB Report, October 1966, p. 79 (SECRET).
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Under this realignment some programs were transferred entirely to DOD, whereas others were
simply DOD funded and AID executed.

(3) The U.S. economic assistance to RVN consists of a variety of projects to help
with extraordinary security burdens and to maintain economic stability. Administered by AID,
some of the funds are provided under the foreign assistance appropriation and are termed sup-
port’ng assistance. Additionally, AID manages Food for Freedom, a program to combat hunger
and :nalnutrition and to encourage economic development. This program is funded by the USDA
under authority contained in the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended, Public Law 480, and subsequent Executive orders. In addition, Presidential contin-
gency and covert funds were available for application as required.

(4) In FY 65 the Vietnamese assistance program had three basic fund sources (MAP,
Foreign Assistance, and Food for Freedomn), and by FY 67 these basic fund sources had been
subdivided into 11 sources. Complicating the multiplicity of sources were the accompanying
shifts in financial management responsibilities and their attendant differences in technique. An
additional complication was the coordination required to manage expenditure of one agency's
funds by operators beyond its control. Foreign assistance fund sources were fragmented to en-
sure adequate and responsive funding. This has, however, resulted in a lack of total program
visibility, an ill-defined assignment of management responsibility, and the merging of the costs
of foreign assistance to Vietnam with the regular S=rvice budgets. Since the General Accounting
Office (GAO) has recommended uniform accounting procedures for contractors doing business
with DOD, it would seem appropriate to implement the management systems and techniques pre-
scribed by Section 621A of The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, which is defined in
paragraph 1 of this chapter.

c. Transportation and the Port of Saigon

(1) As the buildup progressed, materiel began to flow to Vietnam. Neither the Mili-
tary Sea Transportation Service (MSTS) nor the U.S. Merchant Marine was prepared to accept the
volume of military and civilian cargo being exported; nor were there adequate port capacity,
warehousing, or distribution facilities once the materiel arrived in Vietnam.

(2) One of the most acute logistic problems facing the U.S. Government during the
early buildup in Vietnam was the movement of materiel to and through the Port of Saigon.

(3) Two basic categories of cargo have been imported to Vietnam: military and
civilian. Responsibility for movement of military cargo clearly rests entirely within DOD.
Civilian or commercial cargo, however, represents a somewhat different problem. In this case
there are five classes of commodities: AID-financed commercial import program (CIP); Food
for Freedom; AID counterinsurgency commodities (CI), which include all other AID-financed
cargo; other U.S. civilian agency imports; and imports by the GVN and private sector using their
foreign exchange.

(4) In October 1965 AID and MACV reached an agreement that provided for military
transportation of military-essential AID cargo from either U.S. or other (principally Western
Pacific) ports of origin. Military-essential AID caryo is that cargo determined jointly by AID
and MACV to be sufficiently important to the counterinsurgency effort in RVN to warrant more
expeditious movement than commercial transportation would provide. Such AID cargo had,
therefore, been given Military Standard Transportation and Movement Document (MILSTAMP)
priority and was introduced, under U.S. Army sponsorship, into the military transportation sys-
tem for movement by Military Airlift Command (MAC) or Military Sea Transportation Service
(MSTS). A standard procedure for implementing this agreement was formulated and agreed on
by AID, Washington, and DCD in June 1966. The amount of cargo generated under this provision
has been small, and transportation of AID-sponsured cargoes to RVN prior tc 29 August 1966
was arranged in most cases by the supplier or his agent.

(5) Most AID procurement contracts were of the cost, insurance, and freight cate-
gory. This meant that the supplier agreed to arrange {ransportation of the commodities he
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supplied to the port of discharye and included the transportation costs in the contract price. In
the case of the counterinsurgency projects program and other U.S. civilian agency imports, most
transportation was arranged through contract between shippers and the General Services Admin-
istrat:on (GSA). The Defense Supply Agency (DSA}, military Services, USDA, and private con-
tractors, however, also arranged transportation for the goods they supplied. Since the CIP in-
volved private ownership of the commodities, transportation for most of these goods was
arranged by private commercial suppliers. Majos exceptions include GSA urrangements for
shipment of consolidated procurements it made for the C1P, USDA procurement of shipping for
CIP rice furnished under the Food for Freedom program, and the individual U.S. supplier or his
agent arranged transportation of CIP Food for Freedom commodities other than rice. Trans-
portation of Food for Freedom commodities destined for no-cost distribution through either the
counterinsurgency projects program or voluntary agencies was arranged by USDA.

{6) Except for the movement of muilitary-essential AID cavgoes, which could move
through the miiitary transportation system, and those cargoes transported on ships and coasters
AID has chartered, the transportation of AID-sponsored commodities was ef{ectively arranged on
the open commearcial shipping market. During the period 1 August 1965 to 29 August 1966 there
was no system in AID where transportation data {(such as tonnage of commodities, by program,
port of origin, and shipping time) were assembled. Neither was there a system for establishing
priorities among all AID cargoes, among AID cargoes for RVN and other countries, ner between
AID cargo and military cargo. As U.S. flagships became more heavily committed, there was
competition for these scarce resources between MSTS, USDA, GSA, and individual commodity
suppliers exporting to Vietnam. Further, each of the intended recipients of these cargoes
claimed his shipment was of the highest possible urgency. As a result, three U.S. Government
agencies and an unknown number of private shippers simultaneously embarked vast and uncon-
trolled quantities of cargo for discharge in a single, antiquated port. Although shortages in ship
availability were a problem in themselves, they were perhaps a blessing in disguise; the dis-
charge port was saturated even with the limited numbers of ships available.

(7) An agreement between DOD and AID, Washington, of 29 August 1966 made provi-
sions for movement of AID-sponsured cargoes consigned to the GVN via MSTS. Generally, AID
has offered only CI general cargo to MSTS for booking. This agreement accounted for AID cargo
arriving mixed with military cargo on MSTS-originated ships. It should be noted that Food for
Freedom bulk cargo, by AID practice, has been and continues to be transported on commercial
manifests and not in MSTS interest ships. With the exception of the differential between U.S. and
foreign flag shipping, all ocean transportation costs for Food fcr Freedom commodities sold in
the market place are paid for by the GVN. The various agreements do, however, provide for AID
to utilize MSTS interest ships for this purpose, if des' red.

(8) In the case of contingency military operations there appear to be many advantages
to the U.S. Government in exporting all U.S. force and issistance cargoes in 2 common trans-
portation system. Proper application of a priority system that addresses the total U.S. program
would ensure expeditious shipment of urgently needed materials. Shipments of high-tonnage
items could be time phascd and cargoes of relatively lower priority could be held back. Data
could be accumulated, which would assist in determining pipeline status and times and location
and movement status of shipments. A common-user system would provide better utilization uf
ships, terminals, and other resources. Uniform documentation and data availability would make
possible more efficient terminal planning and manigement at both ends, result in reduced waiting
and working times of ships, allow moure effective distribution of cargo among the recipients, and
reduce costs,

(9) Even if 2 common-user transpos tation system were developed, CIP, privately
imported, and GVN cargoes would present a problem. In the case of both CIP and private ini-
portation there is commerciudl ownership aad title to the goods. Aside from the autonumous role
of the GYN in import licensing and customs and port operations, there would be a significant legal
and political question regarding hability if these cargoes were introduced in a common-user U.S.
transportation system. Another consideration is cost. The AID-spoasored cargoues are essen-
tally limited to movement by U.S. flag carriers. Importation by either the GVN or private im-
porters using their foreizn exchange 18 not subject to such limitation and they will seek the
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lowest cost level available in the world tronsportation market. The best answer to these problems
is close cuordination and interface between the GVN and their U.S. logistic advisors.

(10) The net effect of U.S. activity acceferation in 1965 and 1966 was the simultaneous
arrival at Saigon of vast amounts of cargo. In i965 the Port of Saigon was the only year-round
port in Vietnam with deep-draft pier facilities except for a small pier at Cam Ranh Bay con-
structed in 1964 under the MAP. There were ten Government and three commercially owned
piers and associated transit sheds in the complex. The Port of Saigon was and is controllied and
operated by the GVN in its role as an autonomous government. Aside from the GVN roie in port
operations, factors such as its practices in licensing of imports, establishment of import duties,
collection of customs, and establishment of price ceilings for resale of commercially imported
goods (AID-financed, CIP, and privately financed) proved to have indirect effects in clearing cargo
through the port.

(11) The Port of Saigon had a rate structure dating back to 1955, which was reportedly
totally inadequate. Since stevedores made little money unloading cargo at the official rates, they
made it up through subterfuges such as "cargo watching,’ which impede the flow of cargo. Ships
were paying only about $10 per day for berthing. Stevedoring of general cargo in the commercial
sector of the Port of Saigon was accomplished by hand. Warehouses and hardstands were stacked
haphazardly with no thought given to methodical storage to permit ease in location of goods. Un-
realistically low warehouse tariffs and barge rentals at the port contributed tc the congested
situation. The transit sheds and surrounding areas were intended to serve only as "inspection-
classi*cation" areas for GVN customs. However, as an example of indirect GVN effect on port
operations an importer might request an import license for a quantity of a given commodity. His
request would be based on kncwledge of market conditions, commodity price, import duties, and
selling price restrictions, if any—in short Lis ability to make a profit. If, as happened in the case
of fertilizer, the GVN raised the import duty and lowered the sales price ceiling after issuing an
import license, the importer might find himself with a contract for goods that would retail at a
price that would result in less profit than anticipated or a loss greater than his initial investmeni.
In this case he might simply decline to move the goods out of the port expeditiously and pay the
relatively nominal charge for transit sheds and barges. Since customs duties were not payable
until commodities were processed and since adequate warehouse space in the Saigon-Cholon area
was gscarce and expensive, when available, this ploy aliowed him time to lobby for lower duties or
increased price ccilings. If unsuccessful he might simply abandon the goods rather than add the
cost of customs duties to his loss. Had the GVN enforced a decree providing that any commodities
not cleared through customs 30 days after discharge would be confiscated and sold at auction, the
impact of this problem might have been minin:al.

(12) The Central Procurement and Supply Authority (CPSA), an element of the GV!:,
was charged with receipt, port clearance, and delivery to first destination of most non-CIP, AID,
and GVN cargo. Initially, CPSA was considered a weak and understaffed organization. Because
of various restrictions, CPSA had not been able to secure sufficient trucks and equipment or to
pay adequate amounts for stevedures. For tiese and ¢ther reasons, the clearance of CPSA cargo
was limited to a single shift. Coordination problems even occurved in getting CPSA cargo out of
customs sheds, despite the fact that nu customs were cue; AID and CPSA simply did not have suf-
ficient personnel to supervise and expedite operations.

(13) Customs problems were not limited to Vietnamese impo: ts. The entire spectrum
of U.S. Government-owned material imported to Vietnam entered the country iax free under pro-
visions of tne 1950 Pentalateral Agreement between the U.S., France, Cambodia, Laos, and Viet-
nam. Nevertheless, overzealous custums inspectors attempted to impuse duties sn these guouds
often enough for the question to become the subject of diplomatic negotiation and of specific di-
rectives regarding required actions by U.S. uvperators when such atten'pts were made.

(14) In summary, the comtination of explosive increases in import levels, lack of U.S.
export coordination, antiquated facilities, and lack of cosrdination between various GVN agencies
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brought the port to its knees. As a result of the rapid buildup, by February 1966 it was a'l_’most
impossible to get a truck through the mountains of cargo stacked in the commercial port,-

(15) The problem of port congestion was foreseen by the U.S. community and was in
fact addressed by the CINCPAC Joint Transportation Board (JTB) as early as August 1965. As
seen from military eyes, the problem centered on the inability to define AID and other civilian
tmportation levels and measure their impact on military throughput requirements. Despite
reasonably early identification of this dilemma, CINCPAC did not then, nor does he now, have an
AID logistics representative to apprise him of civil sector requirements and activity. The direct
action to clear the port of congestion occurred informally between the interested parties in Viet-
nam in response to an untenable situation. As time passed, the informal coordination efforts
were formalized in memorandums of undersianding (MOUs), Interservice Support Agreements
{ISSAs), and other documents. Those documents, which have been identified and examined in
preparing this review, are enclosed in Appendix A of this monograph to serve as a reminder of
this problem in possible future contingency operations. However, coordination and cross-
servicing in the area of port operations did not cure the situation. That cure was to await de-
velopment and construction of additional ports.

(16) In the early days of the buildup, about 80 percent of all commercial cargo and 30
percent of the military cargo imported to RVN moved through the Port of Saigon. At this time,
the port handled about 2.75 million short tons of cargo annually. By June of 1966 cargo handling’
at the port had increased about 80 percent to almost 5 million short tons annually. Equally sig-
nificant was the fact that 60 percent of the cargoarsivingat Saigon in mid-1966 was manifested to
commercial rather than military consignees. Further projections through the end of 1966 indi-
cated shortfalls in port capability. It was, therefore, imperative that the military logistic man-
agers coordinate ship arrivals with their civilian counterparts, both in AID and in the GVN, if
priority requirements were to be met.

(17) It was obvious, even before the tonnage projections had been fully developed, that
positive action was required to clear the congestion b:fore port operations ground to a halt. In
June 1966 it became apparent that one of the bottlenecks was the inability of CPSA to properly
carry out or discharge responsibilities. The AID entered into negotiations with the GVN to allow
the U.S. military to assume the port area responsibilities of the CPSA. Accord was reached on
4 July 1966 when AID signed a formal agreement with the GVN Ministry of Economy and Finance.
This agreement assigned responsibility to the U.S. military for discharge, customs clearance,
in-transit storage, and transportation to first destination for all AID-financed or -sponsored
cargo consigned to CPSA. It also authorized the U.S. military to advise and actively assist in
discharye operacions in the portion of the port through which non-CPSA commercial cargo moved.

(18) On 5 July 1966 the GVN appointed a new Director General for Port Authority and
subordinated the Director of the Port of Saigon to him. On that same day COMUSMACV assumed
clearance responsibility for all AID-financed cargo consigned to CPSA. This responsibility was
delegated to the U.S. Army, Vietnam, 4th Transportation Terminal Command (4th TTC), and on
25 July 1966 an MOU between the 4tk TTC, AID, and CPSA reiterated and confirmed the 4 july
agreement,

(19) The role of the Commanding Officer of the 4th TTC was threefold: with respect
to overall operation of the port he was to work with the Director General for Port Authority and
advise the Saigon port director; with respect to that portion of the port through which military
and CPSA cargo moves he was to operate directly; and finally, he was to actively advisc znd as-
sist in discharge and clearance operations in that portion of the port through which non-CPSA
commercial cargo, CIP, and private importers'cargo was moving. The Army proceeded to make
many changes and quickly cleared out the backlog of CPSA cargo. The Army's success was based
on selective hiring and close supervision of stevedores at all key points (including in the hatches)
by trained Army personnel, around-the-clock operations, and provision of adequate amounts of
equipment and trucks.

“Chittord 1., Frink, Deputy Assistant Dirvector for Logisties, U.S. AID Mission, Vietnam, Interview held at
Sigon, Vietnam, ~ September 1969, (Mr. Frink was the senior AID advisor to the Director of the Port of
Sanron during the period in question.)
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(20) The Director General for Port Authority formed a task group of GVN, AID, and
U.S. Army representatives to study and make recommendations for improvement in administra-
tion and operation of the Port of Saigon. The task group submitted recommendations in three
major areas in July and August 1966. The first was a proposed tariff designed to give stevedores,
agents, and owners an incentive to move cargo expeditiously. The new tariff was also designed
to provide the port director additional funds for maintenance and improvement of the facilities.
The second recommendation was to establish joint documentation and planning activities to aug-
ment the port director's skeleton staff. The final recommendation addressed the poor condition
of the physical plant and called for repairing, refacing, and resurfacing certain key areas and
improving the lighting so that the port could be safely worked at night and so that maximum ad-
vantage could be taken of material-handling equipment. Implementation of the task group's rec-
ommendations further hastened the port's return to effectiveness.

(21) With the establishment of the Joint MACV-USAID Logistics Coordinating Com-
mittee in October 1966, coordination between military and civilian cargo recipients began. At
best, it appears that beio: e this time priorities and allocations of incoming materials were es-
tablished by the harbor master, an employee of the Saigon Port Authority, after considering the
urgings of USAID representatives, local agents of commercial shipping lines (which transport
both CIP and other commercial cargo), and U.S. Army representatives.

(22) On 29 August 1966 a departmental level DOD and AID, Washington, agreement
was drafted expanding the military role in transportation of AID cargo and reaffirming the earlier
field agreements regarding military discharge and port clearance responsibilities. In October
1966, a more definitive in-country agreement between the GVN, AID, and U.S., Army, Vietnam
(USARV), assigned handling responsibility for all U.f .-interest cargo to USARV. The GVN agreed
to release U.S.-interest cargo to USARV upon receipt, by customs, of a Transportation Control
and Movement Document (TCMD). This agreement also brought military activity address codes
to all AID and GVN agencies.

(23) A MACV-AID agreement of 1 December 1966 made provisions for AID to reim-
burse MACV for all contractual costs associated with discharge and clearance of AID-sponsored
cargo. The AID has heen billed on the basis of the number of measurement tons handled. Costs
per measurement ton have been computed by averaging 1ll contractual terminal and drayage costs
into the total (USAID and military) measurement tons handled. By administering reimbursement
on this basis, rather than on a commodity basis, a comparatively mizor accounting burden was
placed on the military. The system, however, resulted in USAID experiencing a great deal of dif-
ficulty in attempts to recoup these costs from the GVN. By averaging costs, charges for handling
bulk commodities such as rice, which are cleared by barge, were comparatively too high. Charges
for handling general cargo, which was cleared by truck, were comparatively too low. The CPSA
was only an intermediary for other GVN agencies who must, in turn, recoup their costs from the
various GVN agencies they served. The USAID-MACYV system of averaging handling costs made
it difticult for CPSA to distribute handling costs equitably among the various financially autono-
mous GVN agencies.

(24) Despite the fact that the 4th TTC began operating the jort on 5 July 1966, lack of
agreement over terms of reimbursement delayed signature of in-country agreements until 15 June
196%. By this time additional ports, including the U.S. Army's Newport, had started to become
operational, relieving some of the pressures on the Port of Saigon. The problems experienced in
recouping handling costs from CPSA prompted the Director of the AID Mission in Saigon to send
a memorandum to COMUSMACYV on 10 May 1967 recommending return of discharge and clearance
responsibility for CIP Food for Freedom bulk rice to the GVN. The COMUSMACYV agreed to the
~eturn of responsibility, effective 1 August 1967.

(25) Negotiations concerning the entire subject of USARV reimbursement for its non-
military port activities continued within the U.S. Government and an MOU between the Department
of the Army and AID, Washington, to establish broad guidelines relative to reimbursement pro-
cedures was signed on 25 May 1967. On 15 June 1967 an ISSA between USARV and AID established
the operating procedures that were to be used to effect reimbursement for carge handling.
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(26) On 14 July 1967, the Ministry of Economy and Finance informed the Director,
CPSA, by memorandum, that the GVN would resume responsibil-ty for discharge of rice effective
1 August 1967. The Director, CPSA, relayed this direction to the 4th TTC by memorandum on
31 July 1967 and, in effect, officially relieved the military of those portions of previous agree-
ments relating to the discharge and clearance of Food for Freedom rice. On 11 August 1967 the
SS STEFANOS arrived in Saigon with a mixed shipment of PL 480 rice and corn, The 4th TTC
recommended that CPSA discharge the entire ship even though the return of responsibility agree-
ment had pertained to only rice. In coordination with AID, MACV determined that CPSA was
ame' e and CPSA did establish the precedent of handling mixed shipments of food products by
work, .z the SS STEFANOS.

(27) On 25 August 1967, MACV sent a letter to the Director, CPSA, confirming oral
agreements pertaining to return of responsibility for handling mixed shiploads of food products.
The letter also recommended CPSA initiate planning for gradually assuming responsibility for
all Food for Freedom commodities, including the nonfcod items. The Secretary of Defense, in a
message on 29 August 1967 to the American Embassy, Saigon, requested that plans be made for
return of responsibility to the GVN for discharge and clearance for all USAID-sponsored cargo.
On 8 September 1967 CPSA responded to the 25 August MACV letter stating that it was prepared
to assume responsibility for handling all Food for Freedom cargoes effective 10 September 1967.
The AID provided a coordinated MACV-USAID message reply to the Secretary of Defense's mes-
sage of 29 August 1967. The response stated that return of responsibility had already begun with
the turnover of all Food for Freedom foodstuffs and indicated that future turnover would be as
determined by the Joint MACV-USAID Logistics Coordinating Committee. On 9 October 1968,
AID and the 4th TTC, acting as the action agent for USARV, signed a formal agreement delineat-
ing shifts in responsibilities for cargo clearance of USAID-interest general cargo and vehicles at
the Port of Saigon. The Vietnamese National Railroad (VNRR) was to be responsible for move-
ment of general cargo under an AID contract. A CPSA contract with the VNRR was negotiated
for clearance of vehicle cargoes.

(28) Beginning on 19 November 1967, CPSA began discharging and clearing full ship-
loads of Food for Freedom and/or counterinsurgency cargoes. Thus, by late November 1969,
except for general cargo arriving mixed with military cargo on either MSTS ships or on com-
mercial liners, all responsibility for AID-interest cargo had been returned from the U.S. military
to the GVN.

(22 Complete turnover will be accomplished when CPSA has resumed responsibility
for discharging all USAID-interest cargo. This has not been considered practical so long as the
cargo arrives mixed with military cargo in MSTS ships; USARV continues to discharge USAID-
interest cargo arriving in U.S. military bottoms. The U.S. Army presently loads means of dray-
age for USAID's contractor carriers, prepares documents for the transfer of these cargoes
(which are receipted for prior to leaving the military area), and clears the cargo through customs.
However, at present the U.S. military has no responsibilities for the customs clearance, discharge,
and onward movement of CIP, AID, CPSA, and VNRR cargo documented on commercial bills of
lading.

(30) A multitude of agencies and programs have been involved in the port congestion
problem. The participants extended from backwater Vietnamese villages to the heart of the De-
partments of State and Defense. Once the problem had become fact, there was no time to system-
atically identify and coordina.e the activities of all the interests bearing on port operation.

(31) The role of GVN autonomy in the port problem cannot be over emphasized. The
most obscure functionary could affix his signature to a commodity price control document and
stop movement of that commodity through the port., Customs officials could delay release of
imported goods. The port director could feel his fiefdom infringed upon and refuse cooperation.
In short, there are a host of GVN agencies capable of adverse impact on expeditious port clear-
ance operations.

5. WORLDWIDE LOGISTIC IMPACTS. The comment that the Vietnamese conflict was the "best
lugistically supported” of all conflicts in which the U.S. has been involved may also be applied to
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our foreign assistance commitments. It has already been stated that economic aid was adequately
funded and supported. Military requirements were similarly supported in an adequate and timely
manner and may be suramarized as follows:

a. Service Support

(1) The major impact of supporting RVNAF and FWMAF requirements was borue by
the U.S. Army. With the upgrading of the RVNAF oriorities for both money and materiel early
in 1968, considerable worldwide shortages were created. Although expedited procurement en-
abled many items to be delivered by the dates required, additional requirements had to be satis-
fied by diverting materiel from active units outside SE Asia, reserve units, and materiel pro-
cured to meet MAP requirements. Support of SE Asia foreign assistance requirements also
delayed other international logistic customer needs, primarily for automotive, electronic, and
engineer major items and parts and related tool sets for them.

(2) The U.S. Air Force reported highly effective support of RVNAF and FWMAF
without degradation of the U.S. logistical posture. Some competition for resources did exist be-
tween U.S. forces, RVNAF, and FWMATF for aircraft modifications and certain older air munitions
and aircraft. From the Air Force point of view there was no appreciable competition for re-
sources between the military and civil aid requirements,

(3) Neither the Navy nor the Marine Corps reported any appreciable impacts in
supporting SE Asia foreign assistance demands.

b. Pacific Command Support. Other than the Saigon port congestion and related problems
previously discussed, CINCPAC reported general satisfaction with the logistic support provided
by subordinate commanders to allied forces. The MAP requirements had little if any impact on
operations of U.S. and allied forces in RVN., However, where common MAP and RVNAF require-
ments for materiel and services existed, delays were experienced in deliveries to MAP until
higher priority RVNAF requirements were met.

¢. European Command Support. Delays in receipt of major items and repair parts and re-
duction or loss of training spaces were the primary impacts on the European Command logistical
posture. Although some of these shortcomings were in typically MAP items and thus relatable to
SE Asia MAP and MASF demands, the majority were attributable to the higher priority afforded
U.S. forces and the FWMAF. As such, these deficiencies cannot be specifically earmarked as an
effect of foreign assistance needs elsewhere.

d. Summary. Despite these shortcomings positive advantages have accrued o the U.S.
logistic system as a result of foreign assistance demands. Items that were procured to meet
foreign assistance demands were also available for application against U.S. force requirements
when the circumstances so demanded. These diversions frequently reduced unacceptable pro-
duction delays and permitted deployment of U.S. forces with adequate or accejtable levels of es-
sential equipment. By having a broader, immediately available production base, there was a
definite stimulation of the foreign military sales program and its related equipment and doctrine
standardization aspects, not to mention the economic effects of improving the unfavorable gold
flow. The key fact, however, is that by training, equipping, and fielding allied forces capable of
adequately meeting and sharing total combat requiremeats in 8= Asia, the drain on U.S. critical
and priceless manpower requirements was reduced.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

a. Conclusions

(1) Considering coordination problems within the U.S. Government on civil sector
support in Vietnas, it seems clear that for future contingencies in underdeveloped countries, the
primary areas of in'er- and intragovernmental interface must be identified. Timely agreements
as to who controls what and how differences are tn be resolved must be addressed. An earlier
delegation of authority and responsibility for execution of a coordinated U.S. effort to an
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on-the-scene manager could have resulted in more responsive, timely, and effective distribution
of resources (paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 4).

(2) The impact oi the autonomy of the Government of Vietnam was a major considera-
tion in the conduct of contingen:y logistic operations but was not clearly recognized until inter-
governmental coordination problems surfaced in transportation and the Port of Saigon activities
(paragraphs 1 and 4c¢).

(3) Requirements determinations were inadequate (paragraph 4a).
(a) Military assistance logistic support:

1. Quid pro quo agreements between the United States and the Korean and
Thai Governments superimposed funding and materiel requirements on logistic systems that
were already extended as a result of meeting U.S, force support requirements.

2. Delays in defining military missions and task assignments for U.S.
allies until the start of deployment impaired timely definition of military assistance require-
ments,

3. The U.S. military advisory effort, in some instances, was hampered
by equipment that did not match the level of sophistication and the mission and task assignment
of U.S. allies, which resulted in the delivery of some materiel that was beyond the competence
and requirements of the recipient forces.

(b) Civil sector logistic support requirements have not adequately considered
the impact of proposed military activity.

(c) Although the overali foreign assistance effort has been fully supported,
this effort has not always been accomplished in the most effective and efficient manner because
of the lack of proper interface between military and civil elements.

(4) Retention of civil sector responsibilities by the Agency for International Develop-
ment found that agency with an immediate, unexpected logistic operations function for which it
was not manned. Except for the temporary organization in and for Vietnam activities, the Agency
for International Development is not currently staffed to plan or assume these civil sector re-
sponsibilities in support of other possible contingencies (paragraph 1d).

(5) The controls of financial management and program visibility were limited be-
cause of fund source fragmentation that resulted in the ill-defined assignment of management
responsibility. Although adequate fund availability in the military assistance and civil aid sec-
tors of U.S. activity in Vietnam was achieved, the full parameters of the foreign assistance pro-
gram were never formally defined (paragraph 4b).

(6) By identifving all the program elements of the Vietnam Assistance Program, the
points of interface between the U.S. and Vietnamese Governments and between various responsi-
ble U.S. agencies could have been directly identified and consolidated in a top-level managsinent
network. This network could have displayed the interrelationships and time phasing of the actions
and resources required for achievement of the program objectives and could have been employed
in measurements of progress (paragraphs 1, 2, 3, and 4).

b. Recommendation. The Board recommends that:

(1) The Secretary of Defense recommend to the Secretary of State that contingency
operation interface requirements be introduced into the National Security Council System for
study and resolution with a view toward making a clear determination and assignment of areas
of interdepartmental responsibilities (FA-1) (conclusivns (1), (2}, (3), (4), (5), and (6)).
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CHAPTER IV
PLANNING TO ACCOMMODATE
THE IMPACT OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

ON U.S. MILITARY LOGISTIC OPERATICNS

1. INTRODUCTION

a. The experience of Vietnam suggests the need to better consider the logistic require-
ments of U.S. allies in planning for contingency military operations. These requirements extend
from providing replacement military equipment and support through assisting the civilian popu-
lace and government. The keys to realistic planning in this area are definite assignment of re-
sponsibilities and selection of valid assumptions. Responsibilities may be assigned erapirically,
but the assumptions could best be developed through testing precedents developed in Vietnam for
probable validity in future contingencies. Once the areas of :‘esponsibilily and the assumptions
are identified, the details associated with the accomylishment of specified objectives can be
carefully and systematically ordered in a plan. Since the purpose of planning is to maximize ef-
ficient application of resources during the execution phases of a contingency, it stands to reason
that the potential effects of intangible assumptions concerning the relationship with U.S. allies
should be addressed, perhaps through some form of sensitivity testing. Once . plan is com-
pleted it must be kept viable through changes that reflect the current realities.

b. The preceding chapters developed the responsibilities of the President. the Secre-
taries of State and Defense, American Ambassadors, and others involved in the development and
execution of the U.S. Foreign Assistance Program. This program blankets the entire range of
human endeavor touching the government and population of recipient nations at virtually every
level. Several departments of the U.S. Government, with literally hundreds of subordinate or-
ganizations, are directly involved in the planning and accomplishment of the U.S. Foreign As-
sistance Program. This chapter examines the effectiveness of U.S. national planning efforts as-
sociated primarily with activities in the Republic of Vietnam (RVN). Based on this review,
comments are made on the efficacy of past efforts and existing plans and positive recommenda-
tions for improvement in national planning techniques will be offered.

2. PLANNING RESPONSIBILITIES. An initial step in developing a national program is exami-
nation of the source documents to determine general policies and the extent of authority. Since
this review is concerned with relatively current planning, detailed examination starts with The
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended. In this act, Congress addressed the entire field of
foreign assistance and consolidated a wide variety of earlier laws. Significantly, the new act in-
cluded a statement of congressional policy regarding foreign assistance: '...the United States
(shall) assist the people of less developed countries in their efforts tu acquire the knowledge and
resources essential for development and to build the economic, political and social institutions
which will meet their aspirations for a better life, with freedom, and in pe:lce."1 Further, it
authorized "... measures in the common defense against internal and external aggression, in-
cluding the furnishing of military assistance, upon request, to friendly countries and interna-
tional organizations. .. 2 of primary significance, however, is the fact that this law gave the
United States a vehicle for its first integrated foreign assistance program. The dual require-
ments for security and capital growth of aided nations were identified and addressed. Authori-
ties and responsibilities were defined, but perhaps most important, the role of the Secretary of
State in integrating a cohesive and effective program of assistance was ciearly stated.

1y.s. Congress, Scnate, The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, Public Law 87-195, $7th Cong., 1861, S. 1983,
,a8 amended, sec. 102.
=Ibid., sec. 501.
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a. In defining and delegating authority for U.S. foreign uassistance the act states:

"Under the direction of the President, the Secretary of State shall be respon-
sible for the conlinuous supervision and general direction of economic assistance
and military assistance programs, including but not limited to determining whether
there shall be a military assistance (including civic action) program for a country
and the value thereof, to the end that such programs are effectively integrated both
at home and ahroad and the foreign policy of the United States is best served
thereby."3

b. Even before the passage of the new Foreign Assistance Act, President Kennedy sent a
letter to each American Ambassador abroad in which he defined the ambassador's responsibili-
ties and relationships within the U.S. mission and Government and reiterated his role as a per-
sonal representative of the President. This letter was transmitted to the heads of executive de-
partments and agencies as a statement of policy direction.4 Following the passage of The
Foreign Assistance Act on 4 September 1961, President Kennedy ordered the Secretary of State
to establish the Agency for International Development (AID) to assume the role of developing and
implementing the economic assistance programs authorized by the new act.9

(1) From 1961 through 1965, the organizational responsibilities a2 .d relationships
remained relatively constant. Toward the end of this period, however. the logistic situation in
Vietnam had begun to deteriorate. The Mission Council in Vietnam anaiyzed the problem and
concluded that the several agencies involved were receiving mutually exclusive direction from
their parent departments and consequently were reluctant to coordinate the release of their re-
sources. The Ambassador recommended the establishment of interdepar‘mental committees, in
Washington, to ensure that direction to the action agencies in Vietham was coordinated before
being transmitted to the field for implementation.

(2) The President approved the recommendation on the worldwide basis® and on 4

March 1966 announced that he had directed the Secretary of State to assume responsibility to the
full extent permitted by law for the overall direction, coordination, and supervision of interde-
partmental activities of the U.S. Government overseas (less exempted military activities). To
assist the Secretary of State in this new role, permanent Interdepartmental Regional Groups
(IRGs) and a Senior Interdepartmental Group (SIG) were created to perform the tasks of planning
and coordinating U.S. programs. These groups were chaired by the regional Assistant Secre-

ries of State and the Under Secretary of State, respectively, "with full powers of decision on
all matters within their purview, unless a member who does not concur requests the referral of
a matter to the decision of the next higher authority."7

c. The evidence suggests that the IRGs and SIG played an important role in integrating the
conduct of U.S. affairs in Vietram, but not apparently a significant enough role to satisfy con-
gressional critics. After 7 years of experience with an integrated program of foreign assist-
ance, Congressman John V. Tunney introduced an amendment (hereafter referred to as the
Tunney amenrdment) that becam2 a part of the law in 1968, This amendment states:

"(a) The Congress believes that United States foreign aid funds could be uti-
lized more effectively by the application of advanced management decisionmaking,
information and analysis techniques such as systems analysis, automatic data proc-
essing, benefit-cost studies, and information retrieval. (b) To meet this need, the
President shall establish a management system that includes: the definition of ob-
jectives and programs for United States foreign assistance; the development of

3bid., see. 622¢.

0.8, President, Memorandum, subject: The Responsibilities of Chiefs of American Diplomatic Missions,
John F. Kennedy, 27 May 1961, Sec Chap. 11, par. 1, for partial text.

.8, President, Executive Order No, 10973, as amenaed, Administration of Foreign Assistance and Related
_Functions, John F. Kennedy, 3 November 1961,

HNational Security Action Memorandum 341, 2 March 1966 (CONFIDENTIAL).

s, Department of State, Foreign r}l{aﬁn Manual_'l'runsmilul letter: ORG-5, 14 September 1966, sec. 0111,
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quantitative indicators of progress toward these objectives; the orderly considera-
tion of alternative means for accomplishing such objectives; and the adoption of
methods for comparing actual results of programs and projects with those antici-
pated when they were undertaken. The system should provide information to the
agency and to Congress that related agency resources, expenditures, and budget
projections to such objectives and results in order to assist in the evaluation of pro-
gram performance, the review of budgetary requests, and the setting of program
priorities. (c) The President shall report to the Congress annually on the specific
steps that have been taken, including an evaluation of the progress that has been
made toward the implementation of this section."

d. On 20 January 1969, the President redefined executive branch responsibilities con-
cerning the planning and conduct of U.S. Government operations in foreign affairs. The first
step was designation of the National Security Council (NSC) as che principal forum for consider -
ation of national security policy issues. Concurrently, the IRGs and SIG were disestablished and
the NSC system was reorganized to constitute Interdepartmental Groups (IGs), a Review Group
(RG), and an Under Sacretaries Committee (USC); ad hoc groups are appointed by the President
as appropriate. Even though the task of the Secretary of State in supervising U.S. overseas ac-
tivities was essentially unchanged, the mechanism for providing his direction changed signifi-
cantly. Where the IRGs and SIG had been under the control and direction of the Department of
State, the new groups were primarily responsive to the NSC and the White House. Chairmanship
of the IGs and the USC (analagous to the SIG) remained with the regional Assistant Secretaries
and the Under Secretary of State, but the RG is chaired by the Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs,

(1) As a simplified example of how the system works, ar IG will prepare policy and
contingency papers on a potential crisis area. These papers will then be examined by the RG to
ensure that the issue is worthy of NSC consideration, that all realistic z2lternatives are pre-
sented, and that the facts, including cost implications, and all departmental and agency views
arefairly and adequately defined. I the issue does not require Presidential or NSC considera-
tion or if it is not fully developed and coordinated, it is referred to the USC for resclution. In-
asmuch as each of these functions under an executive chairmanship and all efforts are subject to
examination by the RG, their positions and determinations must, in effect, be approved by the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs before implementation or referral to the
NSC and President.

(2) The NSC, its committees, and groups have, through National Security Study
Memorandums (NSSM) initiated a series of studies to define the foreign affairs environment and
to establish the future policies and international programs of the U.S. Government. As these
policies and programs develop, they will be transmitted to the State Department for development
and implementation.

e. On 9 December 1969, President Nixon addressed a successor to the 1961 Kennedy let-
ter to each American Ambassador abroad. Although the main thrusts of these two Presidential
letlers were similar, there were nuances that modified the Ambassador's role. The most mean-
ingful portions of these two letters highlight the carefully shaded differences. (See page 44.)

(1) In summa.y, under the Nixon letter the role of the Secretary of State as coordi-
nator of U.S. activities overgeas is clearly stated; the Ambassador is charged with directing and
coordinating rather than overseeing and coordinating; nonconcurrences flow through the Ambas-
sador and State Department as alternative considerations rather than directly to the Washington
headquarters of the nonconcurring agency. Presidential direction of additional nonfield force
U.S. military activities through the military chain of command is reserved, and the Ambassador
is charged with keeping the President informed of differences in point of view, between the em-
bassy and the military commander, through the Secretary of State rather than simply requesting

P"I‘hcﬂ_l;‘or_f:@gn Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, sec, 621A. This section was added by the FA Act of 1964,

227 USC 23R1A, sec. 302(b).
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President Nixon's Letter of 9 December 1969
on the Responsibilities of Chiefs of American
Diplomatic Missions

As you know, your own lines of communication as
Chief of Mission rua through the Department of
State.

In regard to your personal authority and responsi-
bility, I shall ccunt on you to oversee and coordi-
nate all the activities of the United States Govern-
ment. ... You are in charge of the entire United
States Diplomatic Mission, and I shall expect you to
supervise all of its operations. The Mission in-
cludes not only the personnel of the Department of
State and the Foreign Service, but also the repre-
sentatives of all other United States agencies
which have programs or activities.... 1 shall
give you full support and backing in carrying out
your assignment.

Needless to say, the representatives of other agen-
cies are expected to communicate directly with
their offices here in Washington, and in the event of
a decision by you in which they do not concur, they
may ask to have the decision reviewed by a higher
authority in Washington.

Now one word about your relations to the military.
As vou know the United States Diplomatic Mission
includes Service Attaches, Military Assistance Ad-
visory Groups and other Military components at-
tached to the Mission. It does not, however, include
United States military forces operating in the field
where such forces are under the command of a
United States area military commander. The line of
authority to these forces runs from me, to the Sec-
retary of Defense to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
Washington and to the area commander in the field.

Although this means that the chief of Ameri-
can Diplomatic Mission is not in the line of military
command, nevertheless, as Chiet of Mission, you
should work closely with the appropriate area mili-
tary commander to assure the full exchange of in-
formation. I it ix vour opinion that activities =
the United States military forces may adversely af-
{ect our over-all relations with the people or gov-
ermment of . .., vou should promptly discuss the
matter with the military commander and, if neces-
sary, request a deciston by higher authority.
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You will, of course, report to me through and
normally receive your instructions from the Secre-
tary of State who has responsibility not only for the
activities of the Department nf State but also for the
overall direction, coordination and supervision of
the United States Government activities overseas.

As Chief of the United States Diplomatic Mis-
sion, you have full responsibility to direct and coor-
dinate the activities and operations of all of its ele-
ments. You will exercise this mandate not only by
providing policy leadership and guidance, but also
by assuring positive program direction to the end
that all United States activities in (the host country)
are relevant to current realities, are efficiently
and economically administered, and are effectively
interrelated so that they will make a maximum
contribution to United States interests in that coun-
try as well as to our regional and international ob-
jectives.

The Secretary of State and I have made it clear that
we will welcome the opportunity to consider aiter-
native policies and courses of actions before making
final decisions. When you or other members of
your Mission belleve such alternative merit con-
sideration, we encourage your putting them forward
along with your own recommendations.

I will reserve for myself, as Comander-in-
Chief, direct authority over the military chain of
command to United States military forces under the
command of a United States area military com-
mander, and over such other military activities as I
elect, as Commander-in-Chief, to conduct through
military channels.

However, [ will expect you and the military
commanders concerned to maintain close relations
with each other, to keep each other currently in-
formed on matters of mutual interest and in general
to cooperate in carrying out our national policy. If
differences of view not capable of resolution in the
field should arise, I will expect you to keep me in-
formed through the Secretary of State.
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decisions by higher authority. The reins of control have been tightened and the requirement for
interdepartmental coordination and integration has been extended to the operators in the field.
Figure 4 depicts the existing relationships between elements of the executive branch engaged 1n
overseas operations. Elimination of some of the lines of communication from the field to Wash-
ington (see Figure 3 for comparison) will no doubt enhance the coordination of U.S. overseas
activities. Final success of this revised system of policy and plan formulation, however, rests
far more on the personalities of the participants than on the reorganization.

(2) During the peacetime planning cycle, it is believed the current system will pro-
vide far better policy and program integration than previously experienced. However, reserva-
tions persist concerning the conduct of combat support, particularly in cases of ccentingency op-
erations in underdeveloped countries, with both an ambassador and a military commander
present. If this situation is to continue to prevail in the future it would be well to state the
planned delineation of authority and responsibility and charge the Department of State and De-
partment of Defense (DOD) with preparation of contingency plans for execution of their respec-
tive responsibilities.

3. PRE-VIETNAM PLANNING

a. Duriag tae period preceding introduction of U.S. combat forces, the situation in Viet-
nam had grown worse each year. Status reports were constantly under analysis in the White
House, the Department of State, DOD, and by the Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC).
Concepts for coun:ering the Vietcong (VC) threat were generated and abandoned with regul%rity
The U.S. aid to Vietnam grew from $287 million in 1962 to more than $400 million in 1964,

b. An intensive effort by CINCPAC resulted in a major revision to military contingency
plans for defense of the Southeast Asian Mainland in 1963, and subsequent minor revisions in
1964. These plans were predicated on past experience and currernt guidance from the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS). They cover the entire spectrum of military operations required to counter
a given threat level., Subordinate component and unified commanders were directed to prepare
supporting plans.

c. In the area of foreign assistance, planning occurs in two broad areas—the civil and
military sectors. Previous experience provided two basic historical facts: If U.S. combat
forces were employed in countering a threat, civil affairs10 responsibility would eventually be
assigned to the U.S. military, and the United States would equip and logistically support allied
forces. An examination of the application of these facts in the planaing for and subsequent exe-
cution of U.S. operations in SE Asia follows.

(1) Civil Sector

{a) Either before or during the early stages of planning, two major milestones
occurred: the Kennedy letter was dispatched to all ambassadors and The Fsoreign Assistance
Act of 1961 became law. The U.S. operaticns missions around the world were undergoing at
least minor restructurings to meet the requirements of the new direction. In Vietnam, the
worsening security situation was partially reflected in an increase of 30 percent in economic

9MD Statistics and Reports Division, U.S. Overseas loans and Grants, 29 May 1969,
G:Civil Affairs—Those phases of the activities of 3 commander which embrace the relationship hetween the
military forces and civil authorities and people in a friendly country or area, or vecupied country or area
when military forces are present. Civil affairs include, among other things: a. matters concerning the
relationship between military forces located in a country or area and the civil authorities and people of
that country or area usually involving performance by the military forces of ceriain functions or exervise
of certain authority normally the responsibility of the lucal government. This relstinnship may vecur
prior to, during, or subsequent to military action in the time of hostilitics or other emergency and is
normally covered by a treaty or other agreement, express or implied; b. military goverament, the forin
of administration by whlch £n occupying power exercises executive, legislative, and judicial authority
over occupled territory.” (Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication 2, Uniffed Action Armed Forces (02 NAAY),
23 November 1959, sec. 7, par. 40702, p. 97.)
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grants between FY 62 and FY 63. Against this background and the historical facts of Army war-
time civil sector responsibility, the primary military planning effort for civil affairs operations
was completed in mid-1962.

(b) As published, the plans env.sioned U.S. support of the Government of Viet-
nam (GVN), particularly in the areas of public health, refugee control, civilian supply, public
safety, and civil relief. It was further assumed that as the level of threat and corresponding
military activity increased, the mission staff would be evacuated and responsibility for this sup-
port would be incrementally shifted from the civilian elements of the U.S. operations mission to
the military. As military activities continued to intensify, civil affairs units would be intro-
duced to provide direct assistance and advice to the GVN and to provide a channel for integra-
tion of civil and military matters for the on-the-scene U.S. commander. As U.S. involvement in
Vietnam grew, certain of these assumptions proved valid, whereas others were negated by
events,

{c) Certainly civil sector support has heen provided to the GVN. The costs of
supporting assistance (less realigned AID and DOD costs) are shown in Figure 5. All the func-
tional support areas envisioned in the plans were serviced and significant portions of the civil
sector effort were expended in capital investment to service and control the influx of materials
(both civilian and military) being imported to Vietnam.
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FIGURE 5. SUPPORTING ASSISTANCE TO THE GVN

(d) What did not occur was the envisioned shift in responsibility from civilian
tn raititary authority for supporting assistance. The mission sta’{ not only stayed iatact, but in
fact was augmented as U.S. presence grew. The 4-year-old AID retained both maragement con-
trol and advisury responsibility for U.S. efforts in the civil sector. A part of the impact of the
decision t, pursue this course of action has been described in Chapter III.

(2) Military Assistance

(a) Although thcre has been a major policy shift in the responsibility for man-
agement of U.S. civil sector assistance efforts, military assistance was and is under the opera-
tional management of DOD. Planning in this area is predicated on successive years of experi-
ence with the host government's armed forces. The Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG)
or mission is charged with developing and submitting Military Assistance Programs (MAPs) to
help the supported forces achieve the capabilities contemplated in the Joint Chiefs of Staff's Joint
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Strategic Capabilities and Objectives Plans (JSCP and JSOP). These Joint Chiefs of Staff plans
are constantly undergoing revision to reflect on-the-scene MAAG and service attache appraisals
of existing and potential effectiveness of the supported forces and to improve ". .. the ability of
friencdly countries and international organizations to deter, or if necessary, defeat Communist
or Communist-supported aggression,... ."11 The result is a continuous cycle of new objectives
and requirements. Beginning in 1961 overseeing the MAAG and attache's efforts has clearly
been a responsibility of our ambassadors; at the other end of the cycle the Secretary of State has
been charged with determining whether there should be a military assistance program and, if so,
program value.

(b) In developing military contingency plans, a major consideration is the
friendly order of b.itie, The reiterative Joint Chiefs of Staff cycle of evaluating friendly force
capabilities and MAP support objectives allows a reasonably detailed description of these forces,
a comment on current employment, and an estimate as to their availability to support imple-
mentation of the plan. From this base, assumptions are generated concerning logistic support
of friendly forces participating in contingency operations. One such assumption might consider
the advisability of supporting U.S. allies through a common-user U.S.-controlled and -directed
logistic pipeline once sizeable numbers of U.S. forces have deployed to the contingency area
rather than supporting them through the less responsive MAP system. Another considers the
administrative and congressic1al actions required to provide authorization for the increased
materizi requirements of allies committed to combat operations. A third assumption revolves
about operational control of participating forces; multilateral defense treaty plans normally ad-
dress logistic suppo:t as national responsibilities, whereas unilateral plans generally assume
U.S. support provided operational control of the supported forces is vested in a U.S. commander.
Finally, it is assumed in unilateral plans that even though host-government and third-country
allied forces will eventually receive U.S. logistic support, the countries are individually respen-
sible for original equipage and resupply of country-peculiar items,

{c) In Vietnam, the deployed allied forces were not those envisioned by U.S.
planners. Introduction of both Korean and Thai combat troops resulted {from country -to-country
negotiations that committed the U.S. to reequip and totally support the deployed units. This
equipage did not allow proper planning because logistic guidance does not allow for war reserves
for aiiies. Congressional and Executive actions occurred in March 1966 to allow direct U.S.
support of our allies in Vietnam.13 No one foresaw in the planning stages the requirements
generated by increasing the supported ailied troop strength from a nominal 600,000 men on 1
January 1965 to the 31 Deceinber 1969 total of more than 1.1 million men in uniform and some
2 million odd members of the People's Self-Defense Force.

(d) In summary, events in Vietnam have shown that the United States has pro-
vided virtually total logistic support for its allies, but on a basis almost entirely different from
that centemplated during the planning cycle.

4. CONTINGENCY PLANNING FOR OTHER WORLD AREAS

a. In the preparation of this report, no source documentation assigning wartime civil sec-
tor support responsibilities in Vie*rzm to AID has been identified. Discovered instead were
varying interpretations of the Kennedy letter to Ambassadors and responsibilities assigned
under provision of The Foreign Assistance Act and the Executive order that established AID.
There was no decisive directive stating that the Army had been relieved of its civil affairs re-
sponsibilities; instead a series of incremental decisions retained and expanded the responsi-
bilities of the civilian clements operating in the civil sector. In conversations, both at the State

rhe Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, sec. 501.

128ee paragraph 2e of this chapter for pertinent partial texts of Presidential letters on the Responsibilities
of Chiefs of American Diplomatic Missions and paragraph 2a for a partiai statement of the Secretary of
State's responsibilities in military assistance as set forth in The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, scc. 622¢.

13as previously =taied, U.S. support of Australian and New Zealand forces has been limited to reimbursable
common-iter: resupply provided through U.S. Army, Vietnam.
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Department and the Washington headquarters of the Agency for International Development, the
impression has been that AID is firmly entrenched in the area of wartime civil sector opera-
tions. Regardless of the impression, the military in accordance with its assigned responsibili-
ties for contingency operations is still planning to employ U.S. civil affairs units in the case of
general war or where territory has been occupied.

b. Contingency plans for world areas other than Vietnam were scanned te determine the
influence of newly identified precedents on their preparation. They were found to be predicated
almost entirely on pre-1961 experience. Relatively minimal extended support of friendly indig-
enous and third-country forces has been based on existing orders of battle and assignment of
operational control to the U.S. commander. Multilateral plans clearly assign logistic support as
a national responsibility, without reference to the nation's capabilities. The role of a possibly
autonomous government, the presence of a U.S. ambassador, and the lack of a Status of Forces
Agreement are simply not addressed in existing military contingency pians. Further, the plans
reflect past military experience in civil affairs —planned phase-out of the civilian operators and
replacement by Army personnel is keyed to intensified threat levels. In short, military planning
is not consistent with experience in Vietnam and what appears to be Department of State and AID
concepts. These divergent views must be reconciled. The decision to assign civil sector sup-
port responsibility to the U.S. military or AID should be based on the envisioned nature of the
contingency and the relationship between the United States and the participants.

5. VIETNAMIZATION AND NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

a. Improvement of the Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces (RVNAF) has been a continuing
objective of the U.S, military assistance program to RVN. This was the principal mission of
U.S. military elements in RVN from 1954 until the large-scale introduction of U.S. combat
forces beginning in 1965. Between 19€5 and 1967, support of the U.S. forces and meeting the
reequipage, logistic support, and quid pro quo requirements of introducing third-country Free
World Military Assistance Forces (FWMAF) took precedence over the continuing improvement
of the RVNAF. With U.S. deployments phasing down and FWMAF commitments now in a routine
category, renewed emphasis has been placed or improvement of the RVNAF.

(1) The equipage and modernization of the growing RVNAF is being accomplished at
an ever-accelerating rate. In addition to ensuring that the transfer of equipment and facilities
is based on the ability of the recipient to assume these responsibilities, the U.S. Government
must consider funding and personnel areas. The necessity to support and maintain this equip-
ment is a consideration of major magnitude and will place a significant demand on in-country
U.S. logistic systems and personnel resources until adequate GVN and RVNATF logistics bases
are developed. Further, in considering DOD assets available in-country for transfer under the
Vietnamization and National Development Programs it appears some are appropriate for turn-
over to the RVNAF, whereas othei's may be more appropriately turned over to GVN. Two spe-
cific areas included in this categorv are highway constructicn and maintenance and the telecom-
munications network. In the event these are turned over to the GVN, the responsibility for planning,
advising, managing, operating, and funding would presumably shift from DOD to AID concur -
rently with the transfer. Since it is unlikely that either of these programs will be self-supporting,
the U.S. Government's commitment to subsidize themn could be of a long-term nature. As long as
MASF is authorized, it seems possible for the cost of the programs to be borne by DOD. How-
ever, when MASF authority expires, it is quite unlikely that either the MAP or the AID budget
will te large enough to absorb even one such program. Additional problems concern the cur-
rently stringent personnel economy measures within both AID and DOD and the relatively long
training periods required to qualify Vietnamese operators.

(2) To date, Vietnamization actions have consisled primarily of turnovers of mili-
tary bardware and facilities to the RVNAF. Near-term support of these items has been reason-
ably well provided through the existing MASF -funded pipeline and in-place American logistic
personnel. The adequacy of service planning for longer -range support ci these assets remains
for the proof of time. The absence of approved service support plans with identifiable follow-on
year fund sources, however, remains a problem. It would appear that the military should fund
for and manage long-range support of these assets.
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(3) The mechanisms of the NSC are logically the proper forum for developing the
policy bounds of the U.S. Vietnamization and National Development commitment to the Vietnam-
ese. Once these bounds have been established, ad hoc interdepartmental working groups are
capable of developing recommendations for allocation of responsibility for specific elements cf
the commitment of the various agencies represented. The machinery for considering the impli-
cations of turning over high operating cost assets, such as the telecommunicaiions network, can
be exercised with participation of both current and prospective sponsors. In short, Secretarial-
leve!l integration will have occurred during the planning phases of the program; and, assuming
adequate vertical communication, there wili be no surprises for the subordinate planners and
operators.

(4) At present {9 February 1970), the Department of Defense (International Security
Affairs, Vietnam Task Group) has underway th: deveiopment of a top-level logic network that
depicts the conditions that must prevail to achieve the goz2ls of Vietnamization. To date, contri-
butions to the network have come only from the written word and attempts at validating the logic
within the defense community.

b. The other major operating entity in Vietnam, AID, should be included in these initial
planning stages at the earliest possible moment. Once the required conditions have been inter-
related, the resources required to achieve these conditions can be identified and time phased.
The program network with its readily visible points of interface could then be entered into the
NSC system for app:oval and implementation authority. If this course of action were pursued
with mutual enthus asm and diligence on the part of the participating agencies, it seems prob-
able that no major vnids would surface later to haunt the United States. The cost of such a plan-
ning effort is very expensive —perhaps 2 percent or more of total program value. On the other
hand the visibility offered during the execution phases would reserve the application of intensive
management to only those areas of possible constraint.

€. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

¢. Conclusions

{1) Assumptions. Planning assumptions concerning support of U.S. Allies could
have better reflected precedent and existing facts:

(a) Increasingly austere Military Assistance Program appropriations have
been, of necessity, primarily dedicated to ovperating rather than investment costs, since U.S.
Asian allies have generally been unable to finance and support their armed forces independently
(paragraph 3c).

(b) The escalation of the conflict in SE Asia found some U.S. allies equipped
with some Military Assistance Program furnished table of organization and equipment materiel
that was obsolescent or nonstandard and was in large part subsequently replaced to improve
their combat effectiveness and to faciiitate <upport from U.S, stocks (paragraph 3c).

{c) In Vietnam, as in most other conflicts, a requirement developed to equip
indigenous and some third-country forces when it became apparent that support would not other-
wise be available (paragraph 3c).

(d) There have been instances when indigenous and third-country armed for:es
requirements have taken precedenc~ over U.S. requiremenis (paragraph 3c).

(e) Experience in Vietnam has indicated that in many types of future cortin-

gencies, it can be anticipated that the host government will retain its autonomy and that com-
mitted third-country forces will retain direction and control of their armed forces (paragraph 3c).
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(2) Contingency Planning

(a) The plans for logistic support to allied military forces provide only gen-
eral guidance in resupply and minimal reequipage for existing host-government force levels and
for envisioned free world allied deployments to the area of contirgency operations. There has
been little identification of specific assets to be applied in combat military assistance and es-
sentially no recognition of probable force augmentation (paragraph 3c).

(b) Military plans have envisioned assumption of civil sector operations by
military civil affairs units as the tempo of military activity increased. These functions were
retained by the Agency for International Development in Vietnam despite its lack of experience,
staff, organization, or plan for providing wartime civil sector support (paragraph 3cj.

(c) Planning for civil sector support in combat areas is a responsibility of the
U.S. Army; however, in Vietnam execution was undertaken by the Agency for International De-
velopment. Whether the U.S. military or Agency for International Development {or a combina-
tion of both) provides civil sector support during a contingeacy should be decided in advance
after considering the envisioned nature of the operation and the relationships between the United
States and the participants. Both planning and execution responsibilities should be assigned to
the same agency or department (paragraph 4).

(3) The lack of logistic guidance, prior to FY 70, to provide war reserves for allies
placed additional support requirements on normal service operating stocks and generated addi-
tional procurement requirements (paragraph 3c).

(4) The U.S. plans to meet foreign materiel requirements for support of contingency
operations in underdeveloped countries should provide accelerated logistics management train-
ing for host-government logistic personnel (paragraph 3c).

(5) Using Vietnam as an example, it has been shown that several of the plannirg as-
sumptions in the area of military and civil assistance have been invalidated by events. The ex-
periences of Vietnam, point up the absolute requirement for coordination and integra‘ion of
interagency planning for contingency operations. Use of the National Security Council S;#.em to
consider the basic planning requirements, to define responsibilities, and to set forth planning
assumptions for use by both the Department of State and the Department of Defense should re-
sult in better and more responsive contingency plans than currently exist (paragraph 2).

(6) The U.S. Vietnamization and National Development policy have been developed
by the National Security Council and ordered implemented by the President. To date, Vietnami-
zation has involved a large turnover of military hardware and facilities to the Republic of Viet-
nam Armed Forces; near-term support of these items is being reasonably well provided. How-
ever, there is a continuing lack of coordination between the Agency for International Development
and the Department of Defense in identifying long-term support responsibilities and resource
requirements for Department of Defense assets that could properly be turned over to the Na-
tional Development Program rather than to the Republic of Vietnam Armed forces (paragraph 5).

b. Recommendations. The Board recommends that:

(1) The Secretary of Defense recommend to the Secretary of State that the areas
listed below be introduced into the National Security Council System for study and resolution.

(a) Definition and assignment of contingency planning requirements, contin-
gency operations responsibility, and basic planning assumptions to involved U.S. Government
departments and agenc.es (conclusions (1), (2), and (3)).

(b) Examination of the precedents of the Vietnam conflict to ensure that plan-
ning requirements are fully defined and that realistic planning assumptions are employed in
connection with enhanced military assistance and supporting civil assistance to the host govern-
ment and allied forces involved in contingency operations (conclusions (1), (2), and (4)).
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(c) Consideration of the advantages to be gained by the establishment of an
advanced''management system that includes: the definition of objectives and programs for United
States Foreign Assistance; the development of quantitative indicators of progress toward these
objectives; the orderly consideration of alternative means for accomplishing such objectives;
and the adoption of methods for comparin§ actual results of programs and projects with those
anticipated when they were undertaken,'12 (FA-2) (conclusion (5)).

(2) The Secretary of Defense should review, with the Secretary of State and the Ad-
ministrator of the Agency for International Development (or its successor agency), the planned
disposition of the Department of Defense assets in Vietnam ‘ coordinate planning for long-term
support of assets being turned over to the GVN (FA-3) (conclusion (6)).

Hhuoted from The Foreign Assistunce Act of 1961, as amended, Art. 621A.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY

1. OVERVIEW. What was, in the beginning, a series of independent applications of resources to
achieve single, well-defined foreign assistance objectives has matured into worldwide multi-
billion-dollar annual programs of economic and military assistance. This assistance has been
designed to support U.S. overall foreign policy. In The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as i
amended, both Congress and the President acted to strengtiien the direction of U.S. foreign as-
sistance programs by consolidating prior statutes in a law that provided for an integrated as-
sistance program. However, President Kennedy's memorandum of 27 May 1961 and President
Nixon's letter of 9 December 1969, both addressed to the Chiefs of American Diplomatic Mis-
sions, established and maintained two distinct and clear lines of authority, responsibility, and
communication for the execution of U.8. activities during the conduct of combat support in coun-
tries where both an ambassador and an area military commander are present. Because the over-
all foreign assistance effort has been fully supported from a variety of fund sources, this mono-
graph has focused on the need for improved definition, coordination, and control of U.S. assistance
programs supporting military contingencies. Particular emphasis has been given to the impact
on U.S. military logistic operations of unprogrammed military assistance for U.S. allied efforts
and the Agency for International Development's efforts in support of the Vietnamese populace.

a. The Republic of Vietnam was in the embryonic stages of development in 1964. Because
of Vietcong activity, the elements required to sustain an economy and population were rapidly
moving beyond the control of the Government of Vietnam. With the decision to commit U.S. com-
bat forces to the defense of the Vietnamese Government in March 1965 and to radically increase
the level of support, the United States was faced, aside from logistic requirements for U.S. forces,
with supplying the equivalent of 100 percent of the Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces materiel
requirements. Deployments of Free World Military Assistance Forces were predicated on the
reequipping and sustaining of the operations of all units deployed to Victnam, with the exception
of Australian and New Zealand forces. As the Vietnamese economy began to deteriorate in late
1965, U.S. civil aid efforts increased vastlv. It was in this environment of expanding U.S. military
and civil assistance rupport that the coordinating interface between U.S. implementing agencies
and between the U.S. Government and the governments of the allies receiving contingency support
had to take place.

b. When faced with threat levels that were clearly envisioned during the planning stages,
the United States reacted by resolving individual foreign assistance problem areas as they arose
on a basis almost entirely different from that contemplated during the planning cycle. Virtually
all planning assumptions were superseded by ad hoc actions. Even today, there is the continuing
need for coordination between the Department of State and the Department of Defense regarding
the planned disposition of Department of Defense assets in Vietnam,

c. The preceding paragraphs have summarized the parameters of the foreign assistance
program for Vietnam and the environment in which this program was to operate. The review
served to focus attention on two primary topic areas for analysis. First, the necessity for co-
ordination and the resultant points of intergovernmental aind intragovernmental interface must be
identified: and, second, foreign assistance planning for support of military contingencies should
be based on clearly defined areas of responsibility and on current, realistic assumptions. The
balance of this chapter summarizes the major lessons learned and lists the recom-ai.ndations
developed within the monograph.
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2. INTERFACE AND COORDINATION
4. Lessons Learned

(1) Considering the courdination problems within the U.S. Government on civil sup-
port in Vietnam, 1t seems clear that for future contingencies in underdeveloped countries, the
primary areas ol mtergovernmential and intragovernmental interface must be identified. Timely
apreements as to who controls whiat and how differences are to be resolved must be addressed.
An carlier delegation of authority and responsibility for execution of a coordinated U.S. effort to
An on-the-scene manmger could have resulted in more responsive, timely, and effective distribu-
tion of resources,

(2) The impact of the autonomy of the Government of Vietnam was a major consid-~
eration in the conduct of contingency logistic operations; however, this was not clearly recognized
until wmtergovernmental coordination problems developed in transportation and the Port of Saigon
activities,

(3) Requirements determinations were inadequate,
() Military assistance logistic support:

1. Quid pro quo agreements between the United States and the Korean
and Thar Governments superimposed funding and materiel requirements on logistic systems that
were already extended as a result of meeting U.S. fo~ce support requirements.

2. Delays in defining military missions and task assignments for U.S.
allies unuil the start of deployment impaired timely definition of military assisiance require-
nents,

3. The U.S. military advisory effort, in some instances, was hampered
by equipment that did not match the level of sophistication and the mission and task assignment
of U.S. allies, which resulted in the deiivery of some materiel that was beyond the competence
and requirements of the recipient forces.

(b) Civil sectur logistic support requirements have not adequately considered
the impact of proposed military activity.

(¢) Although the overall foreign assistance effort has been fully supported, this
effort has not always been accomplished in the most effective and cfficient manner beicause of the
lack of proper interface between miittary and civil elements,

(4) Retention of civil sector responsibilities by the Agency for International Develop-
nrent found that ageney with an immediate, unexpected logistic operations function for which it
was not manned. Except for the temporary Agency for International Development organization
m and for Vietmam acthivities, the Agency for International Developraent is not currently staffed
tu plan or assume these civil sector responsibilities in support of other possible contingencies.

{5) The cuntrols of fiancial manavenent and program visibility were limited because
of tund source fragnrentation that resulted in the ill-defined assignment of management responsi-
brlity.  Althouei adequate tund availability an the nulitary assistance and civil aid sectors of U.S.
activity 1in Vietnam was achreved, the full narameters of the forewgn assistance program were
never formally defined,

(6) By rdentifviny all the program elements of the Vietnam Assistance Program, the
polits uf intertace between the U.S, and Victamese Governments and between variovs responsi-
ble U.S. agencies could have been direetly identified and consolidated in a top-level management
network. This network could have displayed the interrelationships and 'ime phasing of the ac-
tiwns and resources required for achievement of the program objectives and could have been em-
ployed in measurements of progress.

56

—




FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

b. Recommendation

(1) The Secretary of Defense recommend to the Secretary of State that contingency
operation interface requirements be introduced into the National Security Council System f{or
study and resolution, with a view toward making a clear determination and assignment of arcas
of interdepartmental responsibilities (FA-1).

3. PLANNING TO ACCOMMODATE THE IMPACT OF FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

ON U.S. MILITARY LOGISTIC OPERATIONS

a. Lessons Learned

(1) Assumptions. Pianning assumptions concerning suppu. t of U.S. allies could have
better reflected precedent and existing facts:

(a) Increasingly austere Military Assistance Program appropriations have
been, of necessity, primarily dedicated to operating ccsts, rather than investment costs, since
U.S. Asian allies have generally been unable to finance and support their armed forces independ-
ently.

(b) The escalation of the conflict in SE Asia found some U.S, allies equipped
with some Military Assistance Program furnished table of organization and equipment materiel
that was obsclescent or nonstandard and was in large part subsequently replaced to improve
their combat effectiveness and to facilitate support from U.S, stocks.

(c) In Vietnam, as in most other conflicts, a requirement developed to equip
indigenous and some third-country forces when it became apparent that suppert would not other-
wise be available.

(d) There have been instances where indigenous and third-country armed forces

requirements have taken precedence over U.S. requirements,

(e) Experience in Vietnam has indicated that in many types of future contin-

gencies, it can be anticipated that the host government will retain its autunomy and that committed

third-country forces will retain direction and contro! of their armed forces.

(2) Contingency Planning

(a) The plans for logistic support to allied military forces provide only general
guidance in resupply and minimal reequipage for existing host-government force levels and for
envisioned free world allied deployments to the area of contingency operations. There has been
little identification of specific assets to be applied in combat military assistance and essentially
no recognition of probable force augmentation.

(L) Military plans have envisioned assumption of ¢ivil sector operations by
military civil affairs units as the tempo of military activity increased. These functions were re-
tained by the Agency for Internativnal Development in Vietnam despite its lack of experience,
staff, organization, or plan for providing warti'ne civil sector support,

{¢) Planning {or civil scctor support o combat areas is a responsibility of the
U.S. Army: however, in Vietnam execution was undertaken by the Agency for International De-
velopment. Whether the U.S. military ot the Agency for International Devetopment (or @ com-
bination of both) pruvides civil sectur support during a contingency should be decided in advance
aficr considering the envisioned nature of the eperation and the relationships between the United
States and the participants. Both planning and execvtion responsibilitics should be assigned to
the same agency or department.

{3) The lack of logistic guidan e, prior to FY 70, iv provide war reserves for allies
placed additional support requirements on wrmal service vperating stocks and generated addi-
tional procurement requirements.
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(4) The U.S. plans to meet foreign materiel requirements for support of coutingency
operations in underdeveloped countries should provide accelerated logistics management training
for host-government logistic personnel.

(5) Using Vietnam as an example, it has been shown that several of the pianning as-
sumptions in the area of military and civil assistance have been invalidated by events. The ex-
periences of Vietnam, however, point up the absolute requirement for coordination and integration
of the interagency planning for contingency operations. Use of the National Security Council Sys-
tem to consider the basic planning requirements, to define responsibilities, and to set forth plan-
ning assumptions for use by both the Department of State and the Department of Defense should
result in better and more responsive contingency plaas than currently exist.

(6) The U.S. Vietnamization and National Development policy has been developed by
the National Security Council and ordered implemented by the President. To date, Vietnamiza-
tion has involved a large turnover of military hardware and facilities to the Republic of Vietnam
Armed Forces; near-term support of these items is being reasonably well provided. There is,
however, a continuing lack of coordination between the Agency for International Development and
the Department of Defense in identifying long-term support responsibilities and resource re-
quirements for Department of Defense assets that could properly be turned over to the National
Development Program rather than to the Republic of Vietnam Armed For.:es.

b. Recommendations

(1) The Secretary of Defense recommend to the Secretary of State that the areas
listed below be introduced into the National Security Council System for study and resolution.

(a) Definition and assignment of contingency planning requirements, contingency
operations responsibility, and basic planning assumptions to involved U.S. Government depart-
ments and agencies.

(b) Examination of the precedents of the Vietnam conflict to ensure that plan-
ning requirements are fully defined and that realistic planning assumptions are employed in con-
nection with enhanced military assistance and supporting civil assistance to the host government
and allied forces involved in contingency operations.

(c) Consideration of the advantages to be gained by the establishment of an ad-
vanced ""'management system that includes: the definition of objectives and programs for United
States Foreign Assistance; the development of quantitative indicators of progress toward these
objectives; the orderly consideration of alternative means for accomplishing such objectives; and
the adoption of methods for comparing actual results of programs and projects with those antici-
pated when they were undertaken."1 (FA-2).

(2) The Secretary of Defense should review, with the Secretary of State and the Ad-
ministrator of the Agency for Internationai Development (or its successor agency), the planned
disposition of Department of Defense assets in Vietnam to coordinate planning for long-term sup-
port of assets being turned over to the Government of Vietnam (FA-3).

1Quoted from The Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, Art. 621A.
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APPENDIX A
COORDINATED AGREEMENTS

1, The purpose of this appendix is to record the interface history between the Agency for Inter-
national Development (AID), Department of Defense (DOD), and Government of Vietnam (GVN)
concerning transportation and port clearance in the Republic of Vietnam (RVN) as indicated by
agreements, memorandums of understanding, and other dc. .:nents that have been identified dur-
ing this study,

2. All of these documents refer to the Port of Saigon with the exception of the 1 July 1967 Inter-
service Support Agreement between USAID and th: Commmanding Officer, U.S, Naval Support
Activity, Da Nang, which provided fo~ water terminal, drayage, and related services to first
destination within I Corps Tactical Zune, Republic of Vietnam, by the U.S. military for USAID-
sponsored cargo consigned to an agency of the Government of Vietnam, a U.S, Government
agency, or authorized voluntary agencies.

3. There is one identified document of importance that is missing. This is the 6 October 1966
in-country agreement between the Government of Vietnam, the Agency for International Devel-
opment, and the U.S. Army, Vietnam, that assigned handling responsibility for all U.S.-interest
cargo to U.S. Army, Vietnam (USARV). The GVN agreed to release any U.S.-interest cargo
upon receipt of a Transportation Control and Movement Document (TCMD) with copies furnished
to customs. The agreement also brought military activity address codes to all AID and GVN
agencies.

4. These documents refer to clearing the Port of Saigon, and after port congestion ceased in the
spring of 1967, to the return of responsibility for discharge of certain USAID-sponsored cargo
from the U.S. military to the GVN.

5. This appendix contains copies of the following documents.

Document Title Date EE
Memorandur of Understanding Between DOD and 20 June 1966 A-7 - A-8

AID Regarding A Concept for Military Transporta-
tion of AID Cargoes to RVN

Letter, Mr. Stoneman to Mr. Mott Concerning the 21 June 19866 A-9
Breakout of Ten General Cargo Veasels for AlD's

Behalf

Memorandum of Understanding Between AID and 21 June 1968 A-11 = A-13

DOD to Implement AID Military Essential Cargo

Agreement Between AID and GVN Concerning As- 4 July 1968 A-18 - A-18
sumption of Duties by a U.8. Mlilitary Agency to
Relieve the GVN of Certain Duties

Interservice Support Agreement Between the Di- 4 July 1966 A=17 - A=21
rector, USAID and Commanding General, USARV

Concerning Discharge and Clearance of USAID

Financed or Sponsored Cargo Consigned to an

Agency of the GVN
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Document Title

Memorandum of Understanding Between USAID, 4tn
Transportation Terminal Command and GVN Con-
cerning Certain Duties Performed by the GVN
whick an Appointed Military Agency Shell Pertorm

Letter of Agreement Between GVN and USAID Con-~
cerning Certain Equipment Provided by USAID to
be Used in the Operation and Clearance of Ports in
Vietnam

Agreement Between AID and DOD Concerning rro-
cedurss for Military Transportation of AID
Cargoes to Vietnam

Letter cf Agreement Between GVN and USAID Con-
cerning Receipt and Operatica of Certain Floating
Equipment Provided by USAID to be Used in the
Ports of Vietnam

Agreement between Military Assistance Advisory
Command (MACV), USAID, and 5VN Concerning
Water Terminal, Drayage and Related Services to
Vietnam

Memorandum from MACJ45 to MACVJ4 Concern-
ing GVN Assumption for Discharge of PL480 Rice

Letter from Director, USAID to COMUSMACV
(Commander, U.S. Military Assistance Command
Vietnam), Concerning Discharge of PL480 Rice

Memorandum from COMUSMACYV to Director,
USAID Concerning Discharge of PL480 Rice

Memorandum of Understanding Between the De-
partment of the Army and AID Concerning Reim-
bursement Regarding AID/DOD Program Realign-
ment

Memorandum from COMUSMACYV to Director,
USAID Concerning Discharge of PL480 Rice

Memorandum from Director, USAID to
COMUSMACYV Concerning Discharge of PL480 Rice

Interservice Support Agreement Between USAID
and the Commanding Officer, U.S. Naval Support
Activity, Da Nang regarding Water Terminal,
Drayage and Related Services to Firet Destination
Within I Corps Tactical Zone for USAID Sponsored
Cargo Consigned to the GVN, a U.S. Government
Agency or Authorized Voluntary Agencies

Memorandum from COMUSMACYV to Director,
USAID Concerning Discharge of PL480 Rice

Letter from Central Department of Economy and
Finance to Director General, Central Purchasing
and Supplies Agency Concerning Discharge of
PLA480 Rice

Letter from Director, USAID to the Commissioner

General for Economy and Finance Concerning Dis-
charge of PL430 Rice
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Date

25 July 1966

26 July 1966

29 August 1966

30 September 1966

1 December 1966

24 April 1967

10 May 1967

17 May 1967

25 May 1967

9 June 1967

June 1967

1 July 1967

7 July 1967

14 July 1967

20 July 1967

Page

A-23

A-27 - A-31

A-33 :
A-35 - A-36

A-37

A-39
A-41

A-43 - A-47

A-19
A-51

A-33 - A-57

A-59

A-61

A-63




Document Title

Letter fiom Cirector General, Central Purchasing
and Supplies Agency to Commanding Officer, 4th
Terminal Trangporiation Command Concerning
Discharge of PL480 Rice

Letver tfrom MACVJ4 to Director, Central Pur-
chasing and Supply Agency Concerning Discharge
of PL480 Food for Peace Foodstuffs

Letter from Directcr General, Central Procure-
ment and Supply Autiiority to MACVJ4 Concernirg
Discharge of PL480 Food for Peace Foodstuffs

Letter from J4, MACV to Director, Central Pro-

curement and Supply Authority Concerning Dis-
charge of PL480 Food for Peace Foodstuffs
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Date

31 July 1967

23 August 1967

8 September 1967

19 November 1967

Page

A-65

A-67

A-69

A-T1
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FACSIMILE

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN DOD AND AID REGARDING
A CONCEPT FOR MILITARY TRANSPORTATION OF AID CARGOES TO RVN

1. In view of the growing community of interest between DOD and AID in operations in Viet-
nam and of the increasing DOD and AID tonnsges to that erea, and to facilitate Vietnam port
management and maximum utilization of transportation reasources, DOD and AID agree that:

a. AID will be financially responsible for all costs incident to activation of the 10
shipa, all net operating costs, and all costs incident to deactivation of these 10 ships end their
return to the National Defense Reserve Fleet. Provided that net operating expenses us used herein
shall be d2termined by reducing total operating costs, including costs incurred by MSTS in ccnnec-
tion with the operation of the 10 ships, by rny revenue that may be reaiiged through the utiliga-
tion by DOD of any spaces on these ships that may be surplus to AID requirements on any given

sailing.

In the avent that space surplus to AID requirements does not produce revenve, the
entire operating cost shall be the financial responsibility of AID. Since the amounts reguired
for net operating costs and deactivation costs cannot be determined at this time, ATD will provide
funds for these costs {rom any funds available to AID for these purpones at the time the amount
of those costs can be determined. Any of the 10 ships which become surplus to AID requirements
after activation will be offered to MSTS prior to deactivation. If MSTS has a requirement for
sucb ships, MSTS will assume operation and financial responsibility for such ships upon specific
0SD prior spproval. Under such circumstances, AID will not be responsidle for operation costs
after the effective date of transfer to MSTS and the desctivation cost of any ships transferred
to MSIS in accordence with the policy set forth above.

b. DOD will ensure that these ten (10) ships ure operated as 'project ships' for the
sealift of AID cargo to Vietnam. In the event that AID has a surplus of space on any given sail-
ing, and notifies the appropriste DOD ugency in sdvance, DOD will, if practic.ble, utilige the
surplus space and credit the AID financial account accordingly. In the event that AID cannot
utilise one of the ten (10) ships when it is due to become available, and of{ers the ship to the
spyropriate DOD egency in advance, DOD will, if practicable, utilize that ship and substitute
another ship for AID cargo at a later date.

c. Mixed AIDMilitary cargoes moving on these ten (10) ships will be subject to the
same msasures, estadblished by CINCPAC to adjust ths flow of cargo to RVN in accordance with the
receiving capability of ports, as are militery 2argoes.

d. DOD will bill AID for seivices rendered.

2. In order to implement the above agreement, an interagency task force, to be chaired by
0SD, will be formsed, to include represantetives from AID, the Special Assistan’ for Strategic Mc-
bility (SASM) - JCS, the Mil{ Traffic Mansgement and Terminal Service (MITMIS), the Military
Ses Transportation Service (MSTS), Department of the Army (D/A), Department of the Navy (D/N),
and as applicable the Maritime Administration (MARAD).

3. This task foroe will develop detailed procedures for:

s. The allocation of ihe use of thuse ten (10) general cargo ships.

b. The integration of AID forecast cargo requirements into the DOD cargo forecasting
system.

¢. The integration of AID shipsente into the military transportation pricritics systes.
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d. AID representation in the CINCPAC movements priorities agencies: the Pacific Move-
nents Priorities Agency (PAMPA) and the Chief, Western Transportation Office (CHWTO).

e. CONUS inland routing and terminal services and RVN terminal services in behalf of AID.

f. Disposition of the ten (10) general cargo ships when AID requirements for them
diminish and proration of related expenses.

g. Interagency billing and reimbursement.

h. Relating this agreement to other agreements for lifting AID cargo through military
channels.

4. The development of these procedures should be timed so that the resulting system will be-
come available before the first of the ten (10) reactivated ships is ready for service.

This Agreement, executed this 20th day of June 1966.

FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE: FOR THE AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL, DEVELOPMENT:

8%, C. Moot s/N. G. Stoneman
Deputy Asaiston: iecretar)y of Defense (I&L) Deputy Assistant Administrator for the Far Bast
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FACSIMILE

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20823

June 21, 1966

Mr. Rober:i C. Moot
DASD (I&L) (LOG SVC)
Washington, D. C., 20310

Dear Mr. Moot:

Pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding between our Agencies signed June 20, 1966,
the Aguacy for International Development (AID) requests that the Department of Defense (DCD) take
necessary action to effect the immediate breakout of ten general cargo vessels from the National
Defense General Reserve for operation by MSTS as project ships in AID's behalf.

The ships to be broken out should be of Victory Clasa or better. Breakout and test
criteria standards and procedures should be the same as those currenily used for routine MSTS
breakouts. It is requested that three to five ships be delivered per month commencing at the
earliest feazible date, presumably late August. To the extent feasible, ships ahould be made
available from reakout on the East and Gulf coasts.

Your signature in the space provided below will constitute an agreement in this patter
between owr respective Agencies. Upon your execution of this agreepent, a cash advance in the
amount of $5.5 umillion will be made to MSTS. PFunds in the amount of $5.7 million are availadle
for this purpos:¢ from appropriation number 72-1161006 allotment number 656<50=430=56=69-61. MSTS
will use the funds advanced to pay for actual custs incurred in accoaplishment of the breakout.
MSTS will submit to AID a quarterly report on the status of the advance. As a minimum, the re-
port will shcw amount advanced, amount obligated, and the estimated amount required to ccsplete
the work. Promptly upon completion of the work and receipt of related documentation, a4 final re-
port will be submitted and the amount of the advance not used will be returned to AID. Costs in
excess of $5.5 million will no% be incurred without pricr approval of AlD.

It is assumed that all arrangements for the breakout of these ten ships will be com~
pleted by June 30, 1966, We would appreciate confirmation from MSTS that this is a reasonstle

sosumption.
Costs of operation of the ships will be covered by s se¢parate procedure.
Sincerely,

SIGNED

Walter G. Stoneman
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Far Esst

SIGNED
Accepted:

DOD
ROBERT C. MDOT

Deputy Assistant Secretary cf Defanse
(Logistics Services)
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FACSIMILE

DEPARTMENT OF STATE
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20823

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

1. Representatives of Agency for International Devslopment, Washington, D.C. (AIDAW)
and Department of Defense (DOD) met in the Office of Far Eust Logistics {FE/LOG) AIDA during
May 1966 to discuss implementation of Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) message 4308 dated October 15,
1965. This message provides for the assignment of Joint United States Agency for International
Development, Vietnam (USAID/VN)-Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV) Military Essential
Transportation Priority Designators for the movement of AID and AlD-sponsored cargo via the
military transportation system. At the concluzion of these discussions it was agreed that Joint
USAID/MACV Military Essential <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>