= m s = - S T = R

DECLASSIFIED ? APPROVED  pog

R (¢ ek

S i S _ ]

PROJECT“‘

......... STl
s

e,
o :;‘Jf“fﬁ??uﬁ{{%cuu\\\\\\\\\\\ \
n\\\\\\\\ gl

\
I‘LI on o e
|

!
il H\\\\‘.‘.\\\H‘.\\\\ \\\\\

&
\

ARC LIGHT

1965 — 1966

\\\\y\‘

I
v
L

\f\\

L

| 'I"I‘\I‘!\d‘ \\
\\\\
|

15 SEP 67

HQ PACAF

Directorate, Tactical Evaluation

CHECO Division

Prepi:red by: Mr. Wesley R. C. Melyan

S.E. Asia Team

— - . _DTE-TSC-67-1579
DECLASSIFIED _ . COPY 2 OF‘SBCOP'ES




Report Documentation Page

Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,

including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it

does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE
SEP 1967

2. REPORT TYPE
N/A

3. DATES COVERED

4. TITLEAND SUBTITLE
ARC Light 1965 - 1966

5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

5b. GRANT NUMBER

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S)

5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)
HQ PACAF Directorate, Tactical Evaluation CHECO Division

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)

10. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S ACRONYM(S)

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release, distribution unlimited

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF:

a. REPORT b. ABSTRACT
unclassified unclassified

c. THISPAGE
unclassified

17. LIMITATION OF
ABSTRACT

SAR

18. NUMBER | 19a NAME OF
OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON

387

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS PACIFIC AIR FORCES
APO SAN FRANCISCO 96553

REPLY TO

atrnoF:  DTEC ‘ 15 September 1967

sumsecr:  Project CHECO Report, "Arc Light, 1965 - 1966" (U)

ro. SEE DISTRIBUTION PAGE

1. Attached is a TOP SECRET NOFORN document. It shall be transported,
stored, safeguarded, and accounted for in accordance with applicable
security directives. Each page is marked according to its contents.
The information contained in pages marked NOFORN in this document

will not be disclosed to foreign nationals or their representatives.
Retain or destroy in accordance with AFR 205-1. Do not return.

2, Reproduction of this document in whole or in part is prohlbited except
with the permission of the office of origin.

3. This letter does not contain classified information and may be
declasgified if attachment is removed from it.

FOR THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF

/,/ ?, 1/ g ’ ,
EMKED C. BURTENSHAW, Col, USAF 1 Atch

Chief, CHECO Division Proj CHECO SEA Rpt, (TSNF),
Directorate, Tactical Evaluation ; 15 Sep 67

ii

G EE O S I S G G G N N G e O BN BN EE O am




HQ USAF

AFAMA .. .o
AFCHO (Silver Spring) ....
AFFRA vivevetnnsnsonansnnns
AFGOA .....
AFIGO

St ses e e ece

AFIDI (Norton) ..
AFISL tceeevvenssonoasonson
AFNINDE ..ivveecocovcnnsnss
AFNINCC ........
AFNINA .....
AFOMO

AFPDP

AFRDC

AFRDR ...
AFRDQ
AFSMS

s 0000800000

e s 000000

AIR UNIVERSITY

ASI-HA ss e s 00000000
ASI_ASAD 6 ceo s 000

MAJCOM

TAC (DPLPO) +ivsensee

MAC (MAODC) sivevvvannes
AFSC (5CL) vvvnvnenvanans
AFLC (MCF) .sevuenns
ATC (ATXDC)

OTHERS

N
12AF (DAMR=C) vvevsnens.
19AF (DA-C) veivevnennnns
USAFSAWC ..vvevnvnnnnnns
USAFTAWC (DA)

PACAF

DI .....
DO ...
DM tevnnnnensn
DPL vevevene

s es v

FHRHEREREFPRWORRRDNDRNDM

Cy

Cys (2,3)

Cy

Cys (5,6)

Cy
Cy
Cy

Cys (10-12)

DISTRIBUTION

(1)

(4)

AFXOPA
AFXOPFL .
AFXOPFN .
AFXOPFR ..
AFXOPFH
AFXOPFI
AFXOPFS .
AFXPD ...
AFXDOC ...
AFXDOD ..

(7)
(8)
(9)

(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)

= b R b 2 R 0 b e R e R

(47,48)
(49)

AUL3T-66-7 ....
ACSC .

SAC (DCS/I)
SAC (DXIH) +vevns
SAC (DPL)
USAFE (OPL)
USAFSO (NDI)
USAFSO (BIOH)

(52,53)
(54)
(55)
(56)
(57)

USAFTARC
USAFTALC .eveuvovsons
USAFTFWC (CA) ....
FTD (TDFC) (W-P AFB) ..

cisteenanes Cy
DXIH teveevnss Cy
5AF (DOP) . «e. 1 Cy
13AF (DOP) svvvevones Cy
7AF (CHECO) Cys
DTEC +sevevnns Cys

9 s 000000800

(21)
(22)
(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)
(27)
(28)
(29)
(30)
(31-39)

- (40)
(41)

(42)
(43,44)
(45)
(46)

(50)
(51)

(58)

(59)

(60)
(61,62)
(63)
(64)

(70)
(71)
(72)
(73)

(81)
(82)
(83)
(84)
(85-93)
(94-96)




~ UNCLASSIFIED

TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER ' : ' Page
I SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS, 1965 ..iveveensessccocansssocssases 1

Background .v.seseccessecssscssessnascscsscssonessveseses 1
Initial ARC LIGHT Strike .veseeescscssssscsscsaassssonces b
Continuation Of StriKES «eveveeeessssssssoscssasascsseses O
Strike Operations and Control ....eeeeececassssossossassss 11
Harassment and Attrition StrikesS ..eecevessscrecesssesses 1b
Free BOmb ZONES .eveeeesereresenssocsssssonsensnsassssass LD
Target Selection s.ueeeeseesoescscsssasssssnssasssnsossass 18
Command Relationships .eeeeeeeeeseeecesssssascessnsassses 24
End of Year Operations veeeeeesesscsscsesessosasscssasess 28
SecDef CONClUSIONS vevvvevinneasassossessscnssseasasnssss 33
Refinement of Target Selection .....ceesveeessccccvssesss 37

II  SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS, 1966 «ueuevenensnsnsasnansessonsas 39

Program EXpansion ....eeececsecssssscscssssacsssssassosss 39
Problems and Difficulties .eeeeeescescsscocasasesaosssess 40

III  PLANS AND POLICY +vevveeeeneesonnnannsnsessonsosacnssnses 45

Long Range Support Plan .c.ceeeceesseccscesoanoossanseses 45
COMUSMACV'S REVIEW ¢evevecrnncasssssssscrnnnsssnsassasses &7
JCS General Planning INStructions «.veieeseceeseesoosesas 47
Strike Approval Changes .....ceecsseoscsscscsssssasasssss 50
Development of Operational Rationale, Policy and

ProcedUIeS ..o.eseeeeesncecssssssssascsssssassassansssss 50
Plans and Programs Procedures .....ceeceesesesssssssassass 33
Criteria for Non-Review by State Department .....eesesess 54
USMACV Staff Requirements ....eeevseeessssscacsasssasssns I
Operational Programming and Guidelines ......ceeseeeveses 33
Safeguards from Friendly INterceptorS .eeeeessscscssscsss 38
Civil-Military Air Traffic Control ..ieevecicroossesoscennas 58
Priority Tasks for Air Operations ..ieessesssceccvscsccsns 58
Seventh Air Force Planning and Support for B-52 Strikes . 59
The 28 September CONference «..eeseeseesssesssesssnssesss 29
In-Flight Diversion Procedures .....cccceveessscccasssces 60
Basic Guidance; 28 November 1966 ......cevevvancesascsees 62
FOrce SiZiNg «eveeeerneeronsesacsaasasssnsasssssssanosses 03
Concept Of EMPlOYMENL «eveesvesassscsssssnssssossnncensss 67
Command and COntTOl +.ueeeeeveeeecacsssscsnssosscnssssrses /0
Quick Reaction Forces (Quick RUN) .vecseronsencravassases 75
B-52 Recovery and Tanker Base Requirements Program ...... 87

iv

~ UNCLASSIFIED |

1
:
!
I
-
!
!
!
!
#
;
i
¢
!




UNCLASSIFIED

CHAPTER Page

v ORDNANCE 4 iuietvnvonsvonsnssassssessoassssesssssssansnnnses 94

Munitions Problem Considerations at Honolulu Conference ..
PACAF First Quarter Munitions Summary .....ceceevesecsssos 95
Sortie Plans and Ordnance Shortage Problems ...eeseeeesees 95
The Mid-Year Munitions Situation ceeieeceseesesssassessess 97
BLU-3B Ordnance ....ceesesesecasseescsossssvsasossasnsssns 98
Hayes Dispensers Problem .....voieevceesssossensnnsssssnens
Increased Ordnance Load Capability .eeesesesssscnsacssoans
B-52 Ordnance; Statements to the Press «..eeeeveceessacess
Jungle Penetration Ordnance .ci.vivevieeseesososassansonsass

' M-123 Long-Delay Anti-Withdrawal Fuze Requirements .......

SECURITY OF B-52 OPERATIONS ..ivevesoenosannossnnssannsonns

VC Foreknowledge of Strikes cveceeiveececsssessssssnsssons
Message Classification Changes ...veeeseeceesensssecnnsans
Communications Deficiencies ....vecvevesosssssenssnasannas
Compromise Analysis and Security Measures .....esseseseces
Release of TOT Information to VNAF ..ieeviensscaosssnsanns
B=52 Bombing PAtterNS «.uveeeeeseesseansssossseosconssocns
Possible Compromise Through Notification of Inadvertent
Bomb Releases «eueveessoenrescrasniossonsssnsssassasnsass
COMUSMACV's Note on SecUrity sosesesecessccsnssosnonssanns

LAOS/DMZ/NVN AND CAMBODIAN BORDER AREA OPERATIONS RERERRE

The Initial Strikes in Laos .ieeesesvetavsacrossssocncnsas
Policy on Public Announcements for Laos Strikes ...vevee..
Evaluation of Sorties Requirement for Laos Strikes .......
NVA Infiltration Route Staging BaSes ...esseescesceccenons
Cambodian Border SEtrikeS «euveuveeeeessesennserecananncsns
The AAA Buildup in LE0S tivererenroessossoscnscnsscennsnns
The Udorn Conference ciuivevesssessesaasssssssosssossnssass
Interdiction of the Mu Gia Pass ..viveeecssrsccsosnscsssnnss
"Tiny Tim" Mu Gia Contingency Plam ....eoeeeesvesecososssns
B-52 Strikes in TIGER HOUND AT€A .evereeceosconaosvososnse
SVN Cover Strikes R R
The DMZ PrOZYAM «.uescsressvavessonoossosssssannsssssssenss
Naval Gunfire and ARC LIGHT StrikeS ceeevesvecssoncssonans
‘Public Affairs Guidance ... ivveeseresssensosnsscsssonnosas
The Slam CONCEPL +vrerensensoasortoncassonssssonsansansscs
Laotian Political FActOrS (eieessescsssassnsessassssossnns
Overflight Penetration .iveeeseessessssssssssnnorsossoennns
Civilian Casualties ..eiseescveseceocssosccnssasnasonscons
Inadvertent Bomb Release .v.evisssecveresasssasnonssssanones

v

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

CHAPTER "~ Page

Classification of Aerial Photography .e.eeeevecececsescass 196
Tiny TiIn Support Plan O.t..l..vooobck....{I....O....’OOOO.‘.O' 1'96

VII  BOMB DAMAGE ASSESSMENT AND EFFECTIVENESS 4s.vceveecescseses 198

Introduction .evveveeerevessnansnsessscncosssonsssesvsenss 198
The BDA and Effectiveness Analysis Problem .e..veeseseeess 198
Evaluation of EffectivVeness ...eevevecscecscocsvocsesosees 218
Seventh Air Force Comments on the Findings .eceeecsceceees 220
Pronouncements and Reports on Effectiveness .....ceeeveess 224
Lessons Learned Through Effectiveness Analysis ........... 257

VIII TARGET NOMINATIONS AND JUSTIFICATIONS siecvveveccccesnvees 258

Target Nomination and Request Procedures ...eeeeeeevesssas 258
Examples of Target Justification .ieeescescescessenaoscess 278
Operation Hawthorne ..civievssscsconosscssseransonne eseses 282
Operation El P85S0 teevecesceeccacoccivocscccscccncesssocne 285
Border Areas .evieiveessescessescescossssscssssnasaccsssaaes 286

IX MISSIONS AND STRIKE REQUIREMENTS t:ivsvecevsessancssccssass 288

IntrOduCtion ououco-o-oca-oo;lo'-tooooaoncoo-oaoo'o.ooo;oioo 288
Summary of Missions ..csevececeessssccossnsssvenarssevesss 288
Sortie Requirements .....vieeveeeevecerecocessrssssansoese 298

FOOTNOTES

Chapter I suieiiveieseossoesacesosssassvsssssesssscesccncess 308
Chapter IT .vivvvencene PP ) A
Chapter IIT ..vvveveirusosessosesesnossssssssonsnsnoscanses L4
Chapter IV uieeevssessncessssosoascossassoscsssearcessvasene 320
Chapter V tuiieieieerneosesocssenssossssssacenssanssasnssne 323
Chapter VI t.iieiureeesrseasasovasosssossssscsssosssnnssees 325
Chapter VIT tuiuvivseerencescossossossossosssnsovssnsansees 335
Chapter VIII suuvsveveoasessessovsnscesssassasnsaasaassaee 342
Chapter TX tuiiuiseensoeassseoavencsasososocnacsocasananenas 346

GLOSSARY L R O R R T R I N N N S S R S S R A S R R S R S A S S ST TSP 349

FIGURES ' Follows Page

2 it s er et et eaaneeesensesensecenccoccscesovscenvense 28
PP 1 1

vi =

'UNCLASSIFIED




" UNCLASSIFIED

FIGURES Follows Page

vii

UNCLASSIFIED










CHAPTER I

SUMMARY OF -OPERATIONS, 1965

Background

Since November of 1964, MACV had been combining photo interpretation
with infra-red direction finding, and other types of information, on an
increasing scale, to locate major VC bases for air and artillery at-
tacks. Several hundred targets were found in the first few months after
the Target Research and Analysis Center (TRAC) was organized, these
being mainly small clusters of well-protected individuals and supplies, -
dispersed over a fairly large area. Many of these targets were hit by
artillery and air strikes, but such weapons could not begin to cover
the target area. The use of jets in Phuoc Tuy, in late February, against
some of these targets was believed to have given better coverage. Still,
it was not felt these targets had been sufficiently exploited. Y

There were several reasons for the limited exploitation of targets.
Considerable restrictions were placed on air strikes, such as the require~
ment for approval by ARVN sector and Corps. Since the ARVN could not
be in possession of all U.S. intelligence, delays were experienced in.
obtaining permission to strike. Also, even with the modest target ac~
quisition resources which existed in February, when the jets were com-
mitted, there were still not enough air and artillery resources in the
RVN to take them all under attack. Ground follow-up of strikes was

considered inadequate due to limited ARVN troop strength and a lack of




willingness on the part of ARVN commanders to fully exploit air attacks.
Some of the newest weapons brought into action, such as the CBU-2A, were
still not fully effective in the dense jungle environment. Area-type
weapons, even chemical and biological agents, would be highly desirable
and a request for the;use of biological agent AB-1 (brucellosis), on
an experimental basis, was forwarded to the JCS by MACV. A consistent
campaign to strike these area targets, MACV said, would have a strategic
impact by denying the VC the sanctuaries that remote areas provided. =
The release in February of jet aircraft for large scale strikes
against VC targets in South Vietnam was, at first, considered a major

means by which these VC sanctuaries could be struck, but experience

proved otherwise. Firm intelligence collected eérly in 1965 had con-

firmed the existence of a VC headquarters complex and troop concentra-
tion in a 12-kilometer square area of Zone D, Tay Ninh Province. A
strike involving'443 tactical sorties (larger than anything since World
War II) was conducted on 15 April using USAF, Navy, USMC, and VNAF
aircraft, which dropped about 900 tons of ordnance. Commenting on this
strike, MACV said that results would have been much better if B-52
carpet—-pattern bombing had been employed. Such an attack, compressed
into a shorter period of time, would probably have killed more VC be-
fore they could evacuate the area and it would also have allowed ground
troops to enter the area the same day, MACV said. Y

MACV noted the existence of several VC headquarters complexes and

troop concentrations in the RVN. Each of these targets (including the




Central Office of South Vietnam, the VC command) was spread over a large
area containing groups of buildings or huts, foxholes, trenches, and
tunnels connected by trails. The general topography of these targets

made them more suitable for area carpet-bombing than for pinpoint tacti-

cal fighter weapon delivery. In most areas, two- and three-canopy. jungle.

growth hid the surface targets and, even if accurate coordinates could

be fixed on maps or photos, this solid jungle canopy provided few reason-
4/ , : B
able aiming points for delivery aircraft.
It was essential to keep these selected VC headquarters and units

under ‘attack. Target information was being developed concerning the

325th PAVN Division, Headquarters Military Region V, and Headquarters

Military Region VII, where there were large troop buildups. The MACV

message to CINCPAC said it was known from prisoper inﬁérrogatiéns that
the VC feared;air attacks‘and their plans could be uﬁsgt by ﬁneﬁpected
eygn£s.; Thé best way té Reep,them off balance and prevent larg%—scale
attacks was to keep the enemy under constant pressﬁ;g in hié base

areas.

SAC representatiVes,‘discussing»thisfproblem with MACV, said that
conventional bombing tactics, based on pattern bombing techniques, were

6/
ideally suited to such a requirement.

On the basis of these discussions, COMUSMACV in May 1965 recommend-

ed that, as a matter of urgency, he be authorized to employ SAC B-52
7/ '

aircraft against selected area targets in the RVN.




Based on the Black Virgin Forest operation, PACAF in May reported
that there was considérable doubt in that headquarters as to the value
of targets requiring such a heavy effort, in light of the apparént lack
of definitive intelligence throughout the relatively large target area.
PACAF also questioned the immediate urgency of MACV proposals for
strikes, considering the length of time the VC strongholds had been in

existence. It asked 2d Air Division (2AD) to take a hard look at the
8/

proposal for massive air strikes and make appropriate recommendations,

The 2AD replied that targets selected for USAF mass strikes were

prepared by the MACV‘Targets Research and Analysis Center, in May,

with 2AD assisting. The Kontum area and War Zone D were considered as
possible tafgets, baséd on radio intercepts, COMINT, IR, photo, agents,
defectors, and Corps reports. Although the targets produced were con-
sidered very gross, by Aif Force standards, they were the best that could
be developed under existing procedures. A positive method of pinpoint-
ing VC concentrations in base areas had not been evolved‘in Vietnam.
Planners were forced to rely on circumstantial evidence and generalized
areas, in the hope of offsetting errors in VC locatioms. &

The 2AD believed that its mass air attacks, such as the strike
against the Black Virgin Forest on 15 April, seriously disrupted and
interfered with operations of the VC in hard-core areas, even though
specific body-count proof was not available. Other strikes in the
Kontum area and War Zone D contributed to or caused VC movements. Be-

cause of these movements, further strikes were withheld. General Moore

4




felt that, when targets were again re-established, heavy strikes should
be mounted in view of the approaching rainy season when the VC tradi-
tionally move out of base sites to attack preplanned targets under the
cover of weather restricting air support. By hitting these areas, VC
10/
assaults during the rainy season could be prevented or lessened.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), who, on 11 February 1965, issued

the execution order to deploy 30 conventionally modified B-52s to Guam

11/
and 30 KC-135s to Kadena, proposed on 4 March 1965 that B~52s be
12/
used in South Vietnam and subsequently against North Vietnam. The

introduction of B-52s would inject a tremendous air potential into the

‘RVN conflict.. The force had an unmatched capability for all-weather,

heavyweight attacks. The delivery of bomb dispensers, programmed for
April 1965, would permit the delivery of 70,000 CBU munitions from one
B—52.l§/
In late April, the JCS directed CINCSAC and CINCPAC to prepéré a
plan for the use of B-52s in South Vietnam. The JCS considered that .
multiple-ejection, rack-equipped B-52s might be used for area saturéf
tion attacks against VC resources when there was insufficient target’
data to-permit more precise bombing. & |
~During a 6 - 7 May conference at Camp Smith, Hawaii; repfesenta—
tives of CINCPAC, CINCSAC, COMUSMACV, -and' CINCPACAF, agreed on the
assignment of targeting responsibility and coordination procedures.

15/
CINCSAC was tasked to develop the operation plan.




As a first step to the B-52 ARC LIGHT program, CINCPAC proposed
that SAC be authorized to conduct radar photography over the target areas
in the RVN to assist in strike planning. The Government of Vietnam had
approved B-52 radar photo missions over the RVN on 17 May. These were
to be as inconspicuous as possible and the aircraft were not to land
in the RVN, Following this approval, the JCS approved flights of one

16/
B-52 over the Zone D and Kontum areas.

Initial ARC LIGHT Strike

The first B-52 strike, employing 30 aircraft, was authorized against
a known VC base area, in Binh Duong Province, with a TOT of 172300Z June
1965. The strike was conducted under rigid radar control but a ground
investigation of the strike by US/RVNAF personnel found no VC casualties.
The strike was marred by the loss of two B-52s in a mid-air collision,
enroute to the target, with subsequent press criticism of the use of strategic
bombers against guerrillas on the basis of cost and effectiveness. General
Westmoreland, however, considered the first strike worthwhile, as the B-52s
delivered tons of explosives in a matter of minutes against a previously un-

touched VC sanctuary.

Continuation of Strikes

With the dust settled over the first strike, COMUSMACV asked CINCPAC

to continue with additional strikes. He was impressed with the




tremendous advantages of the bombers over ghe tactical fighters, both
in‘terms of the weight of the attack and the compressioﬁ éf time in
which the attack could take place. Referring again to the Tay‘Ninh
"Black Forest" mission of April, he said it took all day for tactical
fighters to deliver the same tonnage that could be delivered by ARC
LIGHT B-52s in half an hour. This compression of time was of tremendous
importance in terms of ground exploitationm. Although he considered
the damage level high, it was still insufficient, in itself, against
broad area targets. While the target for the next strike would be
narrowed, he felt a major exploitation force should be introduced and
that this force should remain in the area long -enough to cover the
target, engage and defeat remaining VC forces, and to find and destroy
supplies, structures, fortificatiéns and tunnels. The first strike
showéd that a very small U.S.-led force was able to penetrate a‘major
area and remain unscathed. This would make it easier to obtain ARVN
cooperatioﬁ for exploitation of the following strike. COMUSMACV considered
a force of four battalions would be required to fully exploit an ARC
LIGHT strike. Two ARVN airborne battalions could be counted on and, to
round off the force, he wanted to commit two battalions of the 173d Air-
borne Brigade. He recommended 27 June as the date for the second strike,
to allow time for a sizable ground exploitation operation. 2

The second B-52 strike planned against the VC in Zone D was cancelled
after Special Forces teams, accompanying recce teams in the target area,

discovered the VC had withdrawn. They left four vacant camps of about

-




100 buildings each in the area. MACV felt that heavy tactical air and

artillery would be sufficient to support a search-and-destroy operation

| 18/

in the area,
While there was no great problem in the long interval between

target acquisition and time on target, when B-52 strikes were planned

on established VC base areas, this delay could present a problem when

LA

strikes were needed against more "perishable," transient targets. The

great potential of the B-52 force could be more widely used if the re-

19/
action time were reduced to an absolute minimum.

For'example, in the Kontum area in the last weeks of June, an
extremeiy ominous VC threat was building. It was estimated that a PAVN
regiment, a VC regiment, and four VC companies were in the'area, posing
a threat to Kontum city, Dak Sut, Dak To, and possibly Pleiku. Weather
in the area was such that fighter st}ikes, recce sorties, and even
helicopter operations were drasticallyiqurta}led, This poor weather

20

was expected to continue through October.

s
Under these éircumstances, specific targets could develop very
rapidly with little or no in-country capability to react because of the
weather factor. It was, therefore, extremely important that SAC's capa-
bility be employed ag;inst targets in this area with minimum delay. MACV
suggested that, whenever a target was discovered and in-country air was

restricted by poor weather, it submit a request for a minimum-delay

strike. This would be made on the premise that ground follow-up




| Sl

operations might not be possible.

The initial request would include the general situation, target
information, objective, distance from friendly forces, and coﬁtemplated
ground follow—up, if any. If beacon emplacement was precluded by virtue
of target. locatlons, normal radar bombing technlques would be used. ‘When
a request was initiated, approval for the strike, MACV said, would be.
expedited to allow a TOT not later than 24 hours after the initial message
'was transmitted. 2/

Because of the possibility that weather, target location, enemy
action, or a combination of circumstances might interfere with the place-
ment of radar beacons, MACV asked that SAC consider normal radar bombing.
For the first two B~52 missions, the target location was such that radar
beacons and teams could be put in place in secure areas the night before
the attack. Deployment of a helicopter to other than a secure area would
require a security force to accompany the team. Experience had shown that
helicopter landlngs in non-secure areas, for any appreciable 1ength of

time, brought a Viet Cong reaction ranging from sniper fire to mortar
23/
attack.
Also, in the early stages of the bombing missions, the enemy was
not aware that ground equipment was used in conjunction with the B-52
strikes. To continue this deception, MACV selected locations where

helicopter movements were not unusual. When the VC realized that radar

beacons were required, these teams would be priority targets. . Also,




movement of the teams would alert the VC to air attacks.

In view bf this, MACV wanted normal radar bombing to be the
primary method of delivering ordnance, with radar beacons used as an
alternate method when a positive geographical aiming point suitablekfor
radar was not available. =/

In early July, 2d AD voiced concern over the preempting of KC-135
tankers by ARC LIGHT forces, which degraded the USAF capability te carry
out strikes on NVN. Only eight tankers were available for the last four
days of ROLLING THUNDER 21, 2/

Tanker force reduction would result in the loss of about 112 NVN
strikes sorties over the four-day period. In addition, an average of 16
armed recce sorties per day would be reduced to 25 percent of normal time
in the armed recce area. 2/

Major General Gilbert Meyers, Deputy Comménder, 2AD, asked PACAF
to make every effort to obtain an adequate tanker force to support both
ARC LIGHT missions and fighter strikes in NVN. 2/

There was also a problem concerning recovery bases for B-52s.
Qﬁeried as to the possibility of using Da Nang as an alternate airfield
for B-52s in event of dire emergency, the Commander of the 23rd Air Base
Group recommended against it. If a B-52 landed on the base, it would

have to stay on the runway for an indefinite period of time, due to the

narrow neck leading to the warm-up pad. It would be extremely difficult,
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if not impossible, to get the aircraft off the runway. This would close
Da Nang to most high performance aircraft, particularly the B-537s, whose
operations would have to cease. Further, Da Nang did not have adequate
fire fighting and crash removal equipment to handle a B-52 emergency
landing. 2/

The 23rd’Air Base Croup commander recommended the base not Be used
as an alternate under any circumstances. He also recommended that he be
given authority to order the B-52 crew to bail out, instead of landlng
at Da Nang, if it became necessary. X/

.The U.sS. Embassy in Bangkok strongly objected to the use of Don
Muang as-a B- 52 recovery base, noting it had been listed as such on frag
orders. Although it understood that Don Muang came closest to meetlng
the criteria for this purpose, the construction situation and base loading
wéuld requlre the B—52 to be handled and refueled on the runway, probably
closing;the f1eld for part of the time it was on the ground. The Em-
bassy wired: "It cannot be emphasized too strongly, however,vthat a_SAC
bomber landing at Don Muang, even in an emergency, could well endanger. our
freedom to use Thai bases for other programs.” It suggested Tan Son Nhut,

31/
Bien Hoa, Korat or Takhli.

Strike Operations and Control

On 14 July, MACV requested a strike by 30 B-52s against a target
area about one kilometer south of Route 19. The objective was to mount

a spoiling attack against the designated area to prevent possible ambush
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of friendly forces. The strike was reqﬁested for 16 July at 2330Z under
the code name '"Fox Den." The targets were defénsive positions consisting
of trenches und foxhole.. MACV wanted all bombs fused for surface burst.
Target elevation averaged 2420 feet. This was to be part of a major
ground operation to open Route 19, beginning in July. Six battalions
were participating. A critical ﬁhase was expected along the segment of
road passing into a steep contour. Ambushes of friendiy troops had’
occurred in this area and it was here that a French Mobile Group was
completely annihilated. %/

The first close air support mission went off as scheduied, despite
peor weather in Phu Yen Province. However, there was a serious incident
involved. As the fourth aircraft was passing the target at 23472; the
beacon aircraft called that he was off station because of offset erfor.
He was immediately instructed to turn the beacon off. ’He informed the
‘airborne control aircraft that a stick of bombs had passed thréugh his
position over Phu Yen, about 8 kilometers nerthwest of the target rectangle.
Airborne control called the B-52s on primary and secondary frequency to

inform that the beacon was off-station. Bombing ceased immediately.

The beacon helicopter was requested to resume station immediately.
Bombing resumed at 0002Z, 17 July. Bombing was completed, with results
generally good. Two strings of bombs, however, were observed to hit‘from
100 to 200 feet of Highway 19 to 2100 feet out of the target rectangle.
The highway was not hit, The bombs which fell in the hamlet of Phu Yen

could not be observed by the airborne controller due to cloud cover. After
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the mission, the airborne,contrqllgr descended below the clouds, and
conducted recce in theirhuiien area;rhe obsgrved 13 craters. Phu Yen
was the beacon site and camp for one ARVN battalion and one RVN Ma;ine
battalion. The II Corps Senior Advisor was advised that two RVN Marines
were wounded. TFifteen bombs hit at BR 186/526 in the area. Management
of the mission was difficult due to communication difficulties and the’
beacon helicoﬁter failing to remain on watch frequency. In addition, the
beacon helicopﬁer; on threeJOCCasions, asked the airborne controller

(KRen 015 to attemﬁt to raise Red Lead since he did not respond to the
calls of the beacon helicopter (Braz}l Nut). éé/

On SAC B-52 missions in SVN, MACV provided a helicopter, plus a
spare, from Army resources; to the 2AD SACLO who placed the beacon in the
desired location and operatéd the equipment. The beacon operator had
knowledge of the beacon Outpﬁt; and communicated with the B-52 forces as
necessary. Only 2AD had authority to orderithe beaqon tu;ned qffﬂgndb:
thus terminate the mission. For this reasoﬁ thé beacéﬁ oﬁerétor céntinual—
ly monitored the frequency of the beacon helicopter. The airborne control-
lerﬁhad the strike force operatihg‘frequencies, but the strike force
commander was ﬂot\requiréd to contact the’airborne conﬁroller and does
not normally do so. ¥/

‘SAC said that its priﬁary method of bombing was through normal
,radar,qubing tgchniques whenever there were known usable offset aim%ng
points. In the absence of these, it had to rely on a radar beacon. 1In

the absence of known radar offsets, and no beacon availability, it was

impossible to predict, with any certainty, a definite reaction time.




SAC was taking action to obtain radar photographs in the RVN
which would provide the material for which suitable OAPs could be located
to accomplish MACV tasks. &/

Since the ballistics computations were intimately tied to the
beacon altitude, SAC considered it extremely important during "Fox Den"
that the helicopter fly an exact altitude. It requested that the heli-
copter fly 1,000 feet above the ground; if the prescribed 1,000-foot
altitude was not possible, SAC should be so informed. QZ/

In the month of July 1965, 147 sorties were flown on six missions,
dropping 2,811 tons of bombs. This placed the program on a regular basis
and the size of the B-52 effort was to increase throughout the year. From

the one mission flown in June, the program grew to 39 missions in December,

when 306 sorties were flown, dropping 5,368 tons of bombs.

Harassment and Aj:trition‘ Strikes

CINCPAC, in July, said that the cogéept for the use of SAC forces
should include harassment and attrition as objectives, as well as the
destruction of the VC and their facilities., The large-scale strikes,
with follow-up ground attacks, were good but required a long lead time
and were subjected to a fair probability of compromise. ''The ARC LIGHT
program must not bog down in stereotyped operation,' CINCPAC said. 2/
Areas attacked once, should be hit again if re-occupancy appgg;ed probable,

using delay fuze and tamper-proof anti-personnel munitions. The case

had already been made for keeping the VC on the move to disrupt long

™.
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planned offensive attacks against the GVN. Therefore, heavy attacks and
re-attacks of priority target areas would pay"dividendskbut, just as in
a conventional interdiction campaign, sporadic attacks of insufficient
weight would not achieve the cumulative effects which could be had from
causing an overall, unmanageable situation. Heavy, widespread, frequent
attacks would leave few undisturbed elements to come to the aid of others.
In such a program of harassment, timing of attacks became a dominant
consideration., Night attacks,‘jﬁst at the time of the evening meal, would
be useful. Continuing harassment through use of delayed fused anti-
personnel and heavyfmunitiqns should be programmed for follow-on attazks
in these areas where no g;ound exploitation operations were planned. 28/
Harassment and attritiqn,missions should be followed by intensive
visual recce by FACs to determine movement and relocation of the VC with
on-call aircraft and Eagle flights ready to exploit opportunities for

.‘ 41/
trapping and exterminating small formationms.

Free Bomb Zones

In August COMUSMACV proposed the designation of five "free bomb
zones'" approved by the GVN and U.S. Ambassador in Saigon, within which
B-52 strikes could be conducted with minimum coordination. W;thﬁCINCPAC
and . JCS approval, this practice went into effect in August. Theuprincipal
requirements for strikes in a free bomb zone were that the area‘be'free
of friendly units and that the RVNAF General Staff be informed.of‘the

date of the strike. The number of aircraft, TOT, and target were divulged
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to RVNAF, only when specifically requested. The JCS retained final
S 42/
execution authority for strikes within the free bomb zones.

The free bomb zones covered Viet Cong base areas wherein strong
defenses had precluded or minimized friendly operations. These ARC LIGHT

43/
Zones (ALZs) are described below:

Alpha: Encompassed an irregular shaped area
40 km x 50 km within War -Zone Delta,
in Phuoc Than Province.

About 30 km inland from the U.S. base
at Chu Lai in Quang Tim Province. Ap-
proximately 15 km x 20 km.

Charlie: 1In the southernmost RVN province of
Anxuyen. Approximately 20 km x 25 km.

Delta: Also in Anxuyen Province. Approximately
18 km x 40 km.

Echo: In Vinh Binh Province. Approximately
7 km x 12 km,

A sixth free bomb zone, Foxtrot, was selected by

COMUSMACV in September. This was in Tay Ninh

Province and encompassed an area of approximately

25 km x 50 km. 44/

There was only a slight increase in the number of B-52 missions

flown in August over those of July. Ten missions were flown, employing
169 sorties which dropped 3,232 tons of bombs. To offset misunderstanding
and skepticism concerning the value of B-52 strikes, COMUSMACV gave a
briefing to the press in August. He felt that the connotations of the term
"Strategic Air Command" created an undue expectation for spectacular

45/
results from B-52 raids. His evaluation of the cumulative results was:
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1, Several VC permanent installations had been destroyed
others had to be relocated.:

2. VC leaders were probably greatly disturbed over these
strikes which could not only destroy their bases but also
adversely affect the morale of their troops.

3. Contrary to unofficial reports, some VC had been
killed.

4. The destruction of munitions had been indicated by
secondary explosions.

5. The VC were considering infiltrating headquarters
elements into friendly population centers as a protec~
tive measure.

The success of at least one B-52 strike was the subject of a:message

to MACV from the Chairman of the National Leadership Commlttee, Maj Gen.
46/
Nguyen Van Thieu, who said:

"...Please accept here, General Commander of US Forces
VN, the assurance of my warmest congratulatioms.
Fruitful performance of US Bombers B-52 have effected
during Lam-Son operation over Ba-Long secret zone .
(Quang-Tri) August 17, 1965. This accurate and

timely bombardmert upon VC concentration area in—
-flicted them heav1est human casualties...."

The cumulative number of low-level reports coming in during the
first three months of strikes lent credence to the effectiveness of the
missions. They‘indicafed/that strikesvwefe keeﬁing the VC oﬁ the move,
ﬁieventing them from grouping into large-size units, and creating_problems
ef logistics and morale for the enemy. a2/
During September CINCPAC sought in wvain to decentralize control in

the B-52. strike operations and to reduce traffic which the existing
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procedures imposed on an already overburdened communicgtions system. The
existing system required that details of B-52 strikes be coordinated with
the White House Staff and Department of State, prior to the exécﬁtion

decision by the Secretary of Defense. The main features of CINCPAC recom-

mendations were as follows:

l. JCS and CINCPAC exercise approving authority for es-
tablishment of ARC LIGHT ZONES (ALZs) proposed by COMUSMACV.
JCS approval to include directing CINCSAC to support CINCPAC
as required for strikes in the ALZs.

2. COMUSMACV propose strikes in authorized ALZs on a recuyr-
ring basis as necessary to CINCPAC for action, JCS and
CINCSAC for information. CINCPAC's approval to be indicated
with an execute message, with JCS retaining veto authority.

3. CINCPAC and JCS exercise approval authority for strikes
outside an aythorized ALZ. JCS approval to include the exe-
cution directive.

4. Requests for B-52 strikes either in or out of an authorized
ALZ to be considered a planning message, and no additional plan-
ning messages be required.

5, Minor changes in TOTs, placement of radar beacons, axes
of approach, and number of aircraft be as mutually agreed
between CINCSAC/COMUSMACV, keeping JCS and CINCPAC informed.

6. For simplicity in identifying strikes, use the nickname
of the ALZ followed by a sequential number (i.e. Alpha 1).
48/

The above recommendation was disapproved by the JCS on 6 October.

-Target Selection

In September, after three months of B-52 operations, USAF was still
concerned. about targets selected for B-52 strikes. It wanted highly
qualified AF talent to participate fully in the selection and evaluation

of targets to insure that strikes were only requested for targets
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appropriate for the weight of effort involved and that the 31ze of strike
i ©o 49/ ‘ ’
force was adequate for the specific target.

In measuring the results of strikes, 2AD said it was necessary to’

Ange

consider psychological effects such as denial of safe havens to the enemy,
forcing‘him to move and never leaving him a safe spot. 2/

Second AD said that air expertise was being used in selection of
targets. COMUSMACYV reserved,final approval authority on all‘targets.
Targets were seleoted as foliows‘ (1) TRAC, headed by an AF colonelk’
assembled all possible intelligence from all sources on likely target areas;
(2) Aerial photos were closely studied by joint PI teams of USAF, USN, and
USA experts; (3) IR,aSLAR,.FAC and aerial observer reports were analyzed
by a joint team3 one for eacthRVN corps; (4) After correlation, TRAC -
chief selected likely target areas and called the target panei together
(the panel consisted of representatives of 2AD, J2 MACV, J2 JGS, and TRAC
personnel)’; (S)*if“the target passed the panel, it went to7J2,MACV;*then
J3 MACV, then COMUSMACV. If approved, it went to J2 JGS, and if approved,
to the U.S. Ambassador, 2

From this point it tookrone of two courses. If inside either of the

six free bomb zones, the recommendatlon returned to MACV who sent 1t to

JCS for approval(and;allotment'of B—SZS. If outside the six free bomb

zones, J2 and J3 of JGS went to the. Corps commander concerned for approval

after whlch it went to MACV for dlspatch to JCS. With JCS approval the
52/

mission was laid on and controlled.
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Inbthe process of ahélysis'of the target, recommendations were made
as to the size of the force and suggested bomb loads by‘USAF and USMC
pilots in the Air Ops Branch of MACV J3. They were assisted by 2AD
representatives. General Moore, in his capacity as Deputy for Air Qpera—
tions, did all possible to insure édequate air expertise in the target
selection process. Although results of bomb strikes could not be measured
in the classic bomb assessment manner, the consensus in RVN was that they
were wofthﬁhile, were having important detfimental effécts on VC, and
were providing valuable training for SAC pilots. 2/

The protection of non-combatants and friendly forces was of prima;y
concern to COMUSMACV and each target was carefully scrutinized with‘the’
GVN prior to requesting a strike. 2/ In mid-September, COMUSMACV in a
message to CINCPAC, recommended that he (COMUSMACV) be given the responsi-
~bility for authorizing B-52 strikes. The issue arose when a‘étrike was.
cancelled in Washington because of the target's proximity to a village.
COMUSMACV stated he was fully aware of this situation at the time of the
request and had taken necessary precautions to prevent error. Because qf
the cancellation, tactical air support was directed to strike the target,
but only after some delay which probably allowed the VC to depart. This
change in plans also caused cancellation of an exploitation'operatidn which
waé to have been conduéted by the 173d Abn Bde. COMUSMACV's concern was
dnEIOf principlé; thevfeasibility of a strike was a military decision,
and the commander on the ground was in the best‘positién to make it. 2/

There was a sharp upswing in B-52 activity during September as many
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of the problem areas learned during the early strikes were being resolved.
In September, there were 20 missions flown, involving 326 sorties dropping
6,227 tons of bombs, an effort which doubled the August record. Preég
reports in the U.S,, which had been skeptical at first, were indicating

a favorable impression with the results of the B-52 raids. More flexibility
was brought into the program on 29 Séptember‘when the Secretary offDefense‘
delegated the JCS authority to approve B-52 strikes in the six established
special bomb zones mentioned above, All other strikes still required ap-

proval by higher authority.

In October, there was a slight drop in B-52 activity over South
Vietnam, with 23 missionsusing 292 sorties being flown, dropping 5,577 tons

of bombs.

The missions were being flown primarily against VC base camps revealed
by inte;liggpce, with heavy emphasis on Zone C and the Iron Triangle area
of Binh Duong Province, aboutb20 miles northwest of Saigon. Strikes were
also made in areas where the enemy was believed concentrating for attacks
on goverﬁment units or installations. A typical B-52 mission against a
base camp was flown on 5 October when 15 B-52s struck a VC training center
and a battalion-size logistical base in VC War Zome 'C". The 237th VC
Battalion and an artillery regiment were known to be operating in this
area. No ground follow-up was made on this strike although the following
day anbthéf 15-aircraft striké in the same area was exploited by ground :

forces. On 10 October, three waves of nine B-52s each, struck threé

separate target areas in Binh Dinh Province, where three unidentified




ba;talions and an unidentified regimental command post were feporfed. The

bulk of the strikes in October were in Binh Dinh, QuéngﬁNgai; Tay Ninh,
» 6/

Binh Duong, and Kien Hoa Provinces, all locations of sizable VC units.

After disapproving two prpposede—SZ strikes in Binh Dinh Province in
. October, the JCS informed CINCBAC that ARC LIGHT target approvalaproquures
involved the closest scrutiny of instances where occupied friendly non-
combatant areas were within one nautical mile of a proposed target. Re-
garding targets in this category, they stated that iqtelligence ipfo;mation
and all other military justification should be provided in exhaustive
detail. CINCPAC‘éontinuéd his pdlicy bf\ref§iné on COMUSMACV's knowledge
‘an& judgmeﬁt regarding the safety of nbn—cbmbatant éndtfrieﬁdly"militafy
personnel during ARC LIGHT operations. él/

To évoid’non—cémbétant and friéndly ﬁnit casualtiés,’fhevJCS on
35 October directed that all ARC LIGHT target nomlnatlons 1nclude prec1se
" location data of frlendly forces, enemy forces and non-combatants in the
fequesféd strike area. Additionally,'COMUSMACV/ha&'tbjrevalidafé'each
targét priof‘tb execution. 28/

,Target cancellations becgme a source of embarrassmentnfo: COMUSMACV
in his relationships with RVNAF officials. He informed CINCPAC and JCS on
31 October that hekhad noted that many proposed ARC;LIGHI targets were
being disapprpvéd by higher authority.“ Thqse”targgts;hgd\been nqminated
only after extensive study of all aspects by cqmpgten;ﬁpersoqnel in GVN,

concurrence. of corps commander/senior advisor involved, personal approval




by COMUSMACV and agreement by RVNAF JGS and the U.S. Ambassador.  GVN
leaders found these cancellations difficult to understand. In order to
derive maximum effect from B-52 strikes, COMUSMACV recommended that he be
allocated B-52 sorties, on a monthly basis, for use in accordance with
guidance by higher authority; 3AD be given the mission of reinforcing the
2AD, in supporf of COMUSMAcvngith limitations as deemed necessary by
higher authority; and that COMUSMACV or his AFCC deal directly with 3AD in
accomplishing ﬁhese missions. 2/

B-52 activity in November continued at about the same pace as October,
with smaller numbers of aircraft being used on individual missions. Thirty-
nine missions were flown (an increase of 16 over October) with 296 sorties
dropping 5,654 tons of bombs, approximating the October effort. However,
during November, the B-52s were used in a close-support role in conjunction
with a major battle in the Ia Drang valley of Pleiku Province, involving

the lst Air Cavalry Division in Operation "Silver Bayonet,'" a bitter

fight with North Vietnamese elements. On five consecutive days, beginning
60/
17 November, strikes were conducted in the 1lst Air Cav battle area.
To meet these close-support neéds, scheduled strikes in Binh Dudng

Province were deferred and, within 14 hours and 57 minutes of the COMUSMACV

request, 18 B-52s launched from Guam to provide necessary support.

To ensure continued and more effective air support of Operation
SILVER BAYONET, COMUSMACV suggested that he be authorized to deal directly:

with the Commander, 3d Air Division, and to have blanket approval in
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61/
conducting the bombing effort.

CINCPAC recommended that the JCS approve the COMUSMACV proposal but

CINCSAC desired to retain control rather than delegate it to Commander, 3AD.

The JCS authorized CINCPAC and CINCSAC to delegate to COMUSMACV and

Commander 3AD, respectively, the authority for d1rect liaison regardlng
: 62/
SILVER BAYONET B-52 strikes. However, CINCPAC and CINCSAC chose to
83/

retain their authority regarding execution of these strikes.

Cqmmand Relationships

Earlier, on 6 November, CINCPAC again proposed to JCS a measure designed

to streamline ARC LIGHT operations. Noting that the existing system required

" separate approval and execute messages for all missions, CINCPAC recommended

that the JCS promulgate a basic ARC LIGHT directive which .would state to
CINCPAC and CINCSAC the appropriate guidelines and restrictions. CINCPAC

also proposed that the JCS specify to CINCSAC a specific number of B-52
64/
sorties which would be in support of CINCPAC. CINCPAC further proposed

that he issue a basic ARC LIGHT directive which would amplify the JCS
65/
instructions and specify:

1,  COMUSMACV request strikes at least 48 hours in advance; action
3d Air Division (CINCSAC): information to JCS, CINCPAC, CINCSAC
(3d Air Division). Approval would be indicated by the absence of
objection from JCS, CINCPAC or CINCSAC.

2, 3d Air Division issue intent message 24 hours prior to strike
TOT.

3. Direct liaison authorized between COMUSMACV and Commander,




'3d Air Division regarding minor deviations such as changes in
TOT, beacon placement, changes in number of aircraft or bomb
loading/fusing.

4. COMUSMACV submit to CINCPAC for JCS approval any special

requests such as waiver of restrictions or increase in menthly.

sortie allocation.

The above procedures, CINCPAC stated, would not degrade control of
ARC LIGHT at either CINCPAC or JCS level. Further, he observed operations
could be monitored adequately and time would be available for cancellation

66/
of a strike.

CINCSAC, however, took exception to the command relationship which

would provide direct liaison between COMUSMACV and the Commander, 3d Air

Division. He stated this would not reduce reaction time and announced that
67/
he must retain demurral authority on strikes when cogent reasons existed.

At the end of the year the JCS had not responded to CINCPAC's 6 November

recommendations.

In early November, COMUSMACV, with CINCPAC's concurrence, repeated
his proposals to JCS for the decentralization of controliof B-52 strikes.
He felt his proposals were well-founded in view of the following considera-

68/
tions:

1. Since joint US/RVNAF target selections were approved by the
GVN through the U.S. Embassy, political problems should not arise;
2. Publié and press reactions to the strike were favorable;

3. Excessive time was being spent on target development because
of control arrangements;

4, Timely use of intelligence and quick reaction to enemy
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initiative were essential;

5. The change of operational plans each time a target was
disapproved jeopardized Vietnamese confidence in COMUSMACV;

6. COMUSMACV was responsible for the outcome of these strikes
regardless of who approved them.
CINCPAC advised COMUSMACV on 17 November that; in view of CINCSAC's
 desire to retain direct channels with CINCPAC, COMUSMACV would continue to
submit B-52 target nominations to CINCPAC, with information to CINCSAC,
JCS and 3AD. Upon approval of target nomination, CINCPAC would request
CINCSAC to conduct strikes, with information to COMUSMACV, JCS and 3AD.
Concurrent approval by JCS would be assumed, subject to continued monitor-
ing and possible veto. Times-over-target (TOTs) would be confirmed to all
concerned as soon as possible. £/

COMUSMACV found these developments satisfactory and tasked his
staff with developing procedures which would permit a strike as répidly as
possible after acquiring suitable target intelligence.‘lg/

The SecDef reviewed the ARC LIGHT program during his Saigon visit
in November 1965 and requested COMUSMACV's evaluation and comments. COMUSMACV
reported that, although specific results in terms of the number of enemy
casualties and the amount of supplies and facilities destroyed were not
known, evidence gathered from post-strike ground operations, ralliers,
prisone?s, captured documents and agents revealed that the ARC LIGHT program
had been highly successful. Targets were being developed faster than they
could be struck. Overall improvements in USMACV's intélligence capabilities

provided abundant data on the enemy's location and his facilities. The
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extremely reluctant, if not unable, to tread prev1ously.

integration of the ARC LIGHT program into USMACV s operat10na1 framework
substantially 1ncreased the striking ‘power. available for use: against the

VC. It greatly bolstered the morale of U.S. and ARVN forces, it demorallzed
the enemy with a weapon that he could not see or hear. ARVN forces became

eager to penetrate areas bombed by B -52s8; areas in Wthh they had been
1/

In his briefing for the SecDef in late November 1965, COMUSMACV em~:
phasized that-ARC LIGHT target requirements exceeded the number of ‘sorties
which could be supported by 3AD assets. The shortage of sorties would be
substantially greater if targets in Laos were approved for execution. By
late November, B-52 sortle rates had leveled off at approx1mately 300 per
month.ullnjantic1patlon of an increase in targets modlficatlons were
being studied to allow the B-52 to double its weapon-carrying capacity. B If
this were realized a shortage of HE bombs in SEASIA was foreseen. B-52

I

aircraft carrying napalm and bomblets were to fly among other B~52s carry—

2

1ng iron bombs, beglnning in December. This was one measure Wthh would

assist in the allev1ation of the iron bomb shortage. If strlkes in Laos
were approved use of napalm on those targets was also recommended. |
COMUSMACV also continued to press for further decentralizatlon of ARC
LIGHT target approval procedures, especially since effectiveness Wasm

712/
directly related to timellness. COMUSMACV recommended that:

1. ARC LIGHT target approval channels be decentralized to
" CINCPAC/CINCSAC with 3AD .placed in direct support USMACV.

2. Targets identified in southeastern Laos be approved for -
execution to include authorization to use napalm.

P
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3, Shortage of HE bombs resulting from increased B-52 bomb

carrying capacities be alleviated.

ARC LIGHT program responsiveness to the latest field inteliigence
was a major step in providing massive air support to troops engaged in
combat., COMUSMACV commented that authorization of minimum approval channels
was an arrangement which should be continued, and that quick reaction by
ARC LIGHT forces not only was applicable to major ground campaigns but
also to individually requested targets, such as convoys in staging areas

73/
or VC occupied base areas.

A mid-November investigation of security measures involved in the
: 74/
planning and execution of ARC LIGHT missions revealed they were excellent.

- End of Year ngrations

SAC, on 1 Dec 65, informed JCS that tests conducted by SAC headquarters
showed a bombing altitude of 12,000 feet gave a Better pattern and a higher
degree of accuracy in: the dispensing of BLU-3B than ﬁhe 15,000 feet ﬁinimum
bombing altitude approved by JCS on 28 August, in his General Planning |
jInstruction. Therefore, SAC requested JCS approval for the use of a
‘12,000—foot absolute altitude for employment of the . BLU~3B against selected
targets in SVN, where no threat or expected threat existed. Zé/ |

On 1 December, JCS requested information from CINCSAC regarding the
capability and requirements, including leadtime, to increase ARC LIGHT
sorties to 800 per month. . JCS planned to,submit a summary report to SecDef

76/
by 3 December,




NUMBER AND DISTRIBUTION OF B-52 STRIKES
(18 June 1965-19 January 1966)
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During December, 39 ARC LIGHT missions were flown. Target areas in
eight RVN provinces and one target in Laos were struck by 306 éortigs. Nine
strikes were made in Binh Duong Province and five in Pleiku. Other targets

struck were in the following prdvinceé: Phuoc Tuy, Vinh Binh, Quang Tri

‘and Tay Ninh. Ground forces exploited 11 ARC LIGHT-struck target areas

in the following provinces: Pleiku, Binh Duong, Quang Tin,’PhuoclTuy;
7/

Vinh Binh and Quang Tri. A total of 5,214 tons of bombs were dropped;i

Quang Tri Province received three ARC LIGHT contingency strikes on

12 - 14 December in support of Harvest Moon operations. CG; III MAF praised

the successful operation with the comment that the Marines "were more than
impressed - they were delighted with the results. The timing was precise...

78/
bombing was accurate and the overall effect awesome to behold."

Also, in December, the first B-52 strikes against targeté.in”LaoS”

were made in conjunction with TIGER HOUND, an interdiction program in the

Laotian Panhandle on the Laos/SVN border. The U.S. Ambassador in Laos,
on 25 November, had concurred in the use of B-52s on the bOrder; providing

there was no publicity and that public statements treated the strike as

"just another strike in South Vietnam." The first strike was made on

11 December when 24 B-52s bombed a suspected troop concentration just in-

~ side the Laotian border at YB 8393, about 15 kilometers southwest of the

Special Forces camp of Kham Duc. Contrary to the Ambassador's wishes,
this strike created considerable publicity when it was published as a UPI

release on 20 December. As a result of this leak, further strikes were

held up, until after 11 January 1966, to allow time to shore up the internal
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security system regarding the avoidance of publicity on air operations in
Laos. 2/

Prior to the 11 December strikes in Laos, all ARC LIGHT aircraft were
armed withISIXMll7 750-pound bombs. In an effort to conserve these bombs,
six of the 24 B-52s on the Laos mission used BLU-3B bomblets. However,
from 22 December to the end of the year, each B-52 carried 27xM64 500-pound
bombs, internally, and 24xM117 750-pound bombs, externally. &/

On 23 December, COMUSMACV informed CINCSAC that he was highly impressed
with the potential of the B-52 employment of BLU-3B munitions on VC con-
centrations in South Vietnam. &/

On 17 December, JCS requested the earliest date planned for utiliza-
tion of 450 ARC LIGHT sorties per month. COMUSMACV, on 14 October,
requested 450/month commencing in January, 600/month April-June, and 800/
month thereafter. CINCPAC, on 6 November, recommended a 300/month planning
figure to COMUSMACV due to ammunition limitations. &2/

’ CINCPAC said that COMUSMACV could utilize 450 sorties/month comméncing
1 January. However, the CSAF allocation, he pointed out, did not provide
sufficient bombs to support more than 300 sorties/month on a continuing
baéis. He added that information available to him indicated that unlocated
bomb resources were insufficient to support én expanded B-52 sortie rate,

83/
except for a very limited period.

He continued that Phase IIA Forces in SVN would require an increase




~able B-52 sorties could strike them and that "he could use very easily

in tactical air support over that which was currently programmed. In
addition, he noted that significant increases in the 1evel of air effort
programmed for Laos and NVN were indicated, adding that a preliminary
review of assets, as known to him, indicated that all desired increases
could not be supported. In view of the ammunition situation, he felt that

the 300 sortie/month effort should remain for the time beingr(except for

‘special BLU-3B missions requested by COMUSMACV on 20 December) unless the

ammunition resources available to JCS permitted additional sorties, &/

At the close of the year, COMUSMACV reviewed the status of B-32
strikes, projected strike plans‘and approved targets for submission in-
early 1966, He noted that USMACV was developing targets faster than avail-
| 85/
three times the number of sorties available" at the end of the year, In
thevméantime, CINCPAC had already commented on COMUSMACV's request to the
JCS fo; an increase in B-52 sorties to 450 per month beginning ﬁith'the
new year, with a further increase to 600 per month in April-June and 800
per month fhereafter. CINCPAC recommended 300 sorties per month to CQMUSMACV,
largely bgcause of the limitations based on munition resources allocatéd to
CSAF. Unallocated bomb resources were insufficient to support82he expanded
B552 sortie rate requested, except for a very limited period. &/

Near the eﬁd of 1965, there were strong indications of an early attack
on a Special }orces Camp in I Corps. COMUSMACV requested establishment of
"contingency target areas" defined by him and covering likely enemy asSembly
areas and avenues of approach. . He proposed that these areas would facilitate

SAC planning in case of enemy attack. Contingency target areas would




facilitate SAC planning in case of enemy attack. Contingency target areas
were recommended at Plei Mrong, Polei Djereng and Khe Sanh - all isolated
Special Forces Camps,‘ CINCPAC favorably endorsed these proposals. The
JCS subsequently approved the contingency target areas, thus providing
decentralized execution authority and quick reaction in case of'an'enemy
attack.*§l/

On 27 December 1965, COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC that he identified
the U.S. Khe Sanh Special Forces Camp area as an additional ARC LIGHT Con-
tingency Target area,'and stated that an urgent requirement existed within
the contingency target area for two ARC LIGHT strikes. The outpost, he
Jsaid, had been attacked on 22 December and on 23 December, when it was
lost, and retaken that same day when ARVN relief forces arrived. Later,
iII MAF identified the position of two PAVN battalions warranting an ARC
LIGHT strike and intelligence revealed a VC regiment plus one battalion in
the area. He noted that, in the event of an attack, the Khe Sanh Special
Forces Camp and District Headquarters were located in an area véry difficult
to support with relief forces, stating that Highway 9 was the only ground
foute into the camp but that it had been closed for approkimately a year
due to the destruction of bridges. He felt it was not possible to deploy
or support over the ground, adding that support forces could be transported
into the Xom Cham Airport near Khe Sanh, pointing out, however, that the
airport would barely take C-123s and was difficult to‘defend. He alse
‘noted,that weather conditions during that time of the year in Quang Tfi

Province were not suitable for large-scale airlift. For all these reasons
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he did not wish, nor did he intend to be drawn into a major battle in this
remote area:’adding that he, however, did not wish to lose this area to
the VC. He concluded that the only means to support the defense of the
area and, more important, possibly preclude an attack, was. through air
support, adding that the B-52 was the proper solution to this problem. In
view of this, COMUSMACV requested the recommended strike be approved for
execution on the 28th of December 1965. He added that there were no non-
combatants or friendlies within one kilometer of the areas requested for
the strike and that, for subsequent strikes, no target would'be requested
within one kilometer of non-combatants. 8/

During 1965, there were 138 B-52 missions flown, consisting of 1,562
sorties. These aircraft dropped more than 31,000 tons of conventional

bombs. The B-52 was proving capable of the mission assigned it in Southeast

Asia.

In late 1965, COMUSMACV commented to the U.S. Secretary of the Air

Force, during the latter's visit to the RVN, that "sorties flown by B-52s

had not only produced a demoralizing effect on the VC but had strengthened
89/
the combat effectiveness of the U.S. and GVN armed forces team,"

SecDef Conclusions

During his last visit to the RVN in 1965, the SecDef concluded that

"no longer could the communist forces feel secure in their formerly un-

penetrable jungle bases; ...these (B-52) attacks had, and will continue to
90/
have, a considerable effect on the outcome of the war in Vietnam. "
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With the increased B-52 effort, the question of additional bases arose.

An interesting discussion of base possibilities was provided by the American

Consul in Hong Kong. 1In a message to theVSecretary of Sféte oen 9 Deceﬁber,
he stated that...the arguments against the use of Thailan& for such Bases
seemed ﬁersuasive adding that "If the Thais are sensitive now about being
pinpointed as a source of éir strikes--which ﬁhey‘are bound to bé, then
given their nearness both to area now involved in hostilitiés aﬁd to Com-
munist China as well as the mounting threat to their own internalléecurity——
they are going to be double sensitive about the attenﬁion which 3—525 %ould
call on their country.'" He added that we were goingvto need Thais for
various things, and that there was only so much that traffic would bear,
whereas reasons for not selecting Thailand concern, principally, vulnerabi-
91/
lities and sensitivities.
He discussed the possibility of using Taiwan as a base for B-52s and
stated that the objections to use of Taiwan stem more from consideration of
" our national interests. One consideration he felt was important was the
avoidance of getting into a trap which would be represented by the opening
of a quiescent CHICOM-GRC civil war, a trap which he noted we have gotten
around for many years. He added he realized that the use of Taiwan as a
base for B-52 operations would not immediately nor necessarily have that
effect, however, he still felt such use would give both sides greater
épportunitieso Such use would increase the vulnerability of off-shore
Islands to Chicom initiative and, at the same time, would give the GRC a

leverage upon us (i.e. to give them B-47s which they have long desired).
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In additiqn, he stated th@pwsuch;leverage might also‘be used to’getAthe

U.S. to go along with them on doubtful ventures designed to reac;iv;te those
hostilities and involve us in them, Another factor is that such useq

would encourage elements in the U.S. which would like to‘seé us make major
use of GRC forces. 1In this connection, he pointed out that he did not see

the populace on the mainland as enthusiastic about the Vietnam war at this

‘time. However, he felt that once you touch the Chinese people on the

nationalistic nerves, you runm the risk of rousing them for a venture such
as their plunge into Korea. He added that a direct U.S. attack on'Chinese

territory, i.e. by bombing, is the most obvious way,in'whith the Chinese

;coulq be roused. }Also, reactivating CHICOM-GRC hostilities would be, in

hig opinion, only somewhat less effective, given the fact that the'mainland
population has been conditioned for 20 years to regard GRC as a U.S. puppet
and Taiwan as a base for intended U.S, aggression against China, as well
as the circumstance that elements in Chicom leadership may’héve'éohe to
half-believe its own propaganda bearing on that point. ’

In considering Thailand, Taiwan and the Philippines as possible

choices for the location of B-52 bases he thought the Philippines appeared

best. He mentioned that, obviously, there were political costs engendered

" in the use of any third country as an advance base for B-52s. ‘In this

connection, he informed that he was not unaware there has been some re-

surgénceAOf Huk“actiVity‘in the Philippines; that base security was not good

in terms of theft now, and perhaps prospectively in other terms as well;

and that Phiiippine 1éa&erSHip elements may magnify U.S.‘presendé*ﬁo stimulate
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political problems to exact the highest possible quid pro. He concluded
his thinking on the Philippines by saying that we, presumably, maintain

Clark Field for reasons additional to immediate security’of the Philippines
R : .
itself and asked the question: "If Admiral Radford did not build the long
) 93/
airstrip at Cubi Point for some occasion as this, what was it built ‘for?"

He felt that a base in South Vietnam, itself, obviously would have

J the advantage of greatest proximity and would not have the disadvantage of

extending the area of involvement. He assumed, however, tha;A;his‘hgd been
considered and ruled out on base security or other grounds. o

Hé also assumed that Naha, which he noted was not much”farthef’away~
from Vietnam than a suitable strip on Taiwan, had been ruled out, principal-
1y because of probable political problems with Japan. 22/

He noted that his reflections were directed largely to the use of a
base for B-52 sorties into South Vietnam and that, if used for sorties into
NVN, the political disadvantages would be increased, particularlyvif the
base were in Taiwan. 24/

He‘remarked there remained the general question of whether military
benefits accruing from expanded B-52 operations from a foreign base out-
weighed political disadvantages, stating he saw no significant poelitical
advantages. He qualified this statement by adding that his office, of
course, was not competent to strike this balance, but, based on his strong
intuitive feeling, he was skeptical that the scales do not tip clearly to

91/
the side of military benefits.
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'His final comment was, aside from the base question, that the use of

-B-52s against NVN would be .a form of escalation, almost regardless of

targeting. He continued: '"As the Department is aware, I have my doubts
about the desirability of expanding our air strikes against the NVN and
use of B~52g would sharpen these doubts.'" He imagined that much of the
world, probably including Hanoi, Peking, and Moscow would be tempted to
believe we have moved into a new phase of "strategic' bombing. He ended
by. saying there are undoubtedly many Americans who want the Communists to
believe this, but he doubted if this was "in our overall interest." 24/

As tHe yeaf ended, B~52 strikes were being carried out as a regular
pfogram and, although there was still some concern over the lack of aécurate‘
bomb damage aésesément, enbugh evidence was in to prove the merit of the
ﬁrogram; Strikes were'being conducted by three to 30 aircraft, eaéh capable
of cayrying a load of 513500— or 750-pound bombs. These bombs were of the
M-64 and M-117 high-explosive type, with fuse settings determined by the
nature of the target. Delayed fuse settings were used when bombing rein-
forced sfructures, caves and tunnel systems, while impact fuse séttings
were used against surface structures and personnel. Some time fuses were
set to explode after the‘strike in ordef to impede and disrupt rescue and

: 99/
clean-up operations.

Refinement of Target Selection

The system for selecting targets had been refined somewhat during the

year. Several means were employed to identify targets. These included
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aerial photo reconnaissance, IR recon, side-looking airborne radar recon,
aerial radio direction finding recon, aerial VR, ground recon, enemy documents,
agents, peplice, prisoners, and returnees. Immediately upon receipt of a
report of possible enemy activity, the location was plotted on a mapw.
Once enough intelligence was collected to support the existence of a wvalid
target, it was recommended for an ARC LIGHT strike. ARC LIGHT targets had
to be relatively stationary due to the time required for approval and
scheduling. Every target developed was not immediately submitted for a
strike. Newly developed targets were held until enough were available to
ensure a two or three week bombing program. In cases of important but
rélatively mobile targets, immediate strikes were called. Thesé were conduct-
ed 16 to 24 hours from the time of the initial bombing request from the 100/
field. Sprong justification was necessary to call’an immediate B-52 strike.
In order of priority, B-52 strikes were carried out for the following

purposes:

Destruction of command and control personnel and facilities.

Destruction of major supply and storage facilities.
Destruction of base areas and combat units.
- Interdiction of lines of communication.

Softening of defenses in preparation for, or in support of,
ground operations.

6. Harassment of the enemy to impair his capability to take
offensive action.

7. Destruction of morale by taking full advantage of the
psychological effects of heavy aerial bombardment.
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CHAPTER II -

SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS, 1966

During 1966, the ARC LIGHT program saw an increasing employment of
B-52 bombers iﬁ Southeast Asia. The expansion of the heavy bomber strike
effort was.rgflectéd in an ever-increasing monthly sortie rate applied
against a conStantly\growing geographical area. This powerful force was
utilized principélly as air support to ground operations, a role which was.
reflected through efforts to destroy NVA base areas and logistic concentra-

tions, Another important use of ARC LIGHT strikes was the application of

B-52 sorties to the growing interdiction program in SEA. To carry out this

two~fold mission, the ARC LIGHT forces increased significantly during the
1/

year.,

" Program Expansion

The end of 1966 noted the ARC LIGHT program expansion from 450 sorties
per month, generated by 30 B-52s, to 650 sorties per month, by 50 B-52s.

Expansion continued, and an 800-sortie level with 61 B-52s was expected to
| 2/
be reached by February 1967. The rationale behind the desire for an

increased sortie rate had been presented to CINCPAC earlier in the year and
3/
included:

"...A controlled sortie level should remain flexible in
response to surges in offensive and defensive military
operations by the enemy as well as ourselves. The es-
tablishment of a sortie level at 450, 600 or 800 each
month predicated on a maximum aircraft load factor is v
not necessarily applicable in a counterinsurgency situa-
tion, The size, composition, and topography of each
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individual target must be considered in conjunction
with the expected damage level and purpose of the
strike when applying a force level. The Quick Run
force will be increasingly in demand and this force
should be in addition to the present program and

not at the expense thereof. The present 'rule of
thumb' of striking base area targets with three air- .
craft per square kilometer is an absolute minimum
while at the same time six aircraft per square kilo-
meter would obtain a proper saturation. Increased
confidence of ground commanders in using the Arc
Light force for either direct support or prepara-
tion of a target area in conjunction with ground
operations will in turn increase the number of

valid target requests. The Arc Light program

had been dynamic in nature since the first strike
- in June 1965...All facets are constantly under

study and as refinements become known, they will
be...incorporated in the program...."

COMUSMACV's view was that the early'destruction'of VC/NVA forcés
rested on ARC LIGHT; otherwise, the ground forces would be deprivedbof es-
sential preparatory support and thus suffer increased casualties. ,T%e 800
per month sortie rate was granted, plus a late December approval to exceed
thét montﬁis 650 sortie rate, as the circumstahces required. éj

This expanded employment of the B-52s during 1966 had implications
for the 1967 air effort. The key factor was that the ARC LIGHT program

would give field commanders a "means of applying economy of force while
5/ ‘ ' '

accomplishing strategic denial."

Problems and Difficulties

In 1966, difficulties were involved with target acquisi;ion - problems
which were not easily resolved. By the end of the yeér,kthe overall opera-

tional considerations placed emphasis on the need to give particular
L)
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attention to immediate target nominations which would exploit targets
developed by operations, and which could include positive ground follow-up.
Quick exploitation could not always be had since a particular ground follow-

6/
up depended on a variety of factors..

However, in spite of these problems, the 7th Air Force noted that,

during the latter part of 1966, ground follow-up of B-52 strikes 'became

commonplace, yielding some information that the strikes were, in fact,
damaging and disrupting enemy base camps and staging areas, and keeping the
enemy unsettled." Y

One factor that continued to impede the ARC LIGHT program was the
restriction placed upon overflight of Laos. At least partial corrective
action was accomplished before the end of the year. The overflight of
Laos posed the further problem of avolding the unacceptable risks of over-
flight of NVN by the strike forces and still achieve maximum effectivéness.
To correct this situation, it was decided that, whenever possible, over-
flight would only be for targets struck during the hours of darkngss and,
when strikes were against DMZ targets, the axis of attack would bé limited
between 280° to‘360°. Y |

Another problem was the compromise of B-52 mission information. In-
creased communications security, to include encrypting and encoding, was
the only solution to past compromises which had revealed strike objectives,

8/

participants, locations, times, and follow-up operations.

Toward the end of the year, forward basing of the B-52s was well
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undér considerafion. U~-Tapao in Thailéhd emergéd as the Seléctédzsité due
primafily to cost, conétfﬁction and eafly occdpaﬁion considefations.v‘Ratio—
nale for sélection of this site close to Vietnam stemmed from the: (1) Con-
centrated firepower capability of the B-52 stfikes,”(Z) psyéhologiéél im-
pact of B-52 strikes, (3) unprecedented advantage conferred upon ground
commanders, (4) required surge capability needed to combat the massing by
the enemy, and (5) required support of large scale operations already

1o/ , 7
© planned.

As the ARC LIGHT program expanded northward, the B-52s Bégan to enter
areas of possible SAM emplacements. It became necessary .to provide support
for ARC LIGHT forces that would enable them to operate within areas of
suspected SAM threat. The "Tiny Tim" support plan was initiated, in-
.corporating a combined Elint search with fighter support aircraft for un-
covering definite SAM threat signals or observation of aySAM launch. , This
~combination would be intended for defense of B-52 strike aircraft. i/

m‘Bécause‘bf the gfowing size and complexity of the'ARC LIGHT pfoérém,
it ﬁecémé ﬁbre ana ﬁore imperétive that thé plaﬁning and execution functions
be integrated, that the progfam be intimately related to taéticalbaif
-operations, and that there be a continuous focus of attention on the total
air operation to insure success and prevent mutual interference. uQn_}O
December, 7AF obtained General Westmoreland's approval of transferring the
operational planning function for ARC LIGHT from MACV COC to a SAC ADVON,
which would be deployed to Tan Son Nhut to operate under the cognizance of

DEPCOMUSMACV for Air Operations/Commander; 7AF; the execution bhase of
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ARC LIGHT remained a responsibility of the latter; target generation and
approval remained a MACV function. Seventh Air Force personnel observed
that these revised ARC LIGHT responsibilities and relationships would

provide close control by highly trained Air Force personnel experienced in
12/

large scale air oPerations which the expanding ARC LIGHT program required.

Anotheryéontrovefsial aspect of air operations in Vietnam concerned

the effectiveness of B-52 operations. The 7th Air Force recognized that the
13/ ’
problem of BDA assessment was not easily resolved. MACV felt that the

overall effectiveness of B-52 strikes, up to the end of the year, had
not and could not be measured quantitatively, since information to perform
a comprehensive damage assessment op most B-52 strikes had been completely.

inadequate. It was supposed that the cumulative effects of the sustained
14/
bombing program was making a contribution to the war effort, In this
15/
connection, COMUSMACV noted:

"...The psychological effects of the strikes on the enemy
cannot be equated to hard facts and figures. The reports
from the field stating that probing actions prior to the
strike met very stiff and determined resistence with only
weak and ineffectual resistance after the strikes are an
indication of strike effectiveness. This indicated a high
degree of success in spoiling the enemy battle plans...."

The Secretary of the Air Force, early in 1967, noted that the B-52 had
16/
proven itself in a non-nuclear role in Southeast Asia (SEA). He said:

"...Damage Limitation is the primary task of our Strategic
Defensive Forces, the accuracy, versatility, and con-
trollability of our Strategic Offensive Forces give them a
capability under some circumstances, of destroying enemy
offensive systems which had not yet been launched against
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us. In limited conflict a long-range, high-payload
bomber was of great use for carrying non-nuclear
ordnance against either advanced or obsolescent o
defenses.. In South Vietnam, the B-52 also had been
a powerful means for spoiling enemy operations.
These strategic bombers, armed with conventional
bombs, have done well both in close cooperation with
allied ground forces and against enemy targets far
away from ground action. With their high payload,
and all weather accuracy, B-52s have kept the Viet
Cong and North Vietnamese off balance in the South
by destroying their supply bases, denying them rest
areas, and preventing them from concentrating their
forces easily...." ' '
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CHAPTER III

PLANS AND POLICY

Long Range Support Plan

In February, COMUSMACV presented a long-range plan for the utiliza-
tion of B-52 support during 1966. The B-52 program, he said, should
continue unabated in accordance with a well-considered plan. Increased
sorties should be such as to saturate and soften up the area prior to the
lauﬁching of a major operation, The B-52 raids should be exploited, with
tactical fighter-bomber strikes to destroy targets uncovered by the B-52s.
Limited objective attacks should be launched on the western border or
east and west of Tay Ninh city, prior to the rainy season. The psywar
program should be continued. As they become available, area denial weapons’
should be used along the Cambodian border and LOCs in Zone C. Special
Forceg‘wou;d develop plans and carry out operations to set up ambushes
and mine tﬁé foadé used by the VC. Also, the Special Forces would be
directed to "cleﬁr" Nui Ba Den Mountain. Y

COMUSMACY, further, desired the establishment of certain bench marks

to support the major operation between the end of February and December 1966,

COMUSMACV also said that a gradual buildup should be considered, which

would not compromise the operation. In this connection, he suggested a
deception plan as being required and felt that the gradual buildup during

2/
the year would lend credibility to such a plan.

The question of a more stable schedule in the use of the supporting




ARC LIGHT forces arose. SAC felt ﬁhat a preplanned, firm schedule, as
suggested by COMUSMACV on 11 February, could only result in a more efficient
and reliable operation for the B-52s. To achieve maximum utilization of
facilities, personnel and equipment at Guam, SAC feltﬁthét'a production
line schedule had to be evolved. SAC assumed that a monthly sortie rate

of 450 was a realistic figure for the next»several months and, based on
this assumed rate, felt that the most desirable schedule was 15 sorties,
with a maximum of 21 per 24-hour period. It was understood there would be
- times when the tactical situation dictated a larger force. Regarding this
requirement, more than 24 hours between TOTs should be allocated for the
preparation and recovery of the strike force. This, he felt, would require
36 hours between TOTs for consecutive strikes of 21 aircraft; 48 hours
between TOTs on maximum efforts of 30 aircraft.~§/

Another faétor influencing maximum support effort was.tanker avail-
ability. SAC pointed out that, since the ARC LIGHT and Youﬁg Tiger tankefs
were opéfated as a single task force, in order to provide maximum tanker
availability and utilization, ciose éoordination bétween’MACV, 3AD and

4/
SACLO had to be considered to preclude over-scheduling of the KC-135s.

SAC pointed out that new planning factors would be furnished when the
-3/

600 sorties per month level was reached.

CINCPAC told JCS that. the ARC LIGHT sortie rate would be maintained

at the level of approximately 400 per month, until 30 March.  For the

period, April through 30 June, the rate would be increased to 450 per month.




In July, the rate would be jumped to 600 sorties per month. The July rate
woﬁld hold throughout the remainder of CY-66 (this would include 50 sorties
per month for the BLU-3D). COMUSMACV requested that JCS give him a3 firm

allocation of assets and that he be advised of the total aircraft munitions

| &/
available for the conduct of air operations in SEA.

COMUSMACV's Review

In March, COMUSMACV again reviewed the projected B-52 program. He

. noted that, as time went on, the program appeared to be improving, building

greater flexibility, and that full support was being obtained frém higher
authority. This, he noted,‘compared favorably to the many roadblocks which
had existed during the previous months at higher‘military levels andlwithin,
the State Depértment. Y

All of this was important since MACV felt combat operations in the
RVN had entered into a new phase. This he called "a phase of sustained
combat," and noted that all units had to engage in ghis type of operation.

He indicated this was a phase of movement for all.

JCS General Planning Instructions

One problem that remained at the beginning of March, howevet, was the
need to improve ARC LIGHT strike planning. Therefore, JCS on 5 March 1966,
promulgated general instructions for strike plahning. Theée instructions
pertained to targets in South Vietnam to which ARC LIGHT aircraft were
committed. It was noted these instructidns4superseded instructions given

on 7 and 28 August 1965 and 3 December 1965. Any strike request submitted
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by COMUSMACV would be considered as a planning message. Such a message
would include assiénment of an unclassified two-word nickname for each B-52
strike. However, sequential numbers, as desired, could be used to identify
strikes in the same general area which were scheduled for approximately
the same time period. 2

Under these new instructions, SAR would be provided by CINCPAC. Traf-
fic control procedures for B-52 penetration and withdrawal routes in South
Vietnam would also be coordinated hy CINCPAC. ’When required and in coordi-
nation with CINCSAC CINCPAC would also provide radar beacon placement for
offset aiming points. CINCPAC Would also take necessary action to eliminate
unclassified communicationsrcross-talk relative to flights of B-SZS,‘bybair
traffic control agencies and/or radar units located on Guam; the Philippines,
and fleet units adjacent to the B-52 penetration/withdrawal‘routes in,SVN.
These procedures would tighten security and thus reduce the chances of

Soviet vessels in the Western Pacific picking up traffic and warning the
10/
VC of impending attacks.

CINCPAC was also informed that suitable pre}post—strike reconnaissance
and BDA were required. Selected prints and enlargements of coverage would
be provided to DIAXX and CINCSAC through established deadline dellvery
procedures._ Continuous radar monitorlng of B-52 strike elements while in
the SVN area would be provided CINCPAC would also prov1de confirmation

L ‘ 1y
of each strike requested by at least 24 hours prior to the de51red TOT.

The JCS said these instructions tasked CINCSAC to provide the . strike




.

~ for any reason,

force of B-52s and necessary

load the maximum number of ¢

effects. This would be done by coordination with CINCPAC.

CINCSAC was authorized a po
to Guam for all missions.

missions should be planned

KC-135 tankers.

CINCSAC was also tasked to

onventional munitions to optimize for desired
In addition,

t-target Philippiﬁe o§erflight route from SVN
owever, as a,nofmal~pre—target,route, all

o as to avoid a Philippine overflight. Should

weather factors cause a late pre—~launch decision, CINCSAC was authorized

the use of an alternate rout
was to be advised. CINCSAC
operation of the beacon tran
flight and bombing in suppor
or above 12,000 feet absolut
not strike any alternate if
In this con
release of bombs over SVN ex
be in an area designated by

territorial waters. CINCSA(Q

e invelving overflights. In such cases, JCS
would provide liaison with COMUSMACV for
spondef, when used. CINCSAC would cénducf over~
t of CINCPAC operations in SVN at altitudes at

e altitude. CINCPAC was told the B-52s would
they were unable to bomb the primary target
nection, JCS added there would be no emergency
cept under GCI comntrol. Sucﬁ a release would

COMUSMACV or over open.ocean areas outside of

was also requested to exercise utmost caution

in the attack of target aregs scas to avoid release of bombs in friemndly

areags. The JCS wanted CINCS
Cambodia, Laos or the limits
procedures with CINCPAC so t

the force. CINCSAC would pr

AC to insure that no overflight be made of
of the DMZ. CINCSAC was to coordinate
hat, if required, either commander could recall

ovide operational reports in accordance with

JCS Publication 6, Public affairs guidance would be in accordance with

DEF 5940/152357Z Jul 65 and

would be carried out in accg

DEF 7597/052252Z Aug 65.
12/
rdance with VMM-GP-3.

Security requirements
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Strike Approval Changes

The JCS, on 15 March noted that, effective 1mmed1ately, approval
authority for ARC LIGHT strlkes against targets in South V1etnam would be
delegated jointly to CINCPAC and CINCSAC. CINCSAC would retain operational
control of ARC LIGHT Forces supporting CINCPAC operations in accordance

w1th JCS 5453/051140 March 1966. Under the new guideline, strikes would

be conducted within a monthly sortie rate as establlshed by the JCS. The

prov131ons, as stated in JCS 5453/051140 March 1966 and DEF 5349/0416572
March 1966 NOTAL would apply. Messages on each strike planning Would
continue to include the JCS as an information addressee. Further, the JCS,
‘State, and White House would be included as 1nformation addnwsees for each

strike execution message. Any planned or requested strike failing to meet

the foregoing prov151ons would require approval of the JCS prlor to exe-
13/ . —
cution.

Development of Operational Rationale, Policy and Procedures

SAC OPLAN 52- 66, Supplement One, became effective on 1l Aprll 1966 and
incorporated information previously contained in Supplement 3 and Annex S
which dealt with SEA area bomblng. SAC reported, on 21 March that Sup—
plement 3 would remain in effect to prov1de reprisal actions and/or other
NVN strlke 1nformat10n as mlght be required and would remain in effect
until a new Supplement 3 was distributed. 2/

On 130448Z April, CINCPAC informed that the B-52. (CINCPAC) Basic

Operations Order would become effective at 140001Z April 1966. ‘He reviewed
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the situation in SVN, up to that time, and presented both the objectives

of the ARC LIGHT program and the role of the various commands. 2/ He said
the Viet Cong continued to control areas in South Vietnam which served them
as command/logistics support bases, which were being used to mount attacks
against friendly and U.S. Forces. The insurgency in South Vietnam was. being
aided‘by the continued infiltration of men and material by NVN into SVN,

via the Laos route. 28/

The object of the B~52 strikes, CINCPAC noted, was to aésist in the
defeat pf the enemy invSouth Vietnam. This would be accomplished by SAC
through maximum disruption and harassment of the enemy logistics, facili-
ties and personnel in selected target areas. 2

Under the basic Operations Order, COMUSMACV's role would be to
select, justify and recommend targets and areas for strikes by SAC forces.
Further, COMUSMACV would support SAC by providing escort aircraft, SAR and
radar beacons, as required. COMUSMACV would also obtain overflight clear-
ances. For penetration/withdrawal routes, he would coordinate the traffic
control procedures. While the B-52 strike forces were in the SVN area, he
would provide continuous radar monitoring. For purposes of coordinating use
of air space warning areas PH/W-25 and PH/W-26, COMUSMACV would provide
TOTs and TOT changes. o

CINCPAC noted that he normally would not direct execution of a strike

until a TOT was received. He said that if the CINCPAC message did not

disapprove the planned strike, then planning would continue and the "execute"
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order could be expected on receipt of TOT. He»noted that, with the con-

‘currence of CINCSAC, COMUSMACV could adjust TOTs up to 24 hours. However,
for each change:the JCS and CINCPAC4woul& be advised. The execution order
would remain in effect where strikes were held in abeyancé fbliéWing
issﬁance of fhe CINCPAC execution message. ‘Any ﬁhanges in weapons; tiﬁing,
J'nhmbef and compositioh of aircraft would be coordinated by COMUSMACY with
CINCSAC. In addition, COMUSMACV would confirm TOTs to »ALCON at least 12
hours  in advaﬁce.; ARC LIGHT missions would be so planned by COMUSMACYV as
to remain within the sottie allocationvlimit, as established’by:CINCPAC.
To- avoid possible qompromisekof a?penetration, every effort wquld,be made
to eliminate unclassified communicatibns cross talk»throﬁghout the aréa by
radar units and by the air trafficicontfol'agencies. This area was pre-
scribéd.by CINCPAC as including Guam, the Fleet and the>Philippines. Regard-
’ iﬁg ARC>LICHT logistics and administration, he said that norﬁél prbcédutes
would be’used. For §6mmand énd ;ignal identification he'desired ail;opera—
‘tions be referred to by unclassified nicknames. For classification of
’opérationsﬂhe noted that, under normal conditions, SECRET/LIMDIS messages
would be used for the planning and execution phase of ARC LIGHT activities.
Hoﬁever, appropriate classification would be determined by message coﬂfent.
Individually or collectively, CINCSAC, COMUSMACV, Cmdr 7AF, Cmdr 3AD and
CINCPAC could direct a recall. Since the commander of the airborne strike
force and the coordinator were assumed to be acting for 3AD and 7AF,
respectively, they could also initiate recall action if conditions so
dictated. Recall had to be authenticated by challenge and reply; this

19/
would apply to the use of either secure or insecure circuits. Appropriate
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dissemination of CINCSAC's recall code word (assigned for each mission)
) 20/
would be insured by COMUSMACV.

Plans and Prbgggms Procedures

The following procedures for ARC LIGHT planning and operational
21/

control were being employed in early April, 1966:

- Joint Chiefs of Staff: Responsible for allocating
the number of ARC LIGHT sorties and for providing

these allocations to CINCPAC as a monthly sortie
rate figure. Would also provide CINCPAC with
guidance regarding the approval of B-52 strikes.
Those ARC LIGHT strikes which excluded the CINCPAC
approval authority to be referred to the JCS for
approval. 22/

CINCPAC: Responsible for approval of ARC LIGHT
strikes within the purview of his authority and
for forwarding those strike requests requiring
JCS approval. Strike requests to be dispatched
to CINCSAC simultaneously with his approval mes-
sage to COMUSMACV. (Basic Operation Order, '
130448Z April 1966, provided CINCPAC's guidance
to COMUSMACV. 23/

CINCSAC: Responsible for providing the force
requirements to carry out ARC LIGHT strike
missions in SEA. 24/

COMUSMACV: The development and justification of
each B-52 strike was the responsibility of
COMUSMACV. Nominations could come from the
field commanders. Responsible for requesting
approval from CINCPAC in the form of a multiple
address message. This message to go to CINCPAC
for action, with information copies to 7AF, 3AD,
CINCSAC and the JCS. The basis for concurrent
planning by the various addressees would be
COMUSMACV's request message. (While strikes
could be executed in less time, the desired
planning cycle usually took 48 hours.) Prior
to submitting ARC LIGHT strike requests to
CINCPAC, it was COMUSMACV's responsibility to
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obtain the necessary clearances from. the host
country. In this connection, it is to be noted
that ARVN approval for the strikes was obtained
either from the Province Chief having jurisdic-
tion over the targeted area or from the GVN.
Likewise, for strikes in Laos, approval had to
be obtained from the American Ambassador in
Vientiane. (Such clearances were usually ob-
~ tained during the planning stage.) 25/

Commander, 7AF: The responsibility of the Com-
mander 7AF, was essentially one of coordinating
in-country air activity around the ARC LIGHT
strikes. In addition, he would provide air
defense and ESCORT drops. If required, follow-
up reconnaissance also would be provided. The
in-country 7AF TACC was responsible for coordi-
nating and fragging the air activity affected by
an ARC LIGHT mission in-country. When-out-of=
country resources were utilized (CAP/ESCORT for
northern missions) the in-country TACC coordi-
nated with the out~of=country TACC, who did

the actual fragging to units. 26/

Criteria for Non-Review by State Department

The Secretary of Defense informed the JCS and the American Ambassador
_in-Saigon, on 4 April, that he would not submit proposals for ARC LIGHT
strikes to the State Department for advance reviews - unléss - the target

27/
met the following criteria:

Had already been approvéd by the Embassy, Saigon, and
the GVN.

Did not involve violation of Laotian borderé, the
limits of the DMZ or the Cambodian border.

Were at a minimum distance of one kilometer from
the nearest non-combatant dwelling.

Did not include temples, monuments or other land-
marks, the destruction of which might cause serious
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political problems.

USMACV Staff Requjrements

fOn 13 April, COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC that a Deputy Chief, Airx
Operétiona Branch (Crade AF 06) and an Operations Staff Officer (AF 05)
were required due to the continuing buildup of the in-country air capa-
bility and the douBling of B-52 sortie rates. General Westmoreland told
CINCPAC that the growing U.S. Forces were geﬁerating increases in target
submissions and strike requests. These were for both cbntingency and

emergency missions. The Deputy was required\to assist the Chief in plan-

" ning and controlling the increased air operations, and was also needed

to insure the effective use of the increased air power available to

USMACV. The Operations Staff Officer was required, he said, to assure

a 24-hour, 7-day a week action officer for programming and controlling
the increased B-52 sortie rate, and for assuring timely responses to
éhanges, diversions, or cancellations, required in support of troop

28/
operations.

Operational Programming and Guidelines

The generation of B-52 strikes could be made by several different
commands. A request to COMUSMACV for ARC LIGHT strikes on targets to
support operations could be made by the I FFV (Free World Field Force.
Vietnam) and II FFV Commanders, the Fourth ARVN Corp Commander, or
the III MAF (Marine Amphibious Force). These requests could be for

either a preplanned or immediate target. For preplanned targets, it
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was desired the request be received at least 48 hours prior to TOT so
as to give adequate time for planning. Requests for immediate strikes
would be made only for response to a fast-developing target, which was

either "time-sensitive" or was developing as a direct result of forces
| 29/
in actual contact.

Toward the close of April, the question as to what constituted an
: 30/
optimum target for a B-52 strike request was posed to MACV. - COMUSMACV

responded to this question on 30 April and presented the following
' sy
guidelines to the Commanding Generals of I and IT FFORCEV and others:

Shape of Target: To be either in square or
rectangular configuration. 32/

Target Size: The narrow limits to be not
less than one kilometer; total area may range
from one to five square kilometers. 33/

Target Safety Limits: The minimum safety dis-
tance for an ARC LIGHT target to be one kilo-
meter from the outer edge of a friendly hut,
village, unit: and/or installation. This
precaution need not apply if it can be shown
that facility in question has been destroyed,
abandoned or does not house non-combatants.
The minimum safe distance from friendly posi-
tions and facilities is given at three kilo-
meters, as a general yardstick. (COMUSMACV
pointed out, however, that, for friendly
facilities, this was only a yardstick and
that, in the final analysis, the minimum
distance for ARC LIGHT strikes from friendly
installations depended on circumstances and
the degree of requirement for emergency bombing
in the area.) 34/

ARVN Approval: COMUSMACV wanted to keep the
number of ARVN informed of an ARC LIGHT strike
to an absolute minimum - for this reason he
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recommended strike approvals be obtained through

Corps. He directed that, except in the ARC LIGHT
zones for which the ARVN had granted blanket ap-

provals for B-52 strikes, approvals were to be

" obtained from the respective Commanding Generals

of the applicable Corps. 35/

Target Nomination: COMUSMACV desired that recom-
mended targets be nominated by message or letter,
Correspondence to be addressed to MACJ 236~15,

- through proper command channels. 36/

Target Strike Times: To be provided by message,
originating with MACJ-3, which would be the
approval notification.  When and if a target was.
disapproved, MACJ 236-15 to notify the appropriate
addressees. 37/

BDA Photos and Post—Strike Mosaics: Distributed
automatically to all addressees. 38/

Strike Schedules: COMUSMACV informed that

nominated targets could usually be struck within

five to seven days following receipt of nominating
information. This could usually be accomplished
without disrupting the schedules of strikes already
underway. In an emergency situation, a minimum of-

24 hours was. required to obtain a strike subsequent

to COMUSMACV approval. He pointed out that there were
times when the 24-hour minimum could not be met, due
to aircraft turn-around and flying time to and from
Guam. Requests for emergency or immediate strikes.
required full justification. COMUSMACV noted that,
normally, emergency strikes would be approved only
when U.S. forces were heavily engaged with the enemy
and when there was reasonable assurance the enemy
would be in the target area at the time of strike.

An immediate strike could also be approved when there .
was highly reliable intelligence which pinpointed a
target suitable for a B-52 strike. 39/

Target Recommendation Message Information: It was.
desired, by COMUSMACV, that information be sub-
mitted to MACV in the following sequence: 40/

+ Target identification data.

+ Pertinent intelligence data.

+ Time period intelligence data valid
for target.
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* Ground fellow-up plans. (A statement would be
given in the message indicating whether or not
a ground follow-up was contemplated. - If af-
firmative, then a statement was required as
to the desired strike date and time on target.)

Safeguards from Friendly Intercgptors

COMUSMACV told the 7AF Commandef that it was very important to insure
that properly identified ARC LIGHT aircraft were not intercepted by
friendly fighter aircraft, 2/ If such an intercept occurred, he wanted
the 7AF to notify MACV and CINCPAC, by message, as soonvas foésible. The
message would include all details of the interéept. Moreover, the 7AF
would present all circumstances of such an incident to both CINCPAC and

42/
to MACV.

Civil—Military Air Traffic Control

The 7th Air Force Commander was notified by COMUSMACV, on 5 May, that
necessary action would be implemented to insure that all precautions
would be taken to prevent conflict between civil and military air traffic

43/
during execution of an ARC LIGHT strike mission.

Priority Tasks for Air Operations

On 7 June, CINCPAC informed COMUSMACV that the first priority task
of air operations was to support the in-country effort in Southeast Asia,
Admiral Sharp noted the ARC LIGHT strikes would have priority effort in

South Vietnam. However, these strikes would be continued in North Vietnam

and the Laos Panhandle as well. 44/




T T

7th Air Force Planning and Support.for B-52 Strikes . -

On 29 June, the 7th Air Force established;prbcedures andrreSponsi-
bilities for planning and supporting ARC LIGHT strikes in South Vietnam.
Security instructions were provided.. Classification of all B-52 strikes
waé TOP SECRET LIMDIS. Procedures and responsibilities were delineated
for the 7th Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Plans ani Operations,
the SAC Liaison Officer, the Tactical Air Control Center, the Direct Air
Support Center, the Contrel and Reporting Center/Control and Reporting
Post, the Tactical Fighter Wings/Combat Support Groups, and the Aerospace:
Rescue aﬁd Recovery Squadron. (This regulation superseded 7AFR 55?37,

dated 22 November 1965.)

“The 28 September Conference

On 24 October 1966, COMUSMACV presented the following salient points

on ARC LIGHT procedural concepts as covered in the ARC LIGHT Conference
. 46/
of 28 September 1966:

New Concept of Emplovment of .ARC LIGHT Forces: The

new concept would permit:in-flight diversion from a

preplanned target to a newly-acquired target., This

would be done to capitalize on intelligence acquired
later....

Launching of Aircraft: . Aircraft would be launched
in two waves. This would give increased capability
and flexibility. Under this plan, each wave would
contain a cell of three aircraft. - These aircraft
would be designated as the In-Flight Diversion Cell
(IFD). The In-Flight Diversion would be under
MSQ-77 control procedures and would have the
capability of diversion to a newly-acquired target
under these procedures....
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Notification: 'An entire wave could be withheld from
a preplanned target if notification reached 3rd Air . =
Division three hours prior to launch of the aircraft.
In this case, the wave could be utilized under the
established Quick Run procedures....

Implementation Benefits: COMUSMACV noted that im-
plementation of the concept would give the B-52
forces the capability for providing three Quick

"~ Runs and two preplanned strikes each 24 hour period.
This would be effective in mid-November....

In-Flight Diversion. Procedures

VOn 2 November, SAC informed CINCPAC that it was necessary‘to ac—‘
Vtommodate the provisokcontained in JCS 6143 (i.e.; the ability to inflight
divétt’ah entire fbrce from a SAM-sensitive target to a preplanned‘aitér—
nate.) This would apply only to those instances where, aftetkthe formation
was airborne, last minute information regarding SAM defenses dictated -
diversion. SAC observed that alternate targets, in such cases,4would
bé limited to one of the three validated Qﬁick Run alternates. 4/

He told Admiral Sharp that, assuming CINCPAC would accept this require-
ment and that associated capability would be developed, he could, after
5 November, divert a single celi during in—flight'to an MSQ target; or
a preplanned mission could be diverted by grouﬁd to an MSQ tariet when
notification could be received three hours prior to take-off. 48/

SAC said that, should CINCPAC amend the CINCPAC Basic Operatlons
Order for ARC LIGHT, the capability would then exist to d1vert an airborne
mission from a SAM-sensitive target to one of the validated Quick Run

49/
alternates.




CINCPAC amended the ARC LIGHT Basic Operations Order that day.

Admiral Sharp authorized COMUSMACV to approve strikes against high
: -

priority targets which justified inflight diversion of all or part of a
force enroute to a preplanned target. CINCPAC informed COMUSMACV that
such a diversion would be requested through SAC channels. Thg»diversion
had to be acknowledged by the Force Commander prior to arrival at point

50/
"Juliet," 1In addition, the following would apply:

Targets Requiring JCS Approval: These targets would
not be selected for attack by an in-flight diverted
force.... ;

Selection Criteria: Compliance with tefget selection *
criteria would be ensured by COMUSMACV....

Information to CINCPAC: - As soon as practical CINCPAC
would be advised of the diversion....,

Security of Transmission: Only secure voice communica-
tions would be used to advise CINCPAC of the diwersion.

-

Confirmation A message would be sent to all concerned
confirming each diversion....

Ground Diverted ARC LIGHT Force: The quick reaction
procedures would be used for Ground Diverted Force (GDF).

. COMUSMACV would use this procedure in making all requests
for ground diversion of forces scheduled to attack a.
preplanned target....

Ground Diversion ARC LIGHT Strike Request: CINCPAC in-
formed that two possibilities existed for targets which
were to have been attacked; they could either be placed
in abeyance, or could be identified and cancelled....

- Diversion Alert Procedure: . CINCPAC informed that

' COMUSMACV would alert the CINCPAC Command Center of the
Diversion Request by secure communications. It would
be further confirmed by message. In turn, CINCPAC would
‘advise the CINCSAC CP by secure voice communications.
This advice would be on the disapproval or approval
and would be confirmed by message with flash precedence....




JCS Approved Targets: CINCPAC noted those targets
requiring JCS approval would not be selected for
- attack by the Ground Diverted Force.... - ~

Sky Spot Controlled QR and Diverted Strikes: CINCPAC
informed that, as necessary, the DPIs for Skyspot
controlled QR-and diverted strikes would be revised
because of late intelligence. This could be done
providing there was no deviation from the existing
safety criteria....

Alternate Targets: CINCPAC pointed out, in the event
munitions were not.dropped on a Skyspot target, ap-
proved alternate targets would be available for use
by QR or diverted forces. The approved alternate

targets would be in each sector of north central and -
south SVN.... - ‘ ‘ EE

Basic Guidance; 28 November 1966

At thevend!of November, Admiral Sharp observed that areas in SVN
continued to be controlled by the Viét:Cong. These areas were Being used
to mount attacks against ffiéndly énd U;S}'forces’and‘to providé logistic
support and command bases. Moreover, the NVN continged ;q provide support
to the insurgency in SVN by infiltration thfough the DMZ and Laos, with
both men and matéfiallggihg‘sent into SVN via theSe.areas. ‘CINCPAC noted
that the bbjectivekof the ARC LIGHT étrike:program‘femainéd’one of assist-
ing in the defeat of the enemy in SVN. The requiremént remained to stop
this infiltrafion through ma#imum disrupfion,'damagé'destruction and harass-
ment of éhemy 1ogistics personnel and facilities. ' He provided‘the follow-

51/
ing guidance, which was to be effective on 28 November:

Category I Targets (Cat I): These were defined as
targets in SVN which did not require deep penetra-
tion of the DMZ, Laos, Cambodia, or of NVYN. For
‘these targets the approving'authority would be
COMUSMACV....
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Category II Targets (Cat II): These were targets which
required deep penetration of NVN, the DMZ, Laos, or
Cambodia and were targets in Laos, Route Package One of
NVN, the DMZ and SVN. For Category II targets, higher
authority approval was required....

Preplanned Force (PPF): This was a force that normally
released its munitions by radar synchronous bombing
techniques. Planning requirements for these targets
would be promulgated by COMUSMACV and this would be done
at least 24 hours ahead of the TOT desired.....

ick Reaction Force (QRF): Ten hours notification would
be given for use of this force. This would be a standby
alert force. It would have the capability of reacting
within a minimum of the ten hours notification period
prior to the desired TOT. Release of munitions would be
by MSQ-77 (Skyspot) direction. This force, under normal
conditions, would consist of six B-52s HE loaded....

Ground Diverted Force (GDF): These are ARC LIGHT forces
which had been scheduled for a PPF strike that had been
diverted to a higher priority target. Diversion would
take place at the minimum of three hours prior to take-
off. Munitions released by the GDF would be Skyspot.

" directed. The munitions loading for the PPF strike would
be retained....

In-Flight Diverted Force (IF): This is a force that is
already in-flight to a PPF, GDF or QRF target that has been
diverted to an immediate priority target. Diversion had

to be made before this force had reached point Juliet.
Skyspot would direct munitions release....

Preplanned Alternate Targets: These would be targets in
SVN which had been selected by COMUSMACV for the purpose

of providing alternates on a continuous basis for emergency
to which a strike force could be diverted. Examples of
emergencies were late SA~2 or MIG threat developments,
friendly forces discovered in the area, breakdown of Sky-
spot equipment, etc. CINCPAC noted that preplanned alter-
nates would be always available. These would be one each
in north, central and south SVN. Munitions could be radar
synchronous or Skyspot....

2/

——"

COMUSMACV was tasked by CINCPAC with the following responsibilities:
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- Targets in the DMZ, Laos, and Route Package I .in NVN:
The selection, justification and recommendation to
CINCPAC for SAC strike on these targets would be made
by COMUSMACV.... :

Targets in SVN: COMUSMACV would select and approve
these targets. Approval by higher authority required
only if SAC advised that a deep penetration of Laos,
DMZ, NVN, or Cambodia was needed.... '

Preplanned Alternate Targets: COMUSMACV would select
the preplanned alternate targets. This would be done
as often as required. One would be selected for north,
central and south SVN respectively.... ' '

SAC Support: COMUSMACV would support SAC. This sup-

- port would be given by providing SAC with radar beacons,
SAR, and escort aircraft, as required. In areas where
SAC was operating within range of possible SA-2 sites,
COMUSMACV would provide maximum feasible protection.
This would include MIG CAP, Wild Weasel, Diversionary
Actions, Iron Hand, and Elint/ECM aircraft....

Flight Control in SEA: COMUSMACV would be responsible
for obtaining overflight clearances. He would .coordinate
traffic control procedures for penetration and withdrawal
routes. Continuous radar monitoring would be provided

by COMUSMACV while ARC LIGHT forces were in the COMUSMACV
area....

Air Space Warning: For this purpose, COMUSMACY would
provide CINCPACREP PHIL TOTs and TOT changes for all B-52

strikes....

Strike Communications: COMUSMACV would be responsible for
coordinating strike communications procedures with CINCSAC.
He would be responsible for maintaining a capability to
issue to ARC LIGHT forces recall messages from initial radio
contact until release of ordnance....

TOT Confirmation: COMUSMACV to be responsible for con-
~ firming TOT with CINCSAC, with info copy to CINCPAC. Con-
- firmation would be made at least 24 hours prior to TOT
for PPF strikes. Confirmation would be made at least 9
hours prior to TOT for QRF strikes. Confirmation would be
made at least 3 hours prior to.take off for GDF strikes....

Notification to CINCSAC and CINCPAC of Revised Targetsl
and Diversions: COMUSMACV would be responsible for




notifying CINCPAC and CINCSAC of all IDF revised targets
and the number of airecraft diverted. This would be done.
by the most rapid means available....

Post-Strike Ground Exploitation Photography: COMUSMACV
would provide CINCPAC, DIAXX, CINCSAC, and CSAF with
post-strike ground exploitation photography. This
photography would be useful for assessment of weapons
effects. It would also be useful for the determination
of weapons capability....

© .

Photo Reconnaigsance and BDA: COMUSMACV would provide BDA
as necessary. Both pre and post-strike photo reconnaissance
would be provided by COMUSMACV. Emphasis would be placed

on BDA photography. Photography would be of nature suit-
able for location of bomb craters and for the analysis of
fuzing....

Grdund Report of Strike Results: COMUSMACV would be

regsponsible for providing a report of strike results as
gotten from exploitation by ground forces. This report
would be provided to CINCPAC. Information copies would be
provided to DIA, JCS, CINCSAC, and CSAF....

Force Siz;ng

CINCPAC, on 3 December 1966, had proposed an ARC LIGHT force sizing.
On -19 December, COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC there were a number of variable

factors influencing ARC LIGHT force sizing and strike timing. These

variables, COMUSMACV felt, precluded valid analysis of CINCPAC's proposal.
| 53/
General Westmoreland pointed out the following:

«+.0ver half of the ARC LIGHT hits are made in support

of field commander requests. TOT's are related to

ground operations. These TOT's were usually tied to

a related ground operation. Post-strike ground ex-
ploitation had to be considered. In -order to allow the
maximum daylight for such exploitation, the TOT, general-
ly had to fall during the early morning hours....

He noted this exploitation was coupled with extensive use of FACs to
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direct tactical strikes. This, he thought, discduraged the enemy from

immediately returning to a recent target. In addition, there was the shock

effect to be considered. This effect came about as a fesﬁlt of the massive

strike and had given significant advantage to friendiy fbrcés‘during their

post-strike follow-up of operations. COMUSMACV said that'the decisive success

of a given strike was frequently attained only through_this follow-up. He

noted that;'in many cases, subsequent re—strikes Wéuld denylthis initiativg%/
The definitiveness of intelligence data had a COntingegF relationship

to the size of a target box. COMUSMACV noted that CINCPAC's proposal of

3 December had implied a greater degree of definifivenéésvﬁﬁan actually

existed. COMUSMACV noted, on 23 July (in his message COMUSMACV MACCOC2

25380/230745 Jul), a MACV "rule of thumb" had been established. By applying

this rule of thumb, three aircraft per square kilometer were scheduled.
Under the procedure proposed by CINCPAC, a four-kilometer box would still
require a 12-aircraft force to insure target saturation. He noted thisx
proposal called for the segmentation of the box into four quarters. A

group of three aircraft would hif each separate fourth. Under thié prdpdsal,
therefore, an early reéstrike of the same segment would not occéur. In this
connection, it was noted the VC/NVA, traditionally, had been quick to ex-
ploit a combat tactic. COMUSMACV noted that no change should be expected

in this case. The enemy would soon realize that the area which had been
recently struck WOuld/not immediately be restruck.; Therefore, he would

55/
evacuate rapidly to ‘that place.

Moreover, problems incident to airspace reservation would be compounded
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significantly through the implementation of the proposal. Airspace,
already critically saturated, would be restrictéd to an even greater degree
by the requirement to block extensive areas, encompassing several thousand
feet, on an almost continual basis. 28/

General Westmorelénd noted that a major factor was the sortie genera-
tion capability of the operational unit. He told CINCPAC that MACV did not
possess sufficient detail as to the maintenance support problems assoclated
with the B~-52 SEA Operation to be able to comment. He,‘therefore, suggested
that CINCSAC be queried on the feasibility of the proposal in terms of its

57/
impact upon force regeneration capahility.

Concept of Employment

On 1 January 1967, COMUSMACV presented his concept of the employment of
ARC LIGHT forces’within the context of his over-—all operational consideratidig{

COMUSMACV noted the ARC LIGHT program had emphasized, in the past, the
use of 3-52 strikes in the destruction of enemy base areas and of enémy
forces associated with the base areas. General Westmoreland went on to say
the B-52 strikes, used in that role, had provided him with one means of
applying economy of force. At the same time, it accomplished the strategic
denial of certain areas and locations to the enemy. This role would contii
nue to be emphasized in the employment of the ARC LIGHT capability. Field
commanders would continue to be solicited for targét neminations for in-

clusion in the target pool. COMUSMACV would continue to determine the

priority of attack of targets. This selection would be in consonance with

3
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the enemy threat at that time.. Selection, also, would be in consonance
with MACV campaign plans. 2/
COMUSMACV pointed out that the ARC LIGHT program had to emphasize the
integration of preplanned strikes with ground tactical operations. For
thlS purpose, target nominations would continue to receive high priorlty.
ThlS would be particularly true when the operations they were to support
were agalnst enemy base areas. It was extremely 1mportant that association
bof the strike with the ground operatlon should be 1dent1f1ed ciearly in the
target nomlnations. Also, the time frame during which the TOTs would
occur should be 1dent1f1ed clearly. He said it was 1mportant that68rescrlbed
preplanned target submission lead times and justification be met. &/
General Westmoreland noted he would consider immediate taréet nomina-
tions in light of their relative priority to targets on the preplanned
list selected for strike. Those immediate target nominations which included
positive ground follow-up or which exploited targets developed‘by operations
in-progress would receive particular attention. He conc¢luded that Quick Run
target nominations which met established criteria would be processed upon

receipt. These would be struck within the capabilities of the ARC LIGHT
61/

force.

CINCPAC told JCS that CINCPAC's basic operations order for ARC LIGHT
missions, which he had presented on 27 November 1966 had delegated approval
authorlty to COMUSMACV for in-country ARC LIGHT strikes. In that instance,
CINCPAC would monitor these strikes and would retain the veto authority He

pointed out this procedure had been established to expedite the process of




strike requests. Implementation had been made, also, of this procedure to

62/

——

reduce the large amount of message traffic generated by the ARC LIGHT program.

CINCPAC noted that, with reference to Laos, the ARC LIGHT strikes in
that area required the approval of both JCS and CINCPAC. These approvals
wvere. given only on the concurrence of thé American Ambassador in Vientiane.
CINCPAC informed the JCS that he was recommending that approval authority for
ARC LIGHT strikes in Laos be’delegated to COMUSMACV. He added that CINCPAC
and JCS would retain veto authority on the proposed ARC LIGHT strikes. He
pointed out this change would have the following advantages, "It would
further reduce the message traffic, and it would enhance the timely process-
ing of strikes.”" Under this proposal, the American Ambassador in Vientiane
would continue to be able to concur. As for strikes against NVN, CINCPAC
recommended that, for the present time, no change be made in the processing
of such requests. o

~ Admiral Sharp referenced JCS's message of 10 December (JCS1117/10101Z)
which presented the JCS ARC LIGHT Central Planning and Execution Insﬁructions.
He noted these instructions required that CINCSAC submit.an OPREP-2 air-
craft launch message for each strike, CINCPAC told JCS he comnsidered this
message unnecessary in view of the virtual 100 percent assurance that SAC
forces had shown in launching for the desired TOTs. He recommended, there-

fore, that the OPREP-2 requirement be eliminated. He pointed out that, in

- the event a launch was délayed or cancelled (because of a typhoon or some

64/
other reason) a change-of-intent message could be initiated.
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CINCPAC summarized that every effort had to be made to reduce message
traffic inasmuch as thére had been a great increase in the .number of ARC
LIGHT strikes authorized. This made the handling of strike requests more

critical. As a result, the message traffic had become more voluminous.

He felt this recommendation would be a step toward reducing the traffic.

Command and Controd. i~

The 7th Air Force Commander observed, in late September, that the ARC
LIGHT program had changed to a p01nt warranting re-examination of control

, 66/
procedures. On 23 September, General Momyer 1nformed USAF.

++.The B-52 operation in SEA has now expanded to the
point where the original ARC LIGHT system is no longer
applicable.... . .
~The - 7th Air Force Commander recommended he-be,giyen’operationalxcontrol
of the B-52 forces during the execution phase. This would in no way hinder
the selection of targets by MACV, which would continue to remain within
"~ their purview of responsibility. General Monyer felt this arrangement
kwould provide for better coordination in follow—up BDA and fighter strikes,
as necessary. & | | M
On 30 October, COMUSMACV asked General Momyer to discuss the handling
of B-52 operations with MACV, particularly in view of their expanding scope.
He stated there had been considerable relaxation on the level of control
of these strikes and perhaps the time was at hand for him to examine the
feasibility of delegating control to the Air Component Commander, or rein-

, 68/
forcing his staff to handle the increased scope of operationms.
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The Director of the MACV Combat Operations Center, responsible for
B-52 strikes, indicated his concern over the magnitude of the program and
the ability of MACV to handle it without undue expansion of facilities and
personnel. He was of the opinion that responsibility should be passed to
the Air quce Component Commander. =/

‘Headquarters, USAF, advised that, Should control of B-52 operations be
passed tp the Air Component Commander, a SAC ADVON would be provided to do
the operational planning. This would satisfy the requirement. to streamliqe
and impro#e the targeting, tasking, approval and coordination procedures,
as they pertained to B-52 operations, through use of the Air Deputy. At
the same time, this arrangement would provide better integration of ARC
LIGHT into the overall SEA air operations and insure that qualified person-
nel made the force allocation, i.e. tﬁe détermination of whether strategic
or tactical forces attacked a specified target. o/

The CSAF told General Mbmyer.there would be a SAC ADVON provided to
do theloperational planning regardless of whether it was decided ARC LIGHT
operations should be placed under him as MACV's Air Deputy or as 7AF
Commander. CSAF made it clear to General Momyer there would be no change
in the present SAC command relationship in providing ARC LIGHT support. i

COMUSMACV was particularly interested in the concept for controlling
diversion from a primary target. The 7th Air Force Commander explained
that "it would be handled like any other immediate air request which we

process as almost a routine action." Essentially, a diversion would be

71




accomplished in the following manner: The Division Commander would make
the target known to the ALO. The ALO would go to the DASC, and the DASC
»would contact thé TACC. If it represented a new target’completely, the

7th Air Force would double-check with the COC. ' If it was a diversion of
only a few miles, the 7th Air Force Commander would authorize and the

strike would be handled by the MSQ and the TACS. All these actions

followed procedures exercised daily in employing the tactical air effort.

A CHECO analysis of the employment of ARC LIGHT forces in’ the DMZ
had ‘disclosed possible weaknesses in the assignment of missions toa

commander ‘without full control over forces to accomplish-it. The analysis
73/
profiled this weakness as follows: '

"...Existing target development method and channels
for approval preempted from the Air Component Com- ~
mander the flexibility of selecting the most ap-
propriate weapon. While he had the authority to
schedule tactical air in the magnitude deemed neces-
sary, should a B-52 strike be the most desirable
weapons system for a particular target, the Air-
Component Commander had to submit his nominatioms,
along with other nominating sources. This had
resulted in inconsistencies. The case was the
10 October ARC LIGHT strike. Final submission of
the target was from CG III MAF, even though his
nearest forces to the target area,; both air and
ground, had been no closer than eight miles and
the area to be hit was in North Vietnam - clearly
the area mission resgonsibility of the Air Com-
ponent Commander....

The 7th Air Force Commander took cognizance of this need to immediately
"concentrate all air activities under the Air Component Commander." He felt

the Air Component Commander should have complete control of the whole ARC




LIGHT operation, except for targeting. General Momyer augmented his
74/
thinking on the subject:

", ..This (targeting) is a policy determination and
MACV should make selection of targets, with 7th AF
giving the reaction and nominations. Do not think
we should split control as suggested alternative by
MACV. This would make. it very difficult to deter-
mine who was carrying responsibility. Furthermore,
it is unnecessary as long as MACV determines the
strategy and policy for overall employment. There
is no ‘question of his having and exercising this
authority,...' ~

Whiie targeting could be handled by MACV, operatioﬁallyfthe Air Com-
ponent Commander had more expertise for managing B-52 strikes. Such manage-
ment. would be no differenc than the related functions he was. already providing

(e.g. reconnaisance; escort; follow-on strikes; suppression of enemy fire,

‘if it should develop; and warning through the TACS.)

The Commander 7AF observed a need for precision management of the‘B—SZ
program to minimize mutual interference, while realizing maximum security
and effectiveness for the strike force, =

On 21 December 1966, JCS informed CINCPAC, COMUSMACV, the 7th Air
Force and others, that the CSAF had proposed increasing SACLO assignments to
the 7th Air Force on or about 1 January 1967.‘ The increase was desired to
improve coordinacion and plaﬁning assoclated with increasing the ARC LIGHT
program., This woﬁld include IDF, QRF and GDF activities. In addition, che.
enlarged staff would take care of the Young Tiger support. For orgaﬁizational
purposes, JCS proposed that SACLO become a SAC ADVON. The SAC ADVON, under

this proposal, would be attached to COMUSMACV Deputy for Air. There woﬁld be
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no change in the ARC LIGHT command relations or in the approving authority.

JCS had proposed that the SAC ADVON ARC LIGHT management team be~resp6nsible
76/
for the following functions:

..‘In conJunctlon with GFD, QRF or IDF, SAC ADVON would
make a determination of MSQ requlrements. ARC "LIGHT
requests would be planned and coordinated by ADVON.

ADVON would make determination of the capablllty for
IDMA and IDF diversion. For this purpose, ADVON would
monitor in-flight progress of missions.’ The sorties
level for Young Tiger would be monitored and the sup-
port capability would be evaluated. Young Tiger KC-135
sorties would be scheduled by the ADVON. The ADVON would
look into the most effective tanker utilization. For
this purpose, ADVON would advise the 7th Air Force of
tanker employment and capability. ADVON would be respon-
sible for evaluating air refueling track locatlons, al-
‘titudes and cell structure...."

_ The JCS on 23 December 1966, requested COMUSMACV s comments on the JCS
-1/
proposal for a SAC ADVON.

COMUSMACV, on 26 December, noted the ARC LIGHT program had expanded from

a relatively smali’eperation‘td one of. significant proportions. He pointed
out that, with the implementation of the 800 sortie rate in early CY 1967,
it would assume even greater significance. z/

COMUSMACV deemed it prudent to 1mplement certain changes in the planning
and execution procedures for ARC LIGHT. General Westmoreland told the JCS
he recognlzed the tremendous impact an operation of this magnitude had on

79/
the overall air operations in SEA.

He added he concurred in the proposal to assign a SAC ADVON to the 7th
‘ 80/
Air Force, under cognizance of the Deputy COMUSMACV for Air Operationms.
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Further, COMUSMACV reviewed the function of SAC ADVON, as given in
Jcs's proposal of 21 December 1966, He concurred, with one exception - that
the proposal called for SAC ADVON to plan and coordinate ARC LIGHTVrequests.
General Westmoreland said it was not the intention of COMUSMACV to assign
the function of planning and coordinating strike requests to the SAC ADVON}

81/
that this function would be retained in the ACofS, J3 (COC), MACV.

On 23 December 1966, CINCSAC had concurred with the JCS concept on

the SAC B-52 plannlng ADVON, as presented in the JCS message 1918/2117132

Decdmber 1966, On 4 January 1967, CINCPAC had concurred, with minor ex-
. 82/
ception, in his message of 4 January 1967,

Thus, on:6 January, JCS requested that the concept of 21 December
83/
be implemented as mutually agreeable to CINCPAC and CINCSAC.

Quick Reaction Forces (Quick Run)

In anticipation that the enemy had planned an offensive so as to
capitalize on the adverse weather conditions of the southwaat moneoon, as
had been done in the past, COMUSMACV, in May 1966, consi&éted it essential
that "'we gear our reaction capability to offset this wegther factor to the
maximtm extent."” The 7th Air Force had already appreciabiﬁvigcfeaeedﬁics
all-weathex air support and bombing cepanfities with the deployment of the
MSQ-77 radar units, operation of graund lang range weather detection radar,
B-66B Pathfinder Buddy—Bombing Sysnem the F-4C UHF/DF homing capability,

84/
and the X-band radar beacons.

COMUSMACV s however, didzﬁotﬁféel.this was enoufh.’ He told Admiral
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Sharp he considered it mandatory that additional B-52 raids be employed on
a timely basis. Reaction time was the crux of the matter. General West-
moreland wanted the time between the detection of the threat and time on
target reduced to the minimum to realize maximum effectiveness of the ARC
LIGHT strikes. General Westmoreland indicated that seven and one-half hours
reaction time would be the maximum he‘could tolerate between the initiation
of a strike request by MACV and a B-52 bomber over target. COMUSMACV, as

a result of this analysis, presented two considerations toward reducing the
reaction time. He told CINCPAC that one consideration would be the use of
MS5Q-77; the other was the possible use of bases closer'to SVN. For the use
of MSQ-77, his idea was to have the B-52 flight diverted (while in flight)
to targets developed by latest intelligence. Consideration of having B-52
bases closer to South Vietnam, he noted, would pose both political and

logistic problems.

General Westmoreland felt, however, that acceptance of these additional
problems could be justified. One justification would be the increased effec-
tiveness resulting from the reduced time frame between the'period when MACV
first identified the target and the TOT of the B-52 strike. To provide an
interim solution, COMUSMACV recommended that steps be taken to provide a
reaction time (interim) of approximately ten hours. To do this, in addi-
tion to the 12 to 15 strike airecraft normally scheduled each day, six Guam-
based B-52s, he said, should be placed on continuous alert to react immediate-
ly. For these six aircraft, time requirements for target study and brief-

85/
ing would be held to the minimum.
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COMUSMACV did not anticipate any change in sorties as a result of his
recommendation., If adjustmehts in sorties were required, they were to be
made in accordance with the use of the alert force. 2/

CINCPAC concurred with COMUSMACV in his recommendation for placing a
portion of the Guam B-32 force on alert and diversion of enroute ARC
LIGHT missions to MSQ-77 directed strikes as possible means of increasing
reaction capability. There was no objection by CINCPAC to the establishment
of contingency zones, which would be submitted in advance for CINCPAC
approval, to which in-flight missions could be diverted for MSQ-77 direct-
ed strikes} CINCPAC, however, did not concur with blanket approval for
stiike diversions, Admiral Sharp told COMUSMACV that improved reaction by
more forward deployment of ARC LIGHT forces had been under study andsdeter—
mined to be unacceptable, from a political viewpoint, at that time..ﬁzj

General Westmoreland felt more discussion was needed on requirements
for Quick Reaction and recommended a.conference between MACV and CINCSAC to
derive a workable plan. On 15 May, CINCPAC concurred in this idea contin-
gent on SAC's comments. COMUSMACV recommended the conference be held at.
Guam on 8 and 9 June, with representatives of the 7AF TACC, 7AF MSQ, and
FAA attending. 2/ This conference was arranged and held on Guam during the
period 9 through 10 June 1966, &/

Among the topics discussed were the requirements for minimum~delay

target approval and strike authorization to achieve the ten-hour TOT desired

by General Westmoreland, under the Quick-Reaction concept. Flight
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patterns were considered - a proposal being submitted to obtain prior
90/
approval for limited overflight of border areas. '

At the same time, Admirai Sharp requested CINCSAC to provige a plan
to ALCON for the implementation of the Quick Reaction coﬁcept. _éj

CINCSAC pointed out, on 28 June, that a situation coold occur during
an MSQ—contro;leq ARC LIGHT strike resulting in the abortion of two orvmore
of the six Bf52 Quick Reaction force due to operational reasons, operating
‘prooedures or equipment Palfunction. He desired that provisions be developed
to divert the)B—523 to ar predetermined apd preplanned target. In this way,
a release could be made«to hit an alternate (non-MSQ) target and the B 528

94/
could return to Guam empty of munitions.

COMUSMACV, on 29 June, nomlnated four alternate targets which CINCPAC
95/
had approved on 18 June for planning purposes. In addition, General

Westmoreland supported the proposal presented by CINCSAC and suggested the
96/
following ground rules for striking alternate targets:

1. The MACV QR strike request would provide the coce
name for diverting to an alternate target.

The SAC Frag Order would contain a code name for
diverting to an alternate target and the alternate
target code name:.

Radar helicopter beacon would not be provided.
CINCPAC would approve all targets prior to their use.
Provision and maintenance of two to three targets
for use as alternate MSQ targets would be made by

MACV. Approval for strike over a specified time
frame for these targets would be made by MACV.




6. MACV would provide replacement for a used target.

7. The same personnel with authority to recall an
ARC LIGHT Force would also have the decision to
divert a portion or all of the Quick Reaction force
to an alternate target. The SAC Task Force Com-
mander would have the final decision to strike an
alterpate target after an aborted MSQ run.

8. Airspace clearance for aircraft diverted to an al-
ternate target would be provided by MACV.

The American Ambassador in Vientiane concurred with this proposal
on 20 June, with the proviso that the friendly pocket around Ban Houei Sane
be avoided. A few days later, on 24 June, CINCPAC also cbncurred and recom-
mended the proposal be approved by the JCS. 2/

The 3rd Air Division expressed concern with the time problém in launch-
ing a Quick Reaction force. He informed COMUSMACV and the 7th Air Force
Commander that minimum-delay launch of a Quick Reaction force would depend
on the timely receipt of the message request. (This message~would'frovide
a record copy of the requirements previously passed by secured voice facil-
ities.) He noted 3rd Air Division had found that meeting the four-hour
launch standard could not be accomplished where a message had come into the
DCS teletype systems with insufficient time to meet this criteria. The
3rd Air Division Commandef felt such a situation could be avoided if MACV
would establish procedures insuring that messages destined for 3AD wé:e
transmitted directly to the 7AF, for relay to 3AD, over the direct 7AF-3AD
teletype circuit. 2/

A concept of ARC LIGHT Quick Reaction (QR) strikes and the basie

ground rules for the use of a Quick Reaction ARC LIGHT force against targets
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in Southeast Asia were provided by CINCPAC on 24 June.

ADMINO CINCPAC on 29 Juﬁe gave .the opinicn that it was operationally
desirable for Quick Reaction strikes to have an alternate target. He
concurred in the gfcund rules proposed by the 3rd Air Di?ision on 29 June
for striking alternate targets and in the alternate terget noﬁinated by
COMUSMACV. He recommended to JCS that Paragraph 4, JCS 5453/051657 Mar
NOTAL (é), be revised to permit diversion of the Quick Reaction force to

a preplanned/approved alternate target, whenever Skyspot equlpment mal-
97/ :

functioned.
On 29 June, the 3AD informed there was a further requirement to de-
crease the B-52 reaction time for SEA bombing. This requirement could
be partially met, according to 3AD, by decreasiﬁg staff and crew actions
" prior to take off. An apprec1able decrease in' plannlng time was p0831b1e,

98/
he felt, by the use of the Blg—Inch bombing tactic and precanned data.

He defined Quick Reaction as a B-52/KC-135 force posture, which in~
volved ground alert, to decrease reaction time for SEA bombing. He stated
that the standard setting was a bomb release interval corresponding to a
specific bomb. train length, as requested by MACV for a particular target.
MACV would choose one of the three bomb train lengths, such as the 3M,
6M, 9M feet available for Quick Reaction targets. He defined the TOT Frame
as the bombing time span authofized by MACV and would have "No' Earlier"

and  "No Later" time parameters. Normally, this interval would be 30
99/ '

minutes.




The following concept of operations for the Quick Reaction force was.
100/ '
given by 3AD:

* The QR force to consist of six B-52s8/KC-135s.
+ The B-52s would be on ground alert, with pre-flight
complete up to starting engines. However, the bomb.

safety pins - would not be pulled.

+ Ten hours from notification to TOT would be the
reaction time.

* Big-Inch tactic would be used for bombing.

+ Loading would be 24xMK65 internally; 24xMK82 exter-
nally.

" » Ratio surface~to-subsurface burst would be 50:50
for fuzing.

Operable SST-181X beacons would be installed on all
B-52 aircraft.

*+ Spare aircraft would not be planned for the QR force.

. * Within 12 hours of a QR launch the QR force would be
» reconstituted.

+ No QR force would be seheduled within two hours of
an ARC LIGHT launch, However, if it were found
necessary to launch a QR, the ARC LIGHT TOT would
have to be delayed.

* On the next ARC LIGHT mission following the QR
launch, adjustments to the monthly sortie rate would
have to be made by decreasing the force by the number
of QR sorties executed. If this could not be done

at that time, it would have to be accomplished as
soon thereafter as possible.

* Only one QR launch could be executed between
scheduled ARC LIGHT TOTs - which were approximately
24 hours.

* One to six aircraft could be used for a QR launch, with
16 hours between launches.
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* The mid-bomb of the train would be planned to impact
on the mid-target. coordinates.

* QR strikes would be limited to SVN.

As noted above, planning for Quick Reaction would allow an alternate
target to befstruck if the QR force did not strike the Quick Reacti§8
target. For this purpose, MACV would designaté a suitable target. o

CINCSAC on 30 June informed CINCPAC that, while he had concurred in
principle with the concept for alternate target in conjunctioh with Quick
Reaction force, it appeared to him JCS would have to appfbve prior to
implementation inasmuch as the B-52s were ﬁot’authorized alternate targets.
In addition, he requested certain'i£emé be added to the ground rules given
by COMUSMACV on 29 June. His fifst thought and proposal was that a Quick
Reaction force should be diverted to an alternate target only if the ARC
LIGHT aircraft were unable to release on the planned target by reasons of
inability to site and to direct release or Bécause the tafget was no longer
valid. His second suggestion was that a siﬁgle alternate target should
be assigned to each B-52 force on Quidk Reaction alert. This would reduce
the requirement to plan and study targets to a maximum of one alternate,

for this purpose. CINCSAC stated that the SAC plans would become ef-.
: 102/

fective for implementation upon receipt of CINCPACAF concurrence.

CINCPAC concurred in the following Quick Reaction concept, which the
‘ ' 103/ '
ARC LIGHT conference developed: ‘

1. CINCPAC approval would be required to launch, and
CINCSAC would execute the mission.
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8.

CINCPAC

Ten hours would be the reaction timing from
receipt of strike request to TOT by a maximum.
of six aircraft without spares; and these air-
craft would use the MSQ bombing system which
would direct the bomb run and releases.

While enroute, the mission would not be diverted
to another target.

Under normal conditions, one Quick Reaction
launch could be executed each 24 hours of a
scheduled ARC LIGHT mission. Also under.

normal conditions, ARC LIGHT strikes following
regularly scheduled missions would be reduced

by the numbers of Quick Reaction aircraft that
were launched, unless the following mission could
not be degraded:

CINCPAC would obtain overflight authority, if
required, and would provide strike approval.

In order to remain within the monthdy munition
sortie allocation, COMUSMACV, following Quick
Reaction strikes, would readjust the ARC LIGHT
sorties rates.

The axis of attack, the target center coordinate
and the desired bomb train length would be provided
by COMUSMACV for ALCON strike requests. In addi-
tion, COMUSMACV would provide the desired bomb

- release time frame and the desired bomb damage ex-

pectancy from data supplied by 3AD,

When possible, COMUSMACV would provide ALCON with
advance planning information on potential targets.
In addition, COMUSMACV would direct the 7th Air
Force activities in ordexr to coordinate ingress/
egress routes with GCI; ensure that TOTs were
conflict free; provide ALCO with an estimate of
success; and ARTC clearance for the Quick Reaction
force in SVN,

- CINCSAC would provide the Quick Reaction force and

would have command and control of this force. Nec-
essary frags for the QR mission, as well as plans-
for the QR force, would be published by CINCSAC.

requested that COMUSMACV and CINCSAC avoid friendly pockets as
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noted by the Ambassador Vientiane on 20 June. 10

There were problems in establishing secure locations for some of the
Skyspot equipment for Quick Reaction. Six SAC personnel, involved in
geodetic survey of Skyspot IV, were ambushed and killed southeast of Dong
Ha on 5 June. SAC informed that the CEG was prepared to furnish additional
personnel and equipment to complete the survey associated with making
Skyspot IV operational. SAC informed 7AF that, if security presented a
problem, he might want to put Skyspot IV where Skyspot V was presently
planned‘and to put Skyspot V, with its increased range, at a presumably
more secure location, such as Da Nang. 103/

The Quick Run capability was attained on 1 July. On that day, the
4252d Strategic Wing (SAC), at Andersen AFB, Guam, WQS ordered to place

six B-52 aircraft on continuous alert. At the same time, six KC-135s were
106/

placed on standby alert at Kadema AB, in Okinawa.

Since the availability of the Quick Reaction assets was limited,
COMUSMACV informed the field commanders that they would restrict their
target nominations for Quick Run strikes to only those targets considered
most urgent. In this case, the only target he would cons}der would be the

107

enemy force actually in contact with friendly forces. Ground rules

established by CINCPAC and CINCSAC at the end of June were augmented to
109/
include:

* Bomb fuzing would be 50:50 ratio of surface to
subsurface bursts.




+ Minimum time between Quick Run launches would be
.sixteen hours.

+ Alternate targets would be scheduled by COMUSMACV
in the event one or more aircraft could not ex~

pend munitions due to MSQ-77 malfunctions.

* The MSQ system would direct not more than two air-
~craft over the target in each seven-minute period
due to necessitating a time frame for releasing
munitions, rather than a specific TOT.
The first Quick Reaction mission in SVN utilized the MSQ-77 SKYSPOT
bombing system and was carried out on 6 July, in support of the lst Brigade,
110/ ‘
1st Air Cavalry Division, operations in Phu Yen Province.
After this strike, COMUSMACV told CINCPAC the effectiveness of ARC LIGHT
had improved considerably with the attainment of the Quick Reaction capabili~
111/
ty. The Commanding General, I FFORCEV, told the 3rd Air Division Com-
mander he appreciated the first B-52 Quick Run strike (Pink Lady) in support

of operations by the lst Air Cavalry Division and observed that it took only

11 hours from the time the request was made to COMUSMACV to time over target

112/
(TOT). COMUSMACV noted the elapsed time between SAC receipt of the
113/
Quick Run request to TOT was only nine hours and 55 minutes. General

Westmoreland said that this flight, led by General Crum, worked out very
114/
well,

The Commanding General, I FFORCEV, felt this first Quick Run strike
was successful; the strike was in record reaction time; and firepower was .
concentrated and accurate. The strike resulted in the dismemberment and

115/
dispersal of an enemy artillery force of at least battalion-size.
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It was noted that Quick Run procedures responded to the need to decrease
the B-52 reaction time and gave the field commander concentrated aerial
bombing within a few houré after identifying a éuitable target. 18/

The Quick Reaction ARC LIGHT strikes had significantly enhanced Air
Force capability to deal with Viet Cong/NVA forces by‘reducing the time
between target identification and target destruction. =

At the beginning of September, General Westmoreland observed that,
during the two-month period the Quick Run force had been available, field
commanders had enjoyed a rapid response not previously aVailable. He in-
dicated~the’strikes, in all cases, had been completely responsive to MACV
.requests; however, he still desired a reduced reaction time and was anxious
to have requests answered with even greater responsiveness. COMUSMACV?
therefore, queried both CINCPAC and CINCSAC as to the feasibility of reducing
the reaction time to nine or less hours. l;g/ Admiral Sharp's response was
that CINCSAC had informed him, on 4 September, that such a time reduction
was possible. On 5 September, CINCPAC told General Westmqreland the re-
action time would be reduced immediately to the desired nine hours; however,
he wanted COMUSMACV to ensure that the CINCPAC CC Air Operations Officer
would be advised, via telephone, immediately upon the transmission of a
Quick Run strike request., 2/

Night sorties employing the SKYSPOT bombing system (MSQ-77/TPQ-10)

increased from 735 in June to 912 in July. This night harassment and in-

terdiction program was a most effective use of ordnance, as prospects of
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hitting an eneﬁy-occupied target at night were greater and the psychological
effect more pronounced. Prior to 11 May 1966, no such capability had existed .
in RVN, As a result of increased SKYSPOT employment, the intensity of -air
attacks on the enemy was more evenly distributed throughout each 24-hour
period; however, unavoidable sortie peaks still occurred at about 0700, 1000,

120/
and 1500, while the slack-off periods occurred between 1100 to 1400.

B-52 Recovery and Tanker Base Requirements Program

The need for quicker response by B-52 bombers, operating out of Guam,

over targets in SVN continued to be discussed in 1966. The AMEMB BANGKOK

was .informed by the Secretary of State, on 3 August, that new airfield
plans for Sattahip, Thailand, were intended to support 25 KC-135s beginning
March 1966. However, construction delays made .it appearithat ten KC-135s
could be, supported on or about 15 August 1966; the remaiﬁing 15 by Dgcember
1966 or January 1967. This delay, plus the advantage gained by,refueliﬁg
SEASIA figﬁiers Py tankers based in’Thailand over tankers based at Kadena,
prompted SECSTATE to instruct AMEMB BANGKOK to approach the RTG concerning

121/
operations at two airfields -- Don Muang and Takhli -~ in Thailand.

CINCPAC told JES, on 5 August, that 35 KC-135 Thai-based tanker air-

craft were required for the support of tactical air operations directly
connected with the conduct of the air campaign in SEASIA. This reduirement
derived from air refueling required to provide best obefétional employment
of tactical airé;aft depioyment to SEASIA. It would alsé maximize ef-
fiéiency and effectivenesé of air sorties. Pre- and pos;—étrike air re-

fueling was required for low-low-low mission profiles and optimum routing
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of strike and reconnaissance aircraftin countering the increased SAM and
AAA threat in NVN. Tt extended the range and increased the TOT for armed
recée aircraft and provided extended time on station for CAP aircraft. The
case for basing KC-135 aircraft in Thailand to support tactical air opera-
tions, in the SEASIA air campaign was justified by considerations of cost
effectiveness, as well as by stated operational requirements. JCSM provided
detailed information, on 8 July, on tanker utilization rates. Justifica-
tion both for tanker operations and specific basing in Thailand was given

by CINCPACAF on 23 July. Admiral Sharp fully concurred in this justifica-
122/

tion.

He noted that an increase of ARC LIGHT sorties from 450 to 600 in
November, to 800, in January 1967, would requlre addltlonal tanker support.
Loading at Kadena, he pointed out, had become more acute each day. Thai-
land basing for 35 KC-135s would relleve the congestion at Kadena and would
provide optimum use of tanker assets for the ARC LIGHT program. Ban-U-
Tapao, he said, should be developed as rapidly as possible, so as to
proVide MOB and basing facilities requiringvthe tanker support. Relﬁcation
at Ban-U-Tapao would provide added advantage of longer runways aﬁa heavier
tanker take-off weights. Tanker POL requirements at Takhli, then provided
by long truck and rail haul, would be reduced by 200,000 gallons per day.

Problems in meeting tanker fuel requirements would be significantly reduced.

On 15 August 1966 AMEMB BANGKOK informed CINCPAC and the JCS that
authority had been obtained from the RTG for deployment of 35 KC-135s to

Thailand. The AMEMB BANGKOK requested advance notification of this
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124/
deployment,

COMUSMACV noted that reaction time from Guam was barely adequate and
that many valuable targets were lost due to the delay, and that the length
of time required to fly from Guam reduced sortie availability. There was
a need for B-52 bases close to SVN such as Thailand,'Taiwan, Okinawa or the
Philippines. iz

The areas would pose political problems, but COMUSMACV believed it was .
time to initiate planning and necessary negotiations to develop these
bases. He stated, "a particularly attractive thought is the use of bases
in the Philippines." Although his thoughts were aimed at the immediate
war effort, he concluded that the availability of an increased B-52 strike -
capability, and its deterrent effect on other potential aggressors.in
SEASTA ‘after the end of current hostilities, should not be overlooked. Such
a force might permit a greater reduction of ground maneuver elements than
would otherwise be possible. COMUSMACV recommended provisions be made now

, 126/
for B-52 bases closer to SVN.

-

On 18 August, the JCS asked both CINCPAC and CINCSAC to present

views and recommendations with regard to basing the B-52s closer to South
127/
Vietnam, In response, CINCPAC fully supported the views and position

taken by COMUSMACV and Admiral Sharp presented JCS with the following
128/
considerations:

Flight Time Reduction: The flight time between Guam
and the target area was too time consuming. Opera-
tionally, it was desirable to do something to effect
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a significant reduction in this time. Forward
basing of the B-52s therefore would reduce the
reaction time.

Tactical Mobility: Forward basing would increase
the tactical mobility of the ARC LIGHT forces.

Aircraft Maintenance:  The number of flying hours
between base and TOT would be reduced appreciably.

This would result in a great reduction of aircraft
maintenance.

Crew Efficiency: Crew efficiency would go up since
the short run would not result in air crew fatigue

that was happening through the long flight from
Guam.

In-Flight Refueling Requirements: The requirements
and problems associated with in-flight refueling
could be avoided since forward basing of the B-52s
would eliminate this requirement.

Aircraft Utilization Rate: Dollar saving could

be realized, since it would be possible to in-
crease aircraft utilization rate because of shorter
time/distance factors.

Cost Reduction Factors: CINCPAC estimated that a
$5,000,000 saving could be realized by moving 800

sorties from Guam to the Luzons. (Cost of fuel,
refueling, etc.) ‘

Possible Forward B-52 Base Sites: He listed U-Tapao,
Kadena, Mactan,Clark and Ching Chuan Kang in Taiwan
as possible bases for the ARC LIGHT forces.

Support Facilities Construction Requirements: Kadena

offered the earliest available option. Survey would

have to be conducted on the other places to estimate
- construction requirements, time, etc.

Base Selection: CINCPAC felt that the quickest solu~
tion would be to base the B-52s at Kadena or at U-
Tapao. U-Tapao, he felt had many advantages. The

other locations, he pointed out, would take more time

to prepare. He noted that all locations had certain
political problems. None of these problems appeared

to be insurmountable. He felt that U-Tapao had many
advantages. It was near to the target area. Contractor
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capability was nearby to carry out rapid construction on
support requirements. The Taiwan Ching Chuan Kang base,

he felt would require considerable construction work and

he felt that Taiwan might have political objections. The
base in the Philippines provided only a 38 percent improve-
ment in the distance over Guam.

Toward the end‘of October, Admiral Sharp told General Westmoreland
that, as a follow-up action to the recent convefsations held with Secretary
McNamara and General Wheeler in Saigon, further information should be
developed on the basing of B~52 aircraft closer to target areas to reduce
reaction times. CINCPAC observed that U-Tapao still seemed the most
logical choice, with the least effort. The runway was in, and expansion of
facilities and the supporting port complex could be readily accomplished.
He noted that the JCS had recommended to DOD that the State Department
obtain approval from the RTG to undertake necessary construction and, in
principle, to conduct ARC LIGHT operations from that base. Admiral Sharp
told COMUSMACV he understood that the JCS would also take under consideration
in~country basing of B-52s, specifically at Cam Ranh Bai, Phan Rang and
Phu Cat. Tuy Hoa was also a possibility, if planning had not gone so far
on the permanent runway that it was not possible to reconfigure it as
B-52 capable base. d |

JCS informed CINCPAC, on 27 October, that the Joint Staff.had been
requested to develop, in coordination with the Air Force and CINCPAC, a
plan for the forward deployment of B-52s to SVN by mid-February 1967, or,

130/
in any event, not later than mid-April 1967.

Such a plan would require considerable analysis of certain factors
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which CINCPAC presented tos CINCPACAF and COMUSMACV. The JCS desired

recommendatibns and comments of the following items by 15 N@Vember: "Dis-
placement of other forces, if any. Operaticnal problems: costs, to

include construction i ved In- relocation of cther affected activ-
ities; impact on other - ;5 impact on
transportation, logistics support iz ructure including port through-
put facilities; implicaii piaster limitations; person-

nel requirements For

/th Air Force and others

ions and studies of wvarious

options and sortie levels 1 operation of B~3Z aircraft from Guam, SVN

andvThailande ‘He informed ﬁhat SAC, PACAF and o meré would be involved‘
in related Operat¢0ﬁak and logi

permlt a rapid implementation of aay

PACAF, 7th Air Force or cthefs might

7th Air Force, 13th Air ¥o

Air Force Base in Guam were appzr

He pointed cut that ns zztioms

South Vietnam or Thatliand B-52 ated unless

specifically directed by competent authority. He sdded that planning ac-

4@4"
tions should be continued as required.
On 9 December 1966, JCS discussed the proposed forward basing of B-52
aircraft which would permit an 800-sortie month rate by a reduced fleet of
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aircraft. It was estimated that, through forward basing, the 800 sorties
could Be carried out by 50 B-52s, as compared to 70 B-52s required if
operations were to be conducted from Guam. e

He outlined the implications of the deployment éf additional B-52s
to carry out the 800-sortie rate - a pursuasive argument for the earliest
decision on forward basing of B-52 forces; 134/

On 23 December, Admiral Sharp told the Chief,'JCS, that he was. in
favor of U-Tapao as a forward base. This would allow the development of
a capability for higher sortie rates, with minimum augmentation of SAC
forces in WESTPAC. A considerable economy of forces could be realized
through use of that base. For one thing, tanker support would not be
required; additionally, it might be possible to attain a 1.2 sortie rate

135/
per day.

CY 66 ended with the substantial problem on the final site selection
‘ 136/

for B-52 basing, either in-country or out, unresolved.

CINCPAC, on 13 January 1967, informed COMUSMACV and others there had
been no change in policy regarding public announcement confirming the use
of Thai Air Bases by U.S. forces, and desired adherence until such time

137/
as the policy was changed.
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CHAPTER IV

ORDNANCE

Munitions Problem Considerations at Honolulu Conference

On 28 January 1966 General DePuy informed COMUSMACV that the Honolulu
Conference had become compllcated by the air munltlons problem. He told
COMUSMACV that air munitlons had become a limltlng factor. Thls\was be-

cause of the increase in sortie requlrement as well as because of the
S i/
&Rparding B-52 program,

On 30 January, GeneraiaDePuY~Wired'COMUSMACV that CINCPAC had to

[, o

make decision on some alternate wﬁich the Air Committee at the Honolulu

Conference had produced on B-52: sortle requirements and bomb. loads.‘ The
2/

alternatives were:

The 600 B-52 sorties per month: In this case,
COMUSMACV could have all the required tactical
fighter sorties which would be figured at five per
battalion per day. He noted that each in-country
and each Laos sortie would average about 1.47
tons, which, he noted, was close to the recent
average of 1.51., He pointed out that by reducing
the B-52 sorties to 500, the bomb load average
would be raised to 1.52 tons.

The 500 B-52 sorties per month: Under this alter~
nate, General DePuy noted he could meet all sortie
requirements at 5 per battalion per day by adding
two more tactical fighter squadrons to the first
proposal. 1In this case, the bomb load per sortie
would fall to 1.46 tons.




General DePuy pointed out’to COMUSMACV that the‘sﬁaller the number
of maneuver battalions the more B-52's would be needed, as long as the
tactical fighters were adequate in numbers and adequate to carry a useful
bomb load. - Hé noted, on the average, 1.46 tons and»1.47 tons were useful
loads and pointed out that, within this average, the Navy load would be
under 1,4 tons, with the USAF weli'over this figure, He said that, in
all cases, a 2.1 ton average was provided for the NVNf On this basig, he

3/
recommended COMUSMACV take the last position as soon as possible,

PACAF First guarter Munitions Summary

PACAF summarized the 1966 first quarter improvements in ordnance capabi-
lities and noted that, during this period, most of the ordnance consisted
of a normal load of 750- and 500-1b general purpose bombs with conventional
fusing. A test strike using incendiary weapons was successful in burning

out parts of the VC base area at Chu Pong Mountain, in Pleiku Province.

. Heavy 1,000-1b bombs were used against VC bases, deeply tunneled or located

in caves, and increased use of delayed actions bombs had recently been
4/
initiated. -

Sortie Plans and Ordnance Shortage Problems

COMSUMACV was faced with an aircraft munitions shortage in April 1966,
General Westmoreland informed PACAF, on 8 April, that '"the lack of USAF
aircraft munitions in SEA has reached the point where I consider it an
emergency situation' sand indicated that a serious degradation of the air
strike capability would develop unless immediate and extraordinary actions

5/

were taken.




CINCPAC told General Westmoreland that it was his plan to maintain
the ARC LIGHT sortie rates in accordance with.previously projected require-
ments. He noted, however, it would be necessary to load the B-52s with
less ordnance than he had anticipated. The availability of the MK-82 and
the ‘M-117 bembs was critical in April, yet these bombs were the only types
that could be loaded on the external racks of the B-52 bombers. Admiral
Sharp told General Westmoreland that the shortages were so critical that
any increase of the existing 450 monthly sortie rate for ARC LIGHT would
have to be delayed until November 1966;é/

COMUSMACV responded that he recognlzed the necessity, however regret-
ful to limit the sortie rate to the 450 figure. General Westmoreland
1nd1cated he was extremely careful in target selection end sortie alloca-
tlons, that fullvcontrol and evaluation was being maintained for the ARC
LIGHT program te meintaln the projected requirements for both out-of-
country and 1n—country strlkes,7/ | o

- Earlier in the month, a MACV report had noted the care used in select-
ing B-52 targets. The report stated  that, immediately upon receipt of-.a
report of possible enemy activity, the location was plotted on a map for
careful study. Once sufficient intelligenee was collected to sdpport the
existence of a valid B-52 target, it was recommended for inclusion in the
ARC LIGHT bombing schedule., The report further noted that every target
developed was not immediately submitted for strike. Newly<developed tar-
gets were usually held until a sufficient number became . available to develop

a two- or three-week bombing program. In cases of important but relatively
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‘mobile targets, immediate strikes would be called. These strikes were

conducted 16 to 24 hours following the initial request from the field.
The MACV report noted that strong justification was required to generate
an immediate B~52 strike{éj

On 8 May 1966, the 7th Air Force briefed COMUSMACV on the bomb situa-
tion. COMUSMACV felt that, with éood managemenf, he did not anticipate
any problems with respect to air munitions. Moreover, he felt that, by
the end of the year, munitions should be plentiful. General Moore pointed
out that, by reducing the number of B-52 strikes, the available bombs for
tactical air support could be increased, COMUSMACV felt he could not
justify reducing the B-52 strikes, which were then running at 450 per

9/
month.

The Mid-year Munitions Situation

The MACV Chief of Staff told COMUSMACV he had studied the munitions
situation, as it was affected by existing targeting concepts. As a result

of this analysis he offered several courses of action to conserve air
10/
munitions:

. Delete SVN cover targets for strikes in Laos,
(This would require consideration by higher authority,
he informed, in view of the political implicatioms,)

+ Accept a degradation in target area coverage by
decreasing the number of aircraft on a mission.

» -Decrease the sorties allocation to whatever level
munitions availability will support, (In this
connection, he noted that a total of 411 effec-
tive sorties were flown in May as against an allo-
cation of 450, He said his forecast for June was
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400 against 450, (He noted these underflys were
his initial adjustment to a munitions shortage.)

Do not strike targets in support 6f friendly
forces unless the enemy presence was established.
(He noted in these cases he was referring pri-
marily to spoiling attacks and those strikes
normally preceding a ground operation.)

vBy mid-year, COMUSMACV noted that SAC had sufficient bombé for the
>ensuing fivé months, He also noted their plans to moveﬁup‘ffom 450 to
600 sorties per month, during the coming year,.to 850 éorties within
oné yeére He ad&ed that the new fin—stébilized, streamlined, 500-1b

bombs were not available,

BLU-3B Ordnance

CINCPAC, on 4 February, restricted MACV to 450 ARC LIGHT sorties
for April, of which 50 would be BLU-3B sorties,lzj

As of 17 March, limited experience in medium-high altitude testing
and employment of the BLU-3B revealed it to be highly susceptible to
ballistic wind effects. Another factor to be considered in the use of
this ordnance was that the slow and variable rate of fall amplified
the dispersion and drift of the bomblets after they were released. Be-
cause of studied possible forecast errors, it was recommended that a
minimum of a 10,000-foot wide caution border be prévided around any

13/
designated BLU-3B target area.

On 23 April; SAC stated they were prepared to employ BLU-3B muni-
14/
tions and recommended that a SVN target be used for the. first BLU-3B
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mission as this would permit lower delivery altitude, giving better
15/
photo coverage and pattern analysis.

-

COMUSMACY indicated, on 25 April, MACV's ﬁlanning would require
approximately 15 H.E. "iron bomb" sorties, each day, from 26 through 30
April 1966. He requested that MACV's H.E. sortie allocation be raised
to approximately 430 for April, in view of sortiés lost dﬁe to the Hayes
Dispenser problem affecting the BLU-3B munitions.lg/

The next day, CINCPAC observed that the available and due-in M-1l7s
on Guam were 11,386 complete rounds for April and May while, the required
complete rounds for the same period was 12,944, An additional 2,120
incomplete rdunds were on’hand~on Guam which, he informed, wouldvhave to
be completed to meet the May reduirements.lzj The ARC LIGHT H.E. muni-
tions were programmed for and would remain at 400 sorties per month
through October 1966. CINCPAC said that H.E. sorties for April could be
increased, if borrowed from downstream. He pointed out, however, that in
order to remain within the overall allocation, reduction of later months'
H.E. sortjies woﬁld have to be made.  CINCPAC felt that aﬁ early resolution
of the Hayes Dispensers would aid the situation, since the BLU-3B ordnance
could be used again, which would allow maintenance of a total monthly
sortie rate of 450.l§/ CINCPAC wanted to knmow if such a solution was
acceptable to CINCSAC and COMUSMACV.Lg/

Following a conference at Hill AFB, in late April, attended by his

Director of Materiel, General Moore reported to PACAF that information
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given him indicated the USAF was faced with a "drastic curtailment of
tactical air strike throughout SEA". In view of the flexibility of
tactical air and its demonstrated results, General Moore believed imme-
diate action should be taken to remedy the shortage, including a re-
examination of ARC LIGHT requirements. General Moore said he was pre-
paring a briefing for General Westmoreland inkwhich he would urggntly
recommend. ARC LIGHT strikes be curtailed until a more thorough analysis
of air munitions was completed. If the picture continued as presented,
‘he would further recommend a majority of the bomb assets allocated to

; 20/
SAC be re-allocated to tactical air forces in SEA,

On 23 May, CINCPAC requested reconfirmation from COMUSMACV of the

requirement for BLU-3B sorties and requested establishment of a require-
ment for BLU-26 munitions.gl/ ‘
According to a MACV estimate, maximum effective penetration by BLU-3B
"~ bomblets was precludedvby the fact that the ﬁost active VC targéts in SEA
were covered by a heavy, multi-layer canopy of foliage. COMUSMACV told
CINCPAC that he had‘only limited information on the employment of the
BLU—26;‘however, his staff had estimated the BLU-26 would have'apprOXi—
mately the same effectiveness as the BLU-3B. Should this be the case,
COMUSMACV felt he had no additional requirement forlBLU-26 munitions.gzj
The BLU-24 bomblet, according to General Westmoreland's under-
standing, was especially effective in penetrating jungle canopy. COMUSMACV

wanted to know if SAC was testing the BLU-24 for delivery from B-52 air-

craft and when this ordnance would be available for employment in SEA by




the B-52. General Westmorelagd envisiongd a requirement fqr approximately
100 (or 25,percent) of the'total allocated sorties each month, as this
munition became available, providing it proved effective in penetrating
the jungle foliage.gi/

Assuming the BLU—26'munitions‘could be used only in substitution for
the BLU-3B, and contingent on the aVailability of the BLU-24 munitions,
COMUSMACV anticipated a continuing average monthly requirement for 50
BLU-3B/26 sorties through CY-1967.2i/

CQMUSMACV noted that, with the general &iminution of VC activity
throughout SVN, it was possible he would not request the full 50 sorties
each month, The 50 per month figure could be used should the VC start

25/
any large offensive.

CINCPAC told CINCSAC, on 3 June, he was thinking of‘replacing the
BLU-3B with the BLU-24, or BLU-26, but would require additional informa-

tion before he could do so. He was particularly interested in having

 comparative data on jungle penetration capabilities of the BLU-26, BLU-24,

and the BLU-3B munitions. He was also interested in details of SAC's
load capability for delivery of BLU-26 munitions, when these munitions
26/
became available.
On 3 June, CSAF informed COMUSMACV that the BLU-26B bomblet did not
have the drag vanes, which hang up in the jungle canopy, and that it was

smaller tqan the BLU-3. He felt that for these reasons the BLU-26B could

do a better job in penetrating the canopy, even with the fuze it had.
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He noted the BLU-26B was optimized as an anti-personnel and light material
weapon, while the BLU-3 was designéd for anti—materiai targets, ‘Unlike
the BLU-3, the BLU-26B was self-dispersing. Nat only wés the BLﬁ;é not
self-dispersing, but its pattern was limited to a few hﬁndfed feet in-
width. The CSAF noted there was a delay fuze in production, compatible
with the BLU-26, which would insure penetration. He noted.that the
designer of the BLU-24 jungle bomb had in mind low-level delivery, where
trajectory would prevent earth penetration of the delay-fuzed bomblets,
In addition, the BLU-24 had a round shell configuration without the self-
dispersing magnus-1lift configuration of the BLU-26. For this reason, it
could be delivered only in a narfow line pattern, with eveﬁ less lateral
dispersion than the BLU-3, From tests, it had been learned the munition
would bury in the earth prior to fuze function, if delivered froﬁ altitudes
normal for the B-52 dispenser. He pointed out that area coverage capa-
bility and effectiveness had been confirmed for the CBU-24 canister, BLU-26
munitions deliveredrfrom tactical,fighters.glf

On 6 June,.COMUSMACV presented his requirements for ﬁLU—3B/BLU-26 |

sorties contingent upon the avaiiability of BLU-26 with and without delayed
28/

fuzing.__

On 10 June, CINCPAC presented information on the effectiveness of
BLU-26 versus the BLU-3B. He informed CINCPAC that he based his current
procurement of BLU-26B for the Hayes dispenser on a need for anti-personnel
weapons which could be used against troop targets in the jungle environment,

over which the B-52's were operating. CINCSAC noted that the BLU-26B, due
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The BLU-3/B bomblet is a small, folding drag vane, groundburst, high explosive,
ragmentation bomb designed for use in the SUU-TA/A dispenser. The bomblet incorpo-
rates a nose detonating fuze, a ball-in-matrix body and a vane type stabilizing assembly.
The BLU-3/B bomblet (in the réleased and packaged condition) is fllustrated below.

Body 40 1/4* Dia.
Balls In Matrix

(U) BLU-3/B BOMBLET

On release from the SUU-TA/A dispenser the bomb is stripped of its fastening tab
and safety strap, allowing the stabilizing device to deploy and the fuze to move into the
armed position. The energy of the spring moves the end cap and firing pin out of en-
gagement with the arming slide, permitting the slide to move, after a pre-~determined
time to insure a safe separation distance between the aircraft and bomblet. - Upon im-
pact the fragmenting body and fuze assembly move downward due to inertia and the
detonator strikes the firing pin which initiates the explosive train. Detonation of the
explosive charge results in the propulsion of approximately two-hundred and fifty 16-
grain steel spheres.

THE BLU-3/B BOMBIET

Fig. 7
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to the spherical, fluted shape and consequent greater area coverage effec~
tiveness, had superior dispersal characteristics to the BLU~3B.. He noted
that the BLU-26 pattern could be more positively controlled and more accu-
rately delivered than the BLU-31B. For high altitude releases of BLU-31B's,
the canisters had to be opened at 12,000 feet to obtain a homogeneous
pattern, This presented a problem with differential ballistic winds (DBW)
which necessitated a large safety zone around the target area, With the
BLU-26B, however, the canister opening altitude was considerably decreased,
depending on the desired pattern wid;hs. It was determined from tests

that the pattern widths were about 50 percent of the opening altitude,
Canisters opened at 4,000 feet would produce a pattern 2,000 feet wide,
Length and density pattern could be controlled by the interval between
canister releases, Tests further showed that individual BLU-26B's fell
faster than the BLﬁ-3lB's, Analysis revealed that the combination of
permitting the canisters to fall further before opening, and the shorter
bomblet rate of fall, minimized the DBW problems and so permitted more
accurate delivery;gg/

It was of interest to note that captured Viet Cong documents credited
the BLU-3B bombs as doing little harm when they detonated on the jungle
canopy.' SAC felt this deficiency coulq be eliminated by use of the
spherical characteristics of the‘BLU—26B.§2/

As for VC booby trap operations, it was noted that mere visual inspec~
tion revealed whether a dud BLU-31B was armed. This could not be done with
the BLU-26B and thus would hinder the VC in making booby traps out of such

31/
duds,

103




For application to B-52 operations in SEA, the BLU-26B had a definite
use, according to CINCSAC. He did not feel, however, that the BLU-26B
was a suitable replacement for the BLU-3B" although the BLU-26B could be

| , 32/
more accurately delivered for direct support.

A

CINCSAC concurred in the feeling that the BLU—26B, as equipped with
delay fuzes, hadkan important application, particglarly_inlan'area denial
role in SEAJQQ/

' COMUSMACV had expressed an interest, on 13 June, in detefmining the
effectiveness of the BLU-3B bomblet in penetrating jungle canopy before
detonation. CINCSAC responded, on 15 June, and told COMUSMACV he was
working on an estimate of the percentage or ratio of bomBlets aetonating
in the trees, as bppbsed to those detonating on thé ground,;énd was trying
to determine the ground éffectivenéss for those bomblets which détonated
in the trees.éﬂ/

COMUSMACY Qanted to take advantage of attacking énemy personnel who
may have returned to a previously struck target. He thought he could
~do this by requésting a strike on one target with H.E. munitions and on
another target ﬁith BLU-3B munitions, in the same time frame. In this
case, the BLU-3B aircraft would proceed the H.E. aircraft. He said he
would specifically identify the target/s/, munitidns and aircraft in all

35/
cases where timing was requested for such an attack.




(U) FRAGMENTATION BOMB BLU-26/8B

¢) The BLU-26/B is a bomblet which impact detonates on a variety of surfaces in-
cluding water, mud, or soft earth, propelling high velocity steel balls in a radial di-
rection. The steel balls are effective against such targets as trucks, parked aircraft,
ammunition, fuel tanks, radar equipment, and personnel.

16) When the bomb is released from the adapter into the ajr stream, the flutes pro-

duce a high rate of spin which, in turn, induces dispersion and initiates arming of the
bomb fuze. Arming occurs when the centrifugal force on the hammerweights is
sufficient to overcome the force of the retaining spring. The hammerweights move back,
releasing the firing pin from the rotor.. Weights which hold the rotor in the unarmed
position disengage, allowing the rotor to arm. In the armed position, the detonator in
the rotor ig in line with the firing pin and lead cup, and the firing train is complete,

The fuze 18 sensitive to impact from any direction. Initiation of the fuze is accomplished
by movement of one or more of the firing pin hammerweights. .

THE BLU-26/B BOMBLET

Fig. 8
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Haves Dispensers Problem

On 22 June, CINCSAC reiterated to COMUSMACV éhat expected dispersion
of Hayes munitions, at 12,000 feet, was approximately 10,000 feet around
the target area., Bombing at a higher level would increase the expected
dispersion and circular error of the Hayes munitions approximately one-
half over that which could be expected at 12,000 feet. When B-52's were
to bomb at 12,000 feet, CINCSAC felt there should be a safety zone around

36/
the target at 15,000 feet,

Increased Ordnance Load Capability

On 2 March, SAC told JCS and CSAF he would replace the B-52F with
B-52D aircraft, with'deployments to Anderseﬁ to commence on 18 March 1966,
He pointed out that the B~52D had a capability for increased internal
1oads.v The B-52D's could carry 48 x M64s or 24 x M6SS. The changeover
period would be 18 March - 8 April 1966, Also, mixed forces of these
two types would be used when mission requirements so dictated. If planned
rates were maintained, the increased bomb load of the B-52D could deplete
the M64 resources at Andersen prior to 1 April 1966, His plan, in this
case, was to load the B-52D with 24 x Mll7‘externa1 and 24 x M65 internal,
and the B-52F with 24 x M117 external and 15 x M65 internal.ézj

SAC reported, on 18 March, that newly-modified strategic bombers of
the 28th Bomb Wing, Ellsworth AFB, SD, and the 484th Bomb Wing, Turner

AFB, Ga, had replaced the B-~523 on duty in the western Pacific, These
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units would spend temporary duty periods of approximately 180 days in - -
support of SEA operations.38/

The modified bombers could carry a total bomb load, per craft of
60,000 pounds, which was an increase of 21,750 pounds previously -carried,
Design and modification now allowed the bomber’to be rapidly converted
from nuclear configuration and back. The new bomb bay modifications

- permitted up to 84 x 500-pound or 42 x 750-pound bombs to be stored inter-
nally. An additional 24 750-pound bombs could be carried externally on

racks under the wings. This added significantly to the. efflclency and
39/
effectiveness of each sortie,

PACAF noted this increased capability to ~accurately strlke 1dent1f1ed
targets, at any time of the day or night, in any 1dent1fied area or "secret
base" and under all weather condltions, was being requested and apprec1ated

40/

more and more by forces on-the-scene in SVN.

¢

-On 15 March, JCS informe& that both jCS and CSAF had concurred with

- the use of M-65 bombs for internal loaﬁing,in ARC LIGHT aircraft. He added

that the low drag M-117 and MK-82 would continue to be 1oaded,externally°ﬁ£/
CSAF, later, cited SAC SECRET DXIP 02635? 18 Mar 66 and sa1d that

the B-52s would be loaded internally with 1 ,000 pound bombs 1nstead of

the 500 pounders, which would give a 57 percent increase in bomb~carrying

capability.‘ He suggested that, in talking to news media representatives,

the response should be worded so as to curtail any speculation regarding

42/
shortages of any particular bombs. These bombs, according to a MACV




April report, were of the M-64 and M-117 high-explosive type, with fuze
settings determined by the nature of the targets. Delayed fuze settings
on high-explosive bombs were used when bombing reinforced structures,
caves, and tunnel systems, while impact fuze settings were used against
surface structures and personnel, Some time-fuzes were set to explode

| 43/
after the strike to impede and disrupt rescue and cleanup operations,

B~52 Ordqgnce:‘ Statements to the Press

USAF informed SAC, on 12 March, that the B-52s would be loaded
internally with 1,000-pound rather than 500-pound bombs. This change
would give the quoted 57 percent increase in bomb-carrying capability.
USAF reviewed a proposed news release on this change and said that,
if the news media representatives ascertain that maximum loads wére
not being carried, the responée should be worded so as to curtail any

44/
speculation about shortages of any particular bombs.

Juggle Penetration Ordnance

COMUSMACV, on 15 April, directed the Chief, JRATA, to investigate the
possibility of developing a delayed fuze which would permit the penetration
of a double canopy jungle. He also wanted him to investigate the feasibi-
lity of developing a seismic or other device for marking Viet Cong positions

45/
and installations for subsequent air strikes.
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M-123 Long-Delay Anti-Withdrawal Fuze Requirement

COMUSMACV, oh,30 December 1965, had indicated a requirement for

general purpose bombs, equipped with long~delay fuzes, fof use in B—52’
strikes in SVNQZ SAC pointed out some problems with this ordnance. Once
a bombrhas been fuzed, it must be destroyed if’it is not eseds ?his,‘
according to SAC, could result in a needless destruction of bombs in
limited supply. He also pointed out that, once an aircraft had been
loaded and fuzed, it could not be committed to other type missions. He,
therefore, felt that consideration should be given to limited use of
long~delay fuzes, on an infreduent basis, with approximately ten aircraft
so equipped for any one mission. Other SAC proposals were that the use of
the delayed fuze be w1thheld until the improved and re-worked A-5 "Whlte
Dot'" release was available for 1nstallat10n and that firm commitments
should be assured prior to fuze installationgﬁé/

To provide 3AD with sufficient time to download andkdispose of hung
bombs on aircraft returning to base (should thefe be an inadvertent mal~-
function of the fuze during the twelve hour flight), SAC recommended that,
under no circumstances, should bombs be employed .with fuzed delays of 12
hours or less and he further recommended employment be limited to fuzes
with delays of 24 hours or moreoﬁlf

CINCSAC told the Air Force Systems Command that, fer the M—123, he

was employing long-delay fuzes. He pointed out, however, he had not been

able to assess the effectiveness of these fuzes. During the Korean War,
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he noted, attempte to evaluate this efﬁectiveness were unsuccessful,
Before SAC established a requifement‘for drop tests, it was important
that agency files, archives,‘libréries; etc,, be searched to determine
the availability and validity of such test data, Quesfions of specific
interest to CINCSAC:ﬁg/

. Does the fuze function on impact?

+ On impact, de the fuzes sustain damage which would
preclude proper delayed functioning?

. Are the function rates of the fuzes acceptablé?
. As for the desired craters, does the M-65 bury too
far? :
CINCSAC requested comments and recommendations fme'COMUSMACV on
conducting a test of the long-delay fuzed iron bombs against a selected

49/
target in SVN,

COMUSMACV felt such a test should be handled in a controlled environ-
ment‘for several reasdns: On a test range the results could bevclosely
observed and analyzed; in a "1ive" targét area the jungle caﬁopy, alone,
would make such observation imPosSible; dense foliage and the'monsoons
would preélude the attainment of ngd'photo reconnaiésaﬁce; and, finally,
the inability to guarantee the safety of non-combatants if the drop were

50/
to be made on other than a test range,
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CHAPTER V'

SECURITY OF B-52 OPERATIONS

VC Foreknowledge of Strikes

The problem of possible compromise of B-52 missions arose early in

~ the year when both informants and Viet Cong prisoners stated they had been
forewarned Offparticipants~and"1ocationsnof impending friendly action.
Late in January, PACAF noted that, while there were no specific indica-
tions of foreknowledge by the Viet Cong of ARC LIGHT strikes supporting

- operations during January, several Viet Cong captives and friendly vil-
lagers in the Doc Pho'coastal area had claimed that, on 26 January. 1966,
the local Viet Cong had announced ""The Americans and ARVN are coming!"

- The informants stated that based on this forewarning, the Viet Cong

moved out of the area.l/

COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC, on 24 February, that lst ARVN Division
intelligence had»revealed that ARC LIGHT strike on Thua Thien 12 (Shanty-
Toun 7) had oeen coupromised;‘ Viet Cong forces had over-run an ARVN
posit1on7and captured a map and overlay outl1n1ng Shanty Town 6 and 7.
”As a result, COMUSMACV requested thls strlke be cancelled =

During an interrogation of‘an assistant platoon leader, Q761'Regiment
AKA 271 Regt, who had rallied in Tay Ninh Province, on 1 March 1966 the

following possibilities of enemy foreknowledge of ARC LIGHT strikes were
3/

presented:




Subject asserted that the most remarkable thing. he n
"had noticed was that the regiment was always notified
some 15 minutes prior to each of some six bombard-
ments by B-52s, The regiment made an emergency
~warning throughout the unit after each notification,
He said that all movement had to be stopped and/or
everyone had to go down into trenches for conceal-
ment, The warning was made by a continuous chain

of whistles from one element to another.4/

PACAF noted there had,heen,B—SZ strikes in the areas during the months
specified by the rallier. He said that one possible explanation for the 15
minutes to three hours warning, referred to by the rallier, was the enemy's
awareness of probable TOTs, based on take-off information., PACAF believed
that once the take-off time was known, the VC could easily compute probable
TOTs within several hours accuracy, based on;pfevious strikes, -This infor-
mation could then be flashed to all enemy units to take precautionary
measures, PACAF did not believe the enemy was aware of the specific target
area, since this information was tightly held. ‘PACAF”said,"if this assump-
tion were true; the release of possible B~52 TOTs to all VC NVA and units
in SVN must certainly disrupt all normal activity, both day and night, and
would have a demoralizing effect upon personnel continuously forced to .
take protective measures against the strikes. Adding credence to the
rallier's reporthof strikes on the 271HRegiment, PACAF said. the 1 January
1966 strike against Tay Ninh 40 was an emergency strike, based on technical

5/
collection activity identifying the possible location of the 271 Regiment.

Message Clagsification Changes

On 25 February, JCS agreed with CINCPAC that Secret LIMDIS classification
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was approprigtelforbARC LIGHT‘missions in:Soﬁgh"Vietnam ahd‘that, after
27 February, thé'normal classification would be’' SECRET tIMbiS. He added
that appropriate“cléssification would remain as reduired:by content and
substance of indiﬁidual’message'and,that final determination remained
with the originator.éj
‘COMUSMACV cited ADMINO CINCPAC 262349Z Feb NOTAL ana‘providéd‘guidance
" to the effect that all ARC LIGHT planning would nérmally'Be’Seéféf'lIMDfS
" but that appropriate claSsification would be determined by cdntent. Hé‘
further informed that planning and conduct of ARCJLIGHT éperatiohs'wouid
- be conducted with minimum dissemination of information., Persons authorized
to receive such information would be only those with an immediate ﬁeéd;fo—

1/
know.

Communications Deficiencies

* ' SAC informed COMUSMACV on 16 March 1966 that certain deficiencies in

the recall procedures, affecting the possible seCurity‘bfbARC LIGHT forces,

)

were revealed:during the recall of Hot Tip I and II. Therefofe;'fe-ekamined

recall-arrangemerits were required. SAC referenced Acron Plan 52465, under

the provisions of which, SAC stated the recall word was pvaidedﬁfo agen-
~cies concerned.with each mission frag order. Transmission of the recall
 word; he noted, could be by SEA GCI sites, Airborne Cobfdinator;’the'SAC

Airborne Strike Commande; and the SAC Airbo;ne StrikekDgputy Commander.

He proposed, therefore, these procedures be tightenéd and the recall directed

individually or collectively by CINCSAC, Commander 3AD, éINCPAC, COMUSMACV




and Commander 2d AD, Under this proposal, the airbérne strike force
commander and the Airborme Coordinator would be assumed to be acting for
3d AD and 24 AD, respectively, and could direct recalls, should conditions
so dictate, SAC further recommended that when a recéll'was directed or
requested it was to be authenticated by challenge and reply procedures
through use of the KAA-29., He emﬁhasized that the procedure should be
employed eveh when secure communications systems were used, Some confusion
had occurred in the case of Hot Tip I and II by the fact that 3AD had
received a telephone call from an unknown. source at 2AD SACLO requesting
them to initiate a recall. Validity of the call was in doubt, and hence
the need and recommendation for validation procedures.§/

Under SAC's recommendation, the recalling agent would notify the 3AD
Commander and CINCSAC as soon as possible, This would be done both verbally
and by hard copy message, giving reason for recall, time for initiation
and communications used., As a further backup, he recommended that the 3AD
Commander always transmit the recall word by a single-side~band net whenever
the valid recall was initiated. This was under the assumption that posi~
tive contact with the strike force, as yet, had not been accomplished. Unaef
this recommendation, a SAC-initiated recall would be by voice, on the SAC
alert system, backed up by a hard copy ZIPPO message to appropriate agen-
cies, SAC felt that, should JCS initiate a recall, it would be effected
through either SAC, CINCPAC or COMUSMACV. It was his Qiew that his recom-
mended procedures would plug most of the obvious holes. He requested

9/
COMUSMACV's concurrence and comments on the proposal,
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Foreknowledge of ARC LIGHT strikes were indicated in March, with
10/
the Security Wing at Clark AFB noting the following:

"Activity communications monitored on the Manila/
Clark area Control Center/Common User Operational
Circuit, on 20 March 1966, revealed a block flight
reservation passed by Kadena Air Base, Okinawa,
for flight routes Amber Two and Blue Two."

The Security Wing noted, with particular interest, a reservation_‘
for flight levels 350 through 450 between 1430Z and 1835Z. The Security
Wing pointed out that thorough and extensive background analysis had
- proven that this type of message, which used the 350 to 450 block alti-
tude reservation, was a i ion of a forthcoming B-52 strike.il/
Studies performed by the Wing had shown that the time pepiod encompassing
the aforementioned flight levels commenéed two hourshto two hours and
fifteen minutes prior to actual scheduled TOT of the:stfike craft& ,Based

on this information and analysis, the Wing predicted a SAC B-52 strike
12/ R

by approximately 1630Z, 20 March 1966,

The Wing believed the length of time between the transmissions of
the altitude reservations and the TOT would easily allow the enemy adequate
time to initiate defensive measures to decrease or nullify the effective-

13/
- ness of the ARC LIGHT strikes.

Compromise Analysis and Security Measures

CINCSAC was concerned with the possibility of having a compromise

situation develop because of using any one code name where the volume of




correspondence was excessive, He noted such was the case in Rock Kick
Three., His recommendation was that the name should be changed, in such

14/
cases, to preclude any possible compromise.

General Westmoreland personally looked into the possible compromise
of the ARC LIGHT strikes in Operation Bimingham.-]:i/ On 25 April, COMUSMACV
expressed concern éver the possibility of a comprdmise of the B-~52 strikes
in Tay Ninh Province in Support of this Operation. His éonéern arose as
a result of a visit to Dak To where he saw a B-52 strike plotted on a -
Vietnamese map after the strike had been conducted invLaos; COMUSMACV
noted that his J-2 assured him the target list was kept separately from
the strike schedules and instructions and, for that reason, there were no
compromises. COMUSMACV's concern pérsisted and he tasked his J-2:to deter-
mine what could be done to improve security in planning B-52 strikes so
as to avoid compromise.lg/

MACVJZ studied the ARC LIGHT compromise fossibilities and presented
his findings to COMUSMACV and the Comdr 7AF on 29 April, His report
covered the security of the B-52 strikes and the alleged leaks of these
strikgs to the enemy, His report showed that, while targeting for B-52
strikes was done in the CICV (Combined Intelligence Center, Vietnam), the
targets‘prodgced at CICV were tentative targets only. He found the next
step of the process was to have the target validity checked with the field
units, Only after this did MACVJ2 select those targets worthy of actual

strikes. MACVJ2 then presented these targets to the MACVJ3. It was then

a decision was made as to whether or not the targets would actually be
ok
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struck, His findings showed that the Vietnamese were aﬁﬁ%éjéfﬂpossible
targets for B-52 strikes. The report pointed out, however, there were
many nominations in this category and that, at this point in the targeting
cycle, there was no indication as to whether or not a farget actually
would be struck. MACVJ2, therefore, concluded that thevpossibility of
compromisebof such strikeé was neéligiblé andithat he had no valid indi-
cation thefé had been any advance compromise of B-52 stfikes. MACVJZJA
reported that, after COMUSMACV apﬁroved the strike of targets, General
Phong, J3, RVNAF was notified of the approval.lzj
With reference to thg procedures on advaﬁce notice of forthcoming

strikes, the report noted that such notice could be given from only a
few hours to as much as 48 hours prior to the strike, 'However, since SAC
preferred a 48-hour lead time, this often required a long advance notice.
It was concluded, in general, that the procedﬁré was tight enough to pre-
clude compromise. The 7th AF Commander commented, during the briefing,
that thé takeoff of these B-52s from Guam were detected immediately by
nearby Russian trawlers, but added: '"Of caufse, they did not knéﬁ the
spécific iocation of the strike.ﬁlg/

VyDuring August 1966, there was considerable high-level concern regarding
the possibility of information leaks to the enemy on planned ARC LIGHT
strikes.ég/ Reports continued to be received from enemy defectors, ral-
liers, and prisoners regarding the receipt of advance warning of pending
B-52 strikes against their units, A captive in Iay Ninh Province stated

that, during February, B-52s bombed the Province three times. Before the
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first attack, the sources's unit received a message, carried by a runner,
warning of an impending attack. It told that a B-52 attack somewhere in
Tay Ninh Province could be expected within the next three days. The
message came from the security branch of Viet Cong Headquarters (COSVN)
which, the source heard, "had intercepted the message, which originated
in Saigon, requesting a raid on Tay Ninh Province." According to the

captive, the attack occurred three days later. PACAF noted that nine

B-52 missions were flown against targets in Tay Ninh Province during

February but, because the captive did not providé specific dates, no
. 20/
correlation could be made with actual B-52 strikes.

On 22 August, General Westmoreland told CINCPAC that if the ARC LIGHT

strikes had in fact been compromised, as suggested by .some captives and

- ralliers, then the source of information could be communications inter-
cept at any level, high-level intelligence penetration in either US or
ARVN channels, or low-level intelligence collection by Viet Cong/North
Vietnamese agents in the vicinity of US/ARVN field units. From the study
of results of interrogation of VC/NVA captives and returnees, it was
apparent, however, that all ARC LIGHT strikes were not compromised since
severél such captives/feturnees had stated they had received no advance

warning of strikes. He added that, on the other hand, one captive stated

he had beén warned of over 20 impending strikes, but that only two actually
21/ s S
took place.

- COMUSMACV also noted the procedures for the coordination of ARC LIGHT

strikes were dependent upon two factors: first, the location of the target;
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second, who nominated the target, If the target were in one of the six

- ARC LIGHT Zones, in ‘the RVN, then no coordination with the :ARVN field
authorities was required; if the target was not in such areas, then prior
coordination with ARVN was mandatory. Targets could be nominated By
COMUSMACV/US/ARVN field commanders or by J2 MACV.zg/

Targefé developed in non-ARC LIGHT Zones by US field commanders were
coordinated with the ARVN Corp G-3, prior to being nominated by MACV,
General Westmoreland noted the coordination chain wifhin ARVN included
the Province Chief,'wﬁo had to app?ove the strike‘in his area. ‘All‘approved
ARC LIGHT strikes were also coordinated with Brig. Gen. Tran Thanh Phong,
J-3, ARVN JGS. This was done 12 to 18 hours in advance of the strike.
‘The data passed to Gen Phoﬁg included TOT and target coordinates which
were provided to the GVN approximately two days prior to the strike, or
as soon as possible when immediate Quick Run strikes were submitted to
CINCPAC for approval. ARVN' Corps were provided target coordinates for
- Corps approval; TOT information was provided approximately 36 hours prior
to, the strike.géj

COMUSMACV told CINCPAC that US égencies normally haﬁing access to

the most sensitive ARC LIGHT information were the JCS, CINCPAC, COMUSMACV,

CINCSAC; CINCPACAF, CINCPACFLT, Commander 7th Air Force,’US Embassy.

i

k Saigon, 3AD Guam, 3960th Wing Guam, SAC Liaison Office RVN, 5th AE GP
RVN, and Tactical Air Control RVN, MACVJ2 and J-3, as well as MACCOC, also

- had access, Additionally, if the strike were requested by US/ARVN field




commanders, the CG of IFFV, IIFFV, III MAF,:qr SAC IV Corps would have
access to the information, dépeﬁding upon the location of the strike,gﬁ/

General Westmoreland told CINCPAC that his headquarters was not able,
at that time, to sugggsf procedures which might further improve the secu-
rity of the ARC LIGHT strikes.gé/

Early in September, General Westmoreland informed the 7th Air Force
Commander and others that beginning on 15 Sepiember, CINCPAC planned
a joint COMSEC effort: lasting for a minimum of 30 days. Weekly reporting
would begin on 22 September. The purpose of the survey was to identify
and correct, as feasible, any communication malpractices involving ARC
LIGHT strikes, Tasking would be accomplished by the’CINCPAC service com-
poﬁents.zé/

On 25 October, the Commanding General, lst Inf Div, Lai Khe, RVN,
observed that, almost without exception, prisbnefs and ralliers had indi-
cated they had anywhere from two to 24 hours warning before the B-52
strikes. He said that some prisoners had indicated a rather precise
knowledge, not only of location but the exact time on target. He said,
"Obviously, the VC made some highly effective penetrations at a very
high level in Saigon and certainly also at Corps level and below," The
Commanding General presented the following considerations towards re-

27/
ducing compromise of the ARC LIGHT program:

",.,Considering the expense, effort and loss of
effectiveness involved it would seem prudent to
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attempt to alter the system and overcome these
difficulties. Recommend that B-52 strikes be approved
by MACV on recommendations. thru US channels only and
that only such clearance as may be necessary in the
local areas be effected by the local US Military Com-
mander. For example, in the lst Division area of
operation it was Zone C. War Zone D and other un-
populated areas there is no coordination problem
other than which is encountered every day in the
firing of artillery and the conduct of tactical air-
strikes. Recognizing the possible sensitivity of

the Vietnamese, I would recommend that the cards

be laid on the table on the basis of overwhelming
evidence and that the B-52 strikes be handled on

a short notice at the local level,.."

CINCSAC told CINCPACAF, on 12‘Ostober, there had been some impfoye—
ment .in the TRANSEC problem since thé implementation of the reduced noti-
fication time, which had been established tﬁrough the efforts of.SEAMARF.
Hé indicated; however, he was still at a loss to determine whst informa—
tion was being passed over insecure circuits on ARC LIGHT and requested
any action possible be taken to eliminate such transmissions. He noted

~air space reservations/limits were still being transmitted over the
ARINC net (CCSD JUOA K 499), from Manila.gg/

‘CINCPAC ﬁold COMUSMACV, on 3 December, that’indicatioss hadrbeen‘
receivéd from interrogation reports that advaﬁcs wafnings of ARC LIGﬁI
strikes were frequently forwarded ts enemy troops. ,Anslysis of the
warnings,indicated they appeared to be general iﬁ nature and that target
locations apparently were not known. The time of the strike, however,k
was known. Admiral Sharp went on’to say that a time study of:the past
two months had been made revealing there was no definite pattern other

than the fact that about 50 percent of the time two strikes were scheduled.
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He also noted that a certain time period during the day had more strikes
scheduled than at other times and wondered whether smaller strikes, spread
over a longer pegiod of time, might be more effectively used to deny the
enemy his area of shelter, If more targets were hit more ffequently, by
smaller strike elements, the harassment would be increased, and thekfore—
warning of a strike would be less meaningful. CINCPAC therefore: tasked
COMUSMACV to analyze the effectivenesé of increasing numbers of strike
missions by utilizing smaller strike elementé at more frequent intervals.
He further wanted the analysis to highlight advantages and disadvantages,

29/
compared with employing larger strikes at less frequent intervals.

Releagse of TOT information to VNAF

General Westmoreland told the 7th Air Force Commander that he did not
want information pertaining to ARC LIGHTrstrikes outside South Vietnam
released to the VNAF.QQ/

For in-country ARC LIGHT strikes, his instructions were that TOT and
target coordinates could be released to the VNAF duty officer in the TACC,
provided such releases were not made earlier than 15 minutes prior to

31/
the TOT for any strike,

Knowledge of B-52 Bombing Patterns

It was noted in June, that several reports indicated the Viet Cong.
appeared to have discovered that B-52 bombings followed a pattern. They

had 1earned the ARC LIGHT force was usually preceded by reconnaissance
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L19s or jet aircraft. The report noted that, if the reconnaissance L19s

or jets were spotted, the Viet Cong then established aircraft wafhing
- 32/
cells on a 24-hour basis,

Possible Compromise Through Nopification of Inadvertent Bomb Releases

As a result of a premature release of 24 external M=117 bombs; during
Tay Ninh 8 and'9 missions, COMUSMACV requested that, in the'eveht muni-
tions were inadvertently released over SVN, the monitdring grouﬁd radar
station should be notified immediately, giving time and positidn of
impact, and if the release could have impacted on non—combaténts and/or
friendly forces; MACV was to be notified of details relevant to such an
incident@§§/

waever, SAC felt that in cases of inadvertent releases, immediate
notifiéation or disclosures, especially an early release, would be ill-
advised in that it could forewarn the enemy of an impending strike as
well ‘as provide them with information of propaganda value. He then pre-

34/
scribed a method for reporting inadvertent releases.

COMUSMACV's Note on Security s

Toward the end of the year, COMUSMACV pointed out that a November

investigation of security measures involved in the planning and execution

- - 35/
of ARC LIGHT missions revealed that these measures were excellent.




CHAPTER VI:

4LAOS/DMZ/NVN sndtCAMBCDIAN BORDER AREA OPERATIONS

The Initial Strikes in Laos

In December 1965, the first B-32 strikes against targets in Laos were
made in conjunction with Project TIGER HOUND, an interdiction program in
the Laotian Panhandle on the Laos/SVN border. The U.S. Ambassador to Laos,
on 25 November 1965, had concurred in the use of B-52s on the border,
provioing;there-was no -publicity and thatvpublio,statements~treated the
strike as "just another strike in South Vietnah." The first: strike, 'Duck
Flight," was made on 11 December 1965, when 24 B-52s bombed a suspected
troop concentration just inside the Laotian border, at YB 8393, about 15
kilometers Bouthwest of the Speciéi Forces camp in Kham Duc. Contrary to
the Ambassador's wishes, this strike created considerable publicity when
it was published as a UPI release on 20 December. Y

After this first strlke, COMUSMACV requested another target in Laos,

Quang Nam 10 " be struck. However, as a. result of the leak to the press
on the first strike, CINCPAC held up further strlkes during December.‘ He -

told COMUSMACV, on 23 December, that approval was withheld pending comments
2/

from the Ambassador in Vientiane. .

The recommendation was that this target also on the Laotian border.
about 20 kilometers northwest of the first strike (YC 7108) be delayed

until after 11 January 1966. It was brought out that the interim period
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would be utilized to shore up the internal security system regarding no
publicity on Laos operations. Mr. Sullivan, in Vientiane, meseaged CINCPAQ
that same day, stating his position on ARC LIGHT strikes in Laos remained

unchanged.

Concurrence would be provided, he said, if there were assurances of
no publicity. Having béen "burned ;n Duck Flight," the Ambassadér indicated
he would have to consult Souvanna Phouma prior to giving formal concurrence
for future operations. He emphasized that Phouma required an assurance of
no publicity as a term og/condition for every operation for which his

approval was requested. Shortly thereafter, approval was given and

Quang Nam 10 was flown on 14 January over the originally planned target box.

Policy on Public Announcements for. Laos Strikes

The Secretary of State, on 11 January, told the American Ambassador in
Vientiane there had ﬁever been any agreement at Washington with field recom-
mendation that a previous ARC LIGHT strike in Laos should be announced as
a mission in SVN. He said ahy response to queries would be '"no comment"
and thét it was understood ﬁhat there:would be’'no public anhouncement . ; .

‘ 4/ __ »
of the strike.

Iﬁ vieﬁkof réceﬁt 1eaks on operation iﬁ Laos, he could have no assurance
that part of Quang Nam 10 operation in Laos would not be leaked. The

3/

standard response,therefore, would be no confirmation or comment.

Evaluation of Sorties Requirement for Laos Strikes

The objectives of thefair strikes in Laos were expressed at the
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beginning of the year as being two-fold. The first was to attempt to dis;
rupt the logistic supﬁort moving from Nofth Vietnam through Laos into SVN;
the second, to assist the government of Laos combatting the insurgency in
that country. & | -

The 1966 Honolulu Conference noted the situation at the beginning
of the year in Laos was such as to warrant a projected strike program, In
fact, with the increased GVN/US effort in SVN against the Viet Cdng, support
from the NVN (through Laés), both in material and men, had increased
considerabiy; infiltration routes had been improved, and facilities support-
ing these routes had increased. This was particularly true in thé STEEL 7/
TIGER area in the vicinity of thé DMZ and south along the Laos border areé?

In consonance with the increased effort against infiltration into SVN,
the weight of air effort in Laos had been programmed for 1966 at nearly
three times that of 1965. This increased effort was planned against the

8/
following:

+ Fixed Targets: Fixed targets were defined as truck
parks, storage areas, transhipment points and mili-
tary facilities. These were located by aerial recon—
naissance, road watch teams, special operations and
FAC aircraft. Success at locating these areas had
increased by the end of January 1966....

+ Targets of Opportunity: These targets included
primarily truck convoys or other means of trans-—
porting men and material into Laeps. The strike
return for this type target was limited. However,
it was hoped to increase the interdiction capability
with the increased effort at night and improved com-—
munications with road watchers. Value of these
attacks was limited because of the large effort that
was required to achieve so little in actual destruction.

125




Primary values remained one of harassment. This
harassment made it difficult for the enemy to
move and forced him to move at night....

Random Targets: Random targets included such
targets as bridges, and road segments. These
were easily repaired or by-passed. Other than
for harassment, this type of target was of
limited value....

NVA Infiltration Route Staging Bases

During February, attention was focused on infiltfating LOCs in Laos.
Intelligence justification for a series of B-52 strikes was submitted by
COMUSMACV to augment ground and<aérial armed reconnaissance in the South-
eastern Laotian Panhandle. On 16 February, COMUSMACV7§otea that targefs
nominatéd adjacent tb Kontum Province contained active storage‘and staging
bases known to be the main NVA infiltration route from NVN, through Laos

9/
into the RVN.

Cambodian. Border Strikes

Strategic air played an important part in supporting search-and-destroy
ground operations during the monsoon season. Operation BIRMINGHAM began
initial movéments in Tay Ninh Province only a few miles from the Cambodian
border. This operation was a joint U.S. lst Inf. Div. and 25th ARVN Div.
search-and-destroy operation against the heart of the VC organization in
War Zomne C. 2/ ARC LIGHT support for Operation BIRMINGHAM was requested by
COMUSMACV on 22 April, with the initial strikeé desiredbon 24 and 26 April.

Fifteen aircraft delivered 315 tons of bombs with each day's mission.

Photo readout, ARDF fixes, IR returns and prisoner/defector intelligence had
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indicated considerable enemy activity, The main VC Hq, COSVN (Central
Office Southern Vietnam) was in the area and B-52s were intended not only
to smash eﬁemy installations but to destroy major elements of COSVN
personnel before they could escape. 1/
On 8 May, COMUSMACV requested approval for an ARC LIGHT strike within
War Zone C, in Tay Ninh Province, for support of Opération(BIRMINGHAM, if
ground elements exploiting a major ground search-and-destroy operation
became engaged with the enemy and were not extracted on 9 May. He believed
there were sizable enemy forces, perhaps as large as several regiments, in
the target area. Moreover, the area was known to be an established VC base
and had been struck by ARC LIGHT forces previously. o
This was the heaviest B-52 support provided a ground operation, to that:
date, in SVN. Although there was not full ground exploitation, the strikes
would facilitate entering the operational area for the ground forces. £/
When Operation BIRMINGHAM terminated on 17 May; a total of 162 B-52s
shad flown in support, delivering 3,118 tons of iron bombs and CBU. This
was heavy air support for a single operation of this duration. Yet, in
terms of enemy casualties, the results were very disappointing. The VC
lost 119 confirmed KIA, 28 captured and 28 suspects detained. Of the VC

14/
KIAs there were only five confirmed killed by air.

The AAA Buildup ip Laos

At a CIIC briefing, held 26 February, it was noted that the continued
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buildup of NVA antiaircraft artillery (AAA) in the Tchepone area required
adoption of intensified countermeasures. As a first step in this direction,
COMUSMACV directed his J-2 to plot the location of all known and reported
AAA positions in the area concerned and requested an anélysis be made as
to the suitability of AAA positions for engagement by B-52s. In the ex-
tension of this effort, he further directed‘thaf a personal message be
prepared to Ambassador Sullivan for the purpose of SOliciting his support
for B-52 strikes against the AAA sites. The message was to point out the
beneficial effects of such strikes with relation to Laos operations. 13/
On 28 February, COMUSMACV sent this message to Ambassador Sullivan
expressing concern over the increasing enemy AAA buildup in the vicinity
of Tchepone and stating that he was seriously considering B-52 strikes
against the area. The Ambassador's.comments were solicited and COMUSMACV

16/
proposed a meeting be held at Udorn on 8 March..

The Udorn Conference

In: response to the COMUSMACV proposal, the conference convened at

Udorn, Thailand, on 8 March 1966. Views on the suitability of striking AAA
positions were exchanged: and:the rigid rules of engagement for air strikes
17/
in Laos discussed.
Additionally, the Udorn conference agreed that B-52 strikes could be
processed for other targets in Laos, such as Kontum 5 and 6 and Quang Tri

(Pine Forest). The conference further agreed that action on Route 9 targets

should be deferred until such time as the bad weather season precluded
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18/
attacks by tactical aircraft.

Interdiction of the Mu Gia Pass

The interdiction of Mu Gia Pass was an important item of discussion.
Striking the choke point at Mu Gia Pass with B-52s, the conferees felt,
presented a "political bridge which had to be crossed." The general
conclusions were that the majority of truck traffic infiltrating into South
Vietnam was transiting this area. Intelligence indicated that truck-mounted,
lédmm, multiple-rocket launchers would arrive in Haiphong shortly. With
their maximum range of 8,000 meters and a minimum range of 6,000 meters,
these launchers presented a serious threat to the airbases. Intelligence
expected them to enter SVN via the Mu Gia Pass. The conferees decided Mu
Gia Pass should be struék during the rainy season. COMUSMACV, therefore,
directed such a request to CINCPAC and JCS in which he noted that trucks
had been detected coming through the Mu Gia Pass and felt that the majority
of these trucks were hauling troops, ammunition and weapons. He said the
pass had been interdicted over the past several months, with limited success,
but that truck traffic continued to move. Studies indicated a vulnerable
segment of the road which could be cut through use of saturation bombing
techniques. He pointed at that, since the tactical bombing effort was
degraded during the rainy season, the choke point should be struck by the

The point of "Cover' was raised, with COMUSMACV suggesting that simul-

taneous strikes be made in Vietnam, with the press being informed in-country
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strikes had been conducted. He pointed out that a precedent had been set for
bombing in Laos but noted this would be the first sqch strike near North
Vietnam. He added that the American Ambassador in Vientiane~had been in-
formed of this request and had not interposed any objection. 2/

Fellowing the eonference, COMUSMACV told CINCPAC that Ambassador’Sullivan
had agreed to additioﬁal ARC LIGHT strikes along the SVN-Laos border. This
agreement, according to the Ambassador, would assume that all precautions
would be taken to deny information to the press and that strikes in the in-
terior would require clearance with Souvanna Phouma. COMUSMACV noted that
such clearance was unlikely at that time. Ambassador Sullivan had agreed
to request approval from the State Department for the use of napalm, under
FAC control, in the STEEL TIGER armed reconnaissance area. =

Shortly after the conference, the Cmdr, 3d AD, in a target recommendation
accepted by COMUSMACV, requested B-52 strikes on a vulnerable road segment
of Mu Gia Pass, located in Laos approximately five nautical miles south of
the NVN border. 2/ The targeted area would encompass the intersection of
Highway Routes 12 and 23, including one bridge crossing a narrow canyon
between two ridge lines where bypassing would be very difficult. Tactical
forces had cut roads daily in this area, but repairs and bypasses were
usually accomplished within a few hours due to the small number of bombs
delivered per strike. B-52 bomb loads delivered during the rainy season
would, in addition to bridge and road destruction, result in landslide

coverage and make repairs more difficult. Bomb fuzing could be set for

maximum cratering with added repair harassment by variable-delay fuzes, when
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available. He recommended repeated strikes by small forces of B-52s, at

irregular intervals, to maintain interdictioﬁ. The targét area contained
22/

offset aiming points to permit radar bombing. General Westmoreland, in
March, told CINCPAC that, while the southwest monsoon wbuld limit certain
air operations, the rains would provide a good cover for ARC LIGHT and other
high level harassment programs and that he had reason to believe Souvanna
might then permit the expansion of the program. He added that, in the
meanwhile, he was studying methods of enhancing air operations during the

monsoon season. On 13 March, an agreement was reached with the Laotian /(/Cﬁ}

A S

Government to employ B—52s against the Mﬁ‘Gla Pass infiltration route. On ~S 0

i s K B ——
14 March, COMUSMACV requested develoPment of sultable B 52 targets along the
23/ , - ,
Laotian border with I and II CTZs. SO YNTie & v

Py v S
On 18 March, COMUSMACV had requested authority to strike the route

segment on the Laos side of the Mu Gia Pass with ARC LIGHT forces. On .

26 March, COMUSMACV wanted to hit two targets on the Laos side of this pass.

because the NVN had made significaﬁt increases in their AAA defenses along
Route 15, leading to the pass, during February and March. Another reason
was that Spoonrest radar emissions had been detected, on 21 and 22 March,
as emanating from within ten nautical miles of an abandoned aiffield, at
Nape, in Laos. He felt that this copld be an indication the NVN might
deploy, or had already deployed, an SA-2 missile systeﬁ in the area to guard
the Nape Pass. It was also recognized these passés were the primary avenues
for vehicular tréffic into southern Laos. To take advantage of the gobd
weather during the next few weeks, it was expected the enémy would take

steps to defend both Mu Gia and Nape. There were also indications from road
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watcb team reports that the highest numbers of vehicles infiltrating through
the Mu Gia Pass would probably occur during March. In view of this fact,
and in view of the enemy's defensive buildup in the area, COMUSMACV felt
immediate approval should be given to strike this area before additigzal
enemy defenses precluded the use of B-52s in stopping this traffic. 2/

Timing for these strikes, along with a press "cover" target, in Quang
Tri Province, would be requested immediately, subsequent‘to receipt of the
execution approval. The press would be informed only of strikes in Quang Tri
Province. "No comment" would be given as an answer to any press queries
relating to strikes on Laos. z/

COMUSMACV acknowledged that these strikes could be interpreted as an
escalation of the war, however he felt a threat existed and that it was
absolutely necessary to meet such a threat through the ARC LIGHT program. 2/

General Westmoreland informed CINCPAC that radar helicopter beacon
would pot be provided for these two requested strikes. He would, however,
provide the Amemb, Vientiane, with timely information as to scheduled TOTs
and the execution of these strikes. 2/ The next day, CINCPAC informed JCS
that he concurred in the rationale and justification for ARC LIGHT missions
against these targets. In addition to those targets nominated by COMUSMACV,
CINCPAC considered there were two equally important target areas on the NVN
side of Mu Gia Pass (along Route 15), which merited consideration in equal
priority and importance to those on the Laos side. In these two additional

areas in NVN, Route 15 passed thru-extremely rugged terrain where many switch-

backs, involving steep cuts and fill construction, lent themselves to




#

effective interdiction by creating heavy landslides. In fact; the area
‘ 28/
immediately north of the border in NVN appeared most vulnerable of all.

In assessing implications relative to possible escalation created by

- ARC LIGHT strikes in these areas, CINCPAC believed that equal difficulties

arose in providing a cover for strikes in either area. A concurrent strike
in Quang Tri Province probably would not serve the cover purpose in either

case. Accordingly, he said the four strikes recommended below appeared to

fall into éggjmmon,category, insofar as basic decisions. to execute were

concerned: Quang Tri Thirteen (Rock Kick One), Quang Tri Fourteen (Rock

Kick Two), Quang Tri Fifteen (Rock Kick Three), Quang Tri Sixteen. (Rock Kick

Four).

The two ARC LIGHT targets, Quang Nam 15 and 16, which MACV intelligence
had validated, were located in Laos, approximately one kilometer from the
western border-6}5Quang Nam Province. In view of the proximity of the-
province to Laos, MACV felt the proposed action should be announced to the.
press as ''Strikes along the western border of Quang Nam Province." Any
press inquiries relating to strikes in Laos would be answered with a 'No
Comment", */ On 25 March, COMUSMACV requested CINCPAC's approval and the con-
currence of the ambassador in Vientiane.'él/ The American Embassy, Vientiane,
that day, approved the publicity treatment of ARC LIGHT strikes on targets
Quang Nam 15 and 16 with reservation. 2/ Shortly thereafter, Vientiane
informed CINCPAC that, during a discussion at Udorn on March 8th with
COMUSMACV and his staff, it was made clear that a proposal for a strike on.

the Laos side of the Mu Gia Pass had to have a clearance at Washington
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level for policy considerations involving use of B-52s in territory immediate-
ly adjacent to NVN. He pointed out that, in such a case, there would have to
be a complex cover story and wondered as to what public posture would apply

to sucﬁ strikes., He asked CINCPAC if they would bé,desCribed as B-52

33/
strikes in NVN,

CINCPAC, on 27 March, recommended approval of the B-52 strikes on two

IIT and IV), all of which impinged on the Mu Gia Pass. He‘tbld JCS ‘that

the recommended strikes in Laos and in NVN, if approved&wouid be scheduled
within a 30-minute time frame, in each case. For weaponeering, hé requested
M-65 and M-117 munitions, with 10:90 surface—subsurface.' CINCPAC noted the
axis of attack would be at SAC's discretion, but should generally parallel
road alignment in each case. Execution of the ARC LIGHT strikés would be

at CINCPAC's discretion, after receipt of an execute authority and coordina-
tion with SAC and MACV. #/

CINCSAC on 30 March 1966, accepted the proposed targets in Mu Gia Pass
but recommended that initial strikes on the northern approach in NVN be
followed by strikes along the southern segment in Laos. Closure of the pass
on the north side could prevent introduction of additional defensive weapons
and enhance success probabilities of future missions for both tactical and
SAC aircraft. 22/ It was recommended that targets to be attacked be hit
within the same time frame to prevent the introduction of additional defensive

weapons into the area. On 31 March, the Secretary of State proposed these

targets be paired with one on the Laos side and one on the NVN side. This
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36/
would provide press cover of the strike in Laos.

In a message to JCS on 31 March, CINCPAC referred to his recommendation
of 27 March that four ARC LIGHT strikes be conducted in the vicinity of the
Mu Gia Pass, with two strikes on the NVN side and two strikes on the Laos
side. He told JCS that CINCSAC felt the two targets on the NVN side were
the most lucrative of the four.and that he suggested on.30 March that 15
sorties each be flown initially on the two targets in NVN. He further rec-
ommended close timing between these two strikes. He felt subsequent missions
could hit the two targeﬁs in Laos and noted that JCS, on 31 March, had
referred to a proposal by the State Department which called for the pairing
of targets in which one target would be on the Laos side and the other on the-
NVN side. JCS, in this connection, had desired target priorities and force
size under this proposal. CINCPAC concurred with CINCSAC's thinking on.
this matter, 7/

On 1 April, COMUSMACV concurred with the Secretary of State's propesal
and further proposed that all four strikes be carried out within the same
time frame, 2

On 3 April both COMUSMACV and CINCPAC requested an ARC LIGHT force‘of
30 B-52 bombers to hit the Mu Gia Pass area. The timing of the strike would
be at the discretion of CINCPAC, who felt that the politicaloaspects would be
simplified by a single strike on the NVN side of the pass. 2/ The American

Ambassador in Vientiane was of different opinion. He told the Secretary of

State, on 7 April, he believed State's latest proposal for ARC LIGHT strike
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of the Mu Gia Pass constituted an ideal method of attack because the
initial strikes, under the Secretary's proposal, would be conducted strictly
on the NorthrVietnam side of the pass. This would focus atténtion of the:
newspapers on B-52 employment in North Vietnam. Ambassador Sullivan liked
this idea since, during this period, U.S. spokesmen, in all honesty, could
deny categorically any speculation that these strikes went into Laos. He
did not feel that consultation with the RLF was necessary, in this instance,
on overfiight. ‘Ambassador Sullivan, however, did feel that consultation.
with the Lao officials would be desirable for eventual strikes on the Lao
side of Mu Gia Pass and ﬁhat Souvanna would concur. The Ambassador pointed
out that,: should Sbuvanna's concurrence require the condition that official
denials be made public if Washington's bosition remained unchanged, then a
deadlock could develop which would inhibit the execution of these strikes.
Should a deadlock occur, Ambassador Sullivan felt it would ﬁot jeopardize
the ARC LIGHT program then being conducted along the Laos/SVN border, further
south in the Panhandle. He took this position since.-he felt Souvanna had
no knowledge these strikes were taking place.. He told the Secretary of
State he would insist these strikes were in SVN and would deny. they were
taking place in Laos, should Souvanna ask. X

On 8 April 1966, COMUSMACV adjusted some B-52 strikes to accommodate
requirements of the lst Division and also to accommodate the requirements for
a strike in the Mu Gia Pass. COMUSMACV noted Mu Gia was a main motor route
from North Vietnam into the Laos Panhandle carrying 75 percent of the truck

traffic. He pointed out that, while this route had~been interdicted by
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| 41/
tactical air, it had been closed only for a short period of time..
On 9 April, CINCPAC authorized execution of B-52 strike Rock Kick III
(Quang Tri 15) and told the 7th Air Force commander that he wanted coordi-
nation of operations to avoid interference by this strike with BR/SL/RT
'Operations; that Rock Kick III would have priority. The strike took place

(Th (| Fombev.s
. on 12 April, with B-52s being used against NVN for the first time; the first

v sj&/ C230TUAW) 5757 OF Thc Moy | | 42/

‘use of the massive B-52 bombardment pattern for road interdiction.

COMUSMACV was much concerned over the failure of the B-52 bombings to
halt infiltration of men and supplies into SVN via the Mu Gia Pass, On 17
April, he informed CINCPAC that the road had been reopened gto limited traffic,
only 24 h?fffwffﬁﬁf the Rock Kick III strike. Success in closing the pass
by s;ch strikes, therefore, appeared to'have been temggfgfy. In fact, visual.
sightings and night surveillance photography had indicated the Mu Gia Pass
was open and was supporting extensive road traffic. Thiskwas serious, since
not only had traffic continued, but reported daily sightings increased.
Another factor suypporting COMUSMACV's thesis (that road traffic had increased)
was the fact that there continued to be numerous seczndary explosions caused.
by strikes throughout the STEEL TIGER area of Laos. 43/

It was noted that both day and night armed reconnaissance missioné were
experiencing greater difficulty each day in agcomplishing their missions in
the Mu Gia area bécause 6f reduced visiﬁili;y and cloud co#er. The weather

4b/

would have to clear before a BDA study‘could be initiated.

COMUSMACV wanted to have continuous interdiction of the Mu Gia Pass and:
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was concerned that eVery effort was not being made to keep this principal
LOC interdicted. ‘He felt this required a concentrated effort by B-52s and
tactical aircraft alike. He also wanted to resume B-66B strike aircraft
"buddy-bombing' against Mu Gia Pass. This to begin as soon.as possible,
with sufficient frequency to interrupt enemy movement. Previous to this
request, there had been a drastic éﬁrtailment of radar bombing using the
B-66B aircraft, These radar-bombing B-66B aircraft were being uéed for
navigational guidance and bomb-drop release instructions to accompanying
fighters in follow-up hits against road check points in Mu Gia Pass. This
curtailment was a result of a munition problem and guidance which had been
reéeived from CINCPAC. COMUSMACV felt the accuracy of the B-66 would mezsure
up to the need for exacting the maximum return for each bomb delivered. =2/
‘Mu Gia Pass was a target of major importance, requiring continuous
interdiction by both B-52s and tactical aircraft. COMUSMACV therefore, asked
for the{resumption of the B-66B strikes against»Mu Gia Pass. 2/ CINCPAC
. promptly authorized the resumption and requested every attempt be made to

41/
maintain follow-up BDA.

During a COMUSMACV Staff Conference, on 18 April, the following indica-
48/
tions of the results of the B-52 strikes were given:

"...The Mu Gia strike had closed the pass for no more
than 24 hours. A sizable truck convoy was sighted
moving through the pass within 24 hours after the
strike...."

On 19 April, COMUSMACV agaiﬁ%ﬁonsidered the Mu Gia Pass a target of




- - "

P SR A

3

»

N

i“

&

)

A

¥y

™

A

3y

aN

BN

SN
g

ia\ ;‘

X

l\ S

LN

N

3

L5 EF

h

N g

£

(\\y ‘;” o
I N

Y N
N

Ssincreasing importance. He told CINCPAC this required a concentrated effort.
n

2

by the B-52s and tactical air as necessary to assure a program of continuous
ipterdiction. The Amemb, Vientiane, also had confirmed that a major enemy
effort was underway~;;~;;;;’;;énificant logistics down the Ho Chi Minh Trail.
He pointed out that the enemy had this place heavily supported with anti-air
defenses which resulted in the loss of two friendly aircraft, on 19 March,
when antiaircraft fire hit them about 10 miles southeast of the Pass. The
assumption could be made, he said, that the enemy was attempting to move
heavy traffic through the Pass. He therefore, requested approval to execute
Rock Kick IV (Quang Tri 16). ég/ ~—~’“

The next day, COMUSMACY advised CINCPAC that the JCS required more
evaluation of the first mission against the Mu Gia Pass inside NVN before
additional strikes could-beopade, He recommended that such an evaluation be
delayed in order to focus“attention on maintaining an interdiction and

50/
harassment program on the pass.

During Rock Kick III anvinterpretive error in read-out of a navigational
radar checkpoint on the bomb run éggdered the‘réid less than effectivé.yéij
Road craters and landslides, however, trapped truck traffic, permitting
follow-up attack by jet fighters.,éz/

On 20 April, COMUSMACV’informed CINCPAC thét hisvstaff had réviewed
and forwarded all available (admittedly meagef) BDA on Rock Kick4IIIT’”W5§thér

and poor photography precluded determination of much more than that the

pass probably was open to restricted or transshipped traffic., In addition, he

2 v wl Y
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noted that continuing tactical air strikes made further post-strike analysis
of Rock Kick III pure speculation. He recommended that the evaluation of
Rock Kick IITI be shelved and attention be focussed oﬁ the problem of main-
taining an interdiction/harassment program on the pass.' To do this he
needed the authority to use all available resources on a timely basis. The
- dilemma of the American Ambassador at Vientiane, regarding Rock Kick I and
II, was understood but, COMUSMACV said, the experience gained in offset
~aiming points .in Rock Kick III should improve the results in Rock Kick IV.
He urgently requested authority to execute Rock Kick IV as soon as possible., -
He planned to request subsequent ARC LIGHT harassment strikes of varying
forces, as deemed necessary, to keep Mu Gia closed. 23/

On 21 April, CINCPAC informed JCS he concurred in COMUSMACV's request
of 19 April for strike at Mu Gia Pass (Rock Kick IV) and backed his concurrence
by stating that the tactical situation dictated an ARC LIGHT strike to keep
this principal LOC interdicted. He added that, to offset SA-2s which could

‘possibly be deployed near the Mu Gia Pass area, daylight operations with
54/

SAC's ECM/CHAFF ELINT/IRON HAND would be employed.

On 23 April, CINCPAC CC informed MACV that evaluation of late information
on the Mu Gia Pass LOC indicated that hits on this segment would effectively.
destroy the road and close the pass. He proposed consideration for use of
ARC LiGHT forces in the event that Tactical Air was ineffective due to weather,

; 33/
approaches or other difficulties.

Therefore, COMUSMACV proposed 11 ARC LIGHT strikes in Laos and indicated

56/
- the strikes would be announced to the press as Quang Ngai 17.
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On 25 April, COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC that his targeting staff would
closely monitor the Mu Gia Pass LOC as well as the entire Pass area. He

also informed that ARC LIGHT strikes would be requested, as required, to

7/

maintain a constant harassment and interdiction program in the Pass area.

The Secretary of State, on 26 April, expressed extreme doubts as to the
58/
ability of the B-52s to create landslide interdiction by area bombing.

d - T - J/ S e P S . . I o ~
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The Mu Gia Pass was struck again on 27 April, but, due to a maximum
59/

'repair effort by the enemy, closure was effective for only 18 hours.

g

O

On 28 April, COMUSMACV told CINCPAC it was disturbing to note the in-
ference in the Embassy message to the Secretary of State of 26 April, that
the decisions, judgments and the execution of military operations by those

60/
responsible for employing ARC LIGHT forces were inadequate.

On 27 April, the 7th Air Force informed NMCC and CINCPAC that one of
its aircraft had been hit by a missile. Fragged to fly escort for an ARC

LIGHT strike on Mu Gia Pass, Zinc Flight reported a minimum of two SAMs

fired at them, with the hit occurring at 2312Z. This incident took place
61/
in the vicinity of 1815N 10537E.

On 23 April, SAC referenced his message of 17 April and stated it should

read to the effect that, if intelligence should indicate a SAM in the Mu

Gia Pass area, the TOT should be during the daylight hours and the strike

would be at high altitude. Also, in this case, the strike would be supported
62/
with Elint/Iron Hand/and Big Look operatioms.
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During Rock Kick IV, IRON HAND forces were not permitted to strike SA-2
~ installations located outside authorized armed reconnaissance area, as given
in 7AF OPORD 100-66, 21.January 1966, They were, however, authorized to
search for and destroy SA-2 installations or Firecan radars posing a threat
to strike force operations in the authorized armed reconnaissance area. Bombs
“would be expended on targets of opportunity, with emphasis placed on LOCs
enroute to the SA—2‘search—and—destroy areas. &Y/

On 29 April, SAC felf that it was vital he be kept up-to-date with in-
formation df enemy defénsesand plans to counter B-52 strikes in the Mu Gia
Pass area. He informed that requests for repeated ARC LIGHT attacks against
_the Pass area must recognize the high priority the enemy defenses could be
expected to accord the area. He pointed out this could include SAMs and
that there was a strong possibility these weapons would be moved into the
area if they had not already done so. &/

On 29 April, CINCPAC requested COMUSMACV to recommend additional counte;—
measures to effectively reduce the SA-2 threat to ARC LIGHT forces during
future operations in the Mu Gia Pass area. &/

COMUSMACV again proposed, on 29 Apfil, that use of ARC LIGHT forées be
made to close the Mu Gia Pass in conjunction with tactical forces. COMUSMACV
provided his concept on 28 April and underscored the enemy efforts to keep
Mu Gia Pass open. JCS gave approval, on 29 April, to the Back Strap strikes,
contingent upon assurance of the best attainable anti-SAM support. On 30

April, CINCPAC concurred with JCS that COMUSMACV's concept would hinder the
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Mu Gia Pass traffic and provide opportunities for destruction-of trucks.
CINCPAC, however, felt the cost should.be compared with the returns. The
MACV plan would probably close the Pass for a short time; but the enemy would
have equal opportunities to open the Pass freqzzntly fof short intervals
because of weather and bombing probabilities. &/

CINCPAC estimated that if traffic flow averaged 100 tons or about 50
trucks a period and if these trucks travelled at 10 MPH at night, then this .
number could move through the Pass to and from fairly distant points during
a short period of time. For this reason, he felt the job would require con-
tinuing operations at the proposed or even greater weight of effort to
achieve a significant blockage and harassment. He wondered if the operation
would be feasible when compared to the cost in sorties and probable impact

67/
of all ARC LIGHT strikes.

Strike communications procedures would be coordinated by COMUSMACV with

?SAC. A capability to issue recall messages to ARC LIGHT forces would be

' -, maintained by COMUSMACV from initial radio contact until release of ordnance.

TOT would be confirmed by COMUSMACV with CINCSAC at least 24 hours prior to.
the desired TOT and information on this would pe given to CINCPAC and JCS.
Post-strike ground exploitation photography, useful for assessment of Weapons
effects and determinatlon of weapons capabilities, would be provided by
COMUSMACV to DIAXX, CINCPAC, CSAF, and CINCSAC. £/

SAR support and escort aircraft, when- requested, Would be provided by

CINCPACFLT and CINCPACAF, who would also provide pre- and post =gtrike photo

reconnaissance, to.include BDA as requested by COMUSMACV. Emphasis would be
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made on BDA photography suitable for analysis of fuzing and location of bomb
craters. £/

Strike requests would be submitted by COMUSMACV as far in advance as
possible. CINCPAC would be the recipient of the action éopy, with information
copies to CINCSAC GP, JCS, 7AF SACLO, 3AD, 3960\Wg,AnderSEn, CiNCPACAF,
CINCPACFLT, Amemb Saigon, and Vienfiane, when appropriate. A request would
be considered a planning message and would contain an intelligence justifi-
cation, target(s) name, nickname, coordinates, and sequential number. CINCPAC
would provide the nicknames. When more than one strike was to be scheduled
in the same general area, within a limited time frame, sequential numbers
would be used. The request would state the number of aircraft desired, TOT
and a statement as to the latest time bombs could be released. The TOT had
to be provided at least 24 hours in advance, if it was not given in the
planning message. When significant, the request would recommend the axis of
attack énd the fype of ordnance and fuzing desired. It wouid also give the
distance from target to nearest friéndly combatant fofceé and would provide
a statement as to whether it Was‘planned to have ground exploitation or in-
filtration teams for post strike intelligence. Finally, the request would
indicate which map series and scale were to be used for plotting targets and
give significant ihformation, (such as location of enemy antiaircraft weapons,
etc.), which might effect the accomplishment of the mission. 2/

Targets involving overflights of the Cambodian border; Laos, the

limits of the DMZ, or NVN would require that CINCPAC obtain strike approval

from higher authority. This would also apply to targets less than one
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kilometer from the nearest non-combatant dwellings and target areas which
included monuments, temples or other landmarks, the destruction of which

might cause serious political problems. For all such cases, planning message
had to include ample justification to support the deviation and, when ap-
plicable, would indicate the approval of the American Ambassador in Vientiane.
Targeﬁs not approved by the GVN and the Amemb Saigon would also fall in this
category. Time permitting,coordination would be effected with other interested
agencies if recall was required. If time did not permit, interested organi-
zations would be advised of the recall and the reasons therefore, as soon

as .practical. &

CINCPAC, on 30 April, noted that the U.S. success in avoiding SAMs with
tactical aircraft was due almost entirely to rapid evasive action taken, by
these highly maneuverable aircraft in the short period following Elint or
visual warning of the SAM, He noted the B-52s were not capable of such
violent maneuvers and, therefore, considered them vulnerable to SA-2 shoot-
down. =4

On 30 April, CINCPAC told COMUSMACV that the use of the Back Strap ARC
LIGHT mission against Mu Gia Pass was not recommended and considered the
attack would bring only limited returns. He told General Westmoreland he
also continued to believe that Back Strap should not be authorized because
of the risk involved in the probable SA-2 threat. z/

General Westmoreland promptly replied that Back Strap was not designed to

permanently close Mu Gia Pass, but to further the efforts to harass, disrupt

145




R -
Lwgrsetts >
4 %

and impede the enemy's flow of supplies down the Ho Chi Minh Trail during
the period between the end of April and the rainy season. He noted he
planned the drpp of psychological leaflets along the route, directed at
road repair crews and truck drivers. 2/

COMUSMACV noted that, since the limits were extreme in striking the
NVN supply entry points, maximum efforts had to be made*against those targets
most likely to disrupt and impede the flow of supplies. He said, "Mu Gia
is the most important of these and, as such, is more important to mé now than
any other target in SVN except those involving support of U.S. troops."
There was no question, he said, that Mu Gia Pass was vital to the enemy's
movement of supplies. This had been evidenced by the short clqsure time
subsequent to the last ARC LIGHT strike. COMUSMACV indicated that the value
of these strikes would exceed the majority of those carried out in SVN. U.S.
intelligence on this target was good, with indications the enemy was using
Mu’Gia Pass overtly. B/ |

General Westmoreland noted he could not pass judgment on the SAM risk,
but assumed that tactics and ECM had been developed to cope with this contin-
gency. COMUSMACV, therefore, requested CINCPAC to reconsider the use of
ARC LIGHT in Mu Gia Pass and to permit Back Strap I, II, III, to go as

16/ ‘
proposed.

Further B-52 strikes on the pass were halted by CINCPAC based on the
77/
risks attending B-52 operations in a SAM environment.

CINCPAC, on 30 April 1966, recommended to JCS against further use of




78/

ARC LIGHT forces in closing the Mu Gia Pass. From his assessment of the
enemy SAM potential in the area, and considering the degree of effectiveness
to be expected in:icdosging the pass, he concluded that B-52 employment was

not the best use of limited munitions assets. The ARC LIGHT objective was

to seek, find and destroy war-making materials (rather than to concentrate
on route blockage) which should continue to be the primary effort. Such
effort could be seriously diluted by the extensive suppor;,required for ARC
LIGHT strikes in the Mu Gia area, with no assurance that COMUSMACV's block-
age concept would achieve desired results. B/ CINCSAC comments on this
assessment were solicited. &/

On 30 April, the American Ambassador in Vientiane aifgﬁgxpressed
concern over the number of tactical aircraft being lost to antiaircraft fire
on the Laos side of the Mu Gila Pass. For this reason, he felt the time had
come when it was appropriate to obtain approval for use of ARC LIGHT forces
against targets on the Laos side of the Mu Gia Pass. COMUSMACV, on 2 May,
concurred with the Ambassador's thinking. &/

The same day General Westmoreland reiterated his previous thinking that
every effort had to be expended to harass, disrupt and impede‘the enemy's
flow of supplies via the Mu Gia Pass, prior to the rainy season. He felt
this route was wital to the enemy's LOC and proposed a series of strikes
against Quang Tri 13. .The series would consist of.three ARC LIGHT strikes

82/
against Quang Tri 13, on the Laotian side of Mu Gia Pass.

On 4 MQy, CINCPAC requested COMUSMACV to submit a detailed plan, as |

147




+

outlined by the JCS on 29 April, with maximum assurance against. the SA~2
threat. CINCPAC further desired this plan contain an assessment of pre-
strike recce, Elint, and IRON HAND requirements; an assessment in addition

to active ECM and Elint warning necessary during the actual strike. More-
over, Admiral Sharp wanted COMUSMACV to provide assessment of the overall risk
expected under such a plan. &/

CINCPAC, on 2 May, requested CINCSAC's views on the effectiveness and
desirability of utilizing B-52s at a lower altitude for delivery to maximize
terrain’shielding against the SA-2 acquisition radars, which were possibly
located north of the Mu Gia Pass. &/

On 7 May, SAC informed CINCPAC he did not consiaer a B-52 low-level
strike against the Mu Gia Pass desirable. He stated he had made numerous

evaluations of the use of lower altitudes and found that flights at such levels

would not deny SA-2 acquisition but would expose the strike force to AAA

without effectively countering the SA-2 threat. He qualified this view by

noting that he lacked firm intelligence data on the existence and position of
an SA-2 battery within the target area, precluding a qualitative analysis.
Admiral Sharp estimated, however, that the varied terrain within the targets
dictated flights be conducted at levels at which an SA-2 could not have
operational capability. &/

On 11 May, COMUSMACV was concerned over the enemy's continued buildup in
South Vietnam, as well as in Cambodia and Laos. Moreover, this buildup was
on the;leVel of regimental unit increases which, to his mind, portended a

possible major enemy offensive in the near future. He indicated, however,
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that while this possibility did exist, the enemy had to contend with the. .
effectiveness of U.S. air strikes. 8/

This could be an important consideration affectihg the enemy operational
plans. General Westmoréland noted, even with this continued buildup, the
enemy appeared unwilling, at least during the pastvfew months, to engage
U.S. forces in major battle, A concerted effort to interdict this offensive
buildup by air appeared necessary. General Westmoreland told CINCPAC that he
would continue air striké efforts against the enemy's LOCs from NVN. A
special interdiction effort would be made against those LOCs capable of
supporting a major -enemy offensive which would require the ARC LIGHT tonnages
he had requested on 2 May. These B-~52 strikes (Mag Drop) ﬁould be on the
Laos side of the Mu Gia Pass. &/

COMUSMACV had outlined, on 23 May, certain countermeasures aginst the
SAMs. CINCPAC, in his review, felt he did not have sufficient assurance these
measures would be effegtive. For this reason, Admiral Sharp deferred approval
of the Mag Drop series of ARC LIGHT strikes. B/

COMUSMACV felt there was a possibility of eventual deployment of enemy
surface-to~air missiles into the far southern portions of North Vietnam and
possibly into Laos.. If this occurred, ARC LIGHT operations in the Laotian
border area which were predicated on positive assurance of SAM elimination or
neutralization, could be affected. If this assurance could not be attained

89/
then, conceivably, the ARC LIGHT program would be eliminated from this area.

On 25 May, the SA-2 threat, relative to ARC LIGHT strikes in the Mu Gia.
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area, was discussed by COMUSMACV, who, in consideringkthe vulnerability of
the B-52, stated that ARC LIGHT employment should be contingent on develop-
ment of targets worth the risk involved. 2/

General Westmoreland agaiﬁiasked that he be supported by an effective
ARC LIGHT force, with employment contingent on the development‘bf'targets
within the JCS parameters. S

Previously deferred strikeé against vital enemy LOCs in Laos and NVN,
he noted, were not intended to crater roads or cause landslides but to de-
moralize tranéportation support forces and destroy road repair equipment.
General Wesﬁmoreland informed CINCPAC that the continued employment of ARC
LIGHT strikes appeared mandatory during the monsoons, inasmuch as tactical air
could not perform effectively during that season. Positive assurance as to
the effectiveness of combat operations plans could not be given and it was
noted that a certain degree of risk was inevitable; a necessary risk, he
felt, if any degree of success was to be achieved in an area of enemy op-
position. General Westmoreland told CINCPAC that the 7th Air Force Commander
had been queried on this threat. He asked that CINCSAC be requested to lock
into the Gﬁaﬁ-based B-52 ECM capability and its éffectiveness in preventing
SAM tracking and lock-on. 22/

On 26 May, 7th AF replied that movement of the SA-2 closer to the
target area would allow Fan Song tracking, and there could be no absolute
guarantee that ECM available to 7th AF would prevent such lock-on or

93/
tracking.




CINCPAC noted that, insofar as electronic counter-measures were concerned,
he had evidence that transmitters had been successfully jammed by the "Brown
Cradle." There was insufficient assurance, however, of jamming success since
there were means of circumventing its effects. Considerable ECM capability
had been in the hands of CINCSAC, who, for some.time, had recognized the
problem of strikes in an electroniéally—controlled enemy air defense environ-
ment. Therefore, CINCPAC requested comment as to the degree of ECM effec-
tiveness that could be expected against the SA-2. 2/

The American Ambassador in Vientiane, on 30 May, informed the Secretary
of State that he was concerned with the number of tactical aircraft being
lost to antiaircraft fire on the Laos side of the border. Since he felt
this would be an ideal spot to employ ARC LIGHT forces he pointed out the
urgent need to get the strike craft above the effective range of antiaircraft.
weapons, 2/

He said he would approach Souvanna for concurrence in the use of ARC
LIGHT aircraft on the Laotian side of the Mu Gia Pass and felt fairly con-
fident Souvanna would agree. 2/

CINCPAC held that, while ARC LIGHT strikes would have a disrupting
effect on enemy support forces and equipment in the Mu Gia area, the anti-
cipated results were not considered commensurate with the risks involved.

He stated that his comments on this subject of 30 April still pertained; even

in the light of the new objectives given by COMUSMACV on 25 May, and did
97/

not recommend the use of ARC LIGHT forces in the Mu Gia area, at that time.
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B-52 attacks in Laos continued to face problems relating to the threat
of antiaircraft artillery (AAA) and possible SAMs in the area. 28/ Continued
buildup of AAA in Laos at Tchepone (near the Mu Gia Pass area) required
adoption of intensified countermeasures. Known and reported AAA positioms
were analyzed as to suitability for engagement by B-52s. In soliciting
support of these targets by the American Ambassador in Vientiane, COMUSMACV
consistently emphasized the beneficial effects of such strikes in relation to
Laos operations. 2/

A new, unnumbered motorable ;oute was discovered in May. Proceeding
southeast from Route 9, it bypéssed Tchepone, met Route 92 and terminated in
an area approximately 15 kilometers south of the junction of Routes 92 and 9.
The purpose of this road was not definitely known, but it appeared that the
" enemy was moving loads south along the 9-92 route and returning via the
Tchepone bypass. By using this traffic pattern, the enemy could reduce the

congestion and delay encountered in the critical Tchepone and Routes 9-92

junction areas.

A major transshipment point/storage site was also discovered, which had
developed at the target location to support infiltration of equipment and
100/ .
supplies.
COMUSMACV proposed to strike these targets in the Tchepone area of Laos
which had developed into a logistics complex. This complex, he noted, was a

primary storage and marshalling area on the Ho Chi Minh Trail consisting of

extensive storage facilities, truck parks and bivouac areas. - Strikes against
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the major fording point on the Xe Pon River, near the junction of Routes 9

and 92, had caused serious disruption of truck traffic during the previous

week. For this reason FACs suspected the Tchepone area contained a large
101/ |

backlog of war supplies.

General Westmoreland noted that the effort expended in Laos, during
June, was not commensurate with the number of valid targets identified for
B-52 saturation bombing. Consequently, additional targets were being
currently maintained in the event authority was granted for attack. i/

CINCSAC, on 15 June, felt the risk generated by the SAM enviromment in
the Mu Gia Pass was greater than in early May and that circumstances might

dictate acceptance of this risk because of the necessity for attacking the

Pass or other targets within range of the SAMs.

In view of this possibility, CINCSAC recommended a meeting be convened
in Hawaii, on 23/24 June, to analyze the problem and dévelop a plan which
could most effectively employ available forces. He suggested that representa-
tives of CINCSAC, CINCPACAF, CINCPAC, and CINCPACFLT attend the meeting. 8/ W
On 16 June, COMUSMACV proposed ARC LIGHT targets in Laos on Routes 9
and 914, near their junction south of Tchepone. This was recognized net only
as a prima;y storage and marshalling complex on the Ho Chi Minh Trail but
was also considered a major route for personnel and supplies infiltrating into
Quang Tri and Thua Thien Province. In addition, it was the principal route

104/
connecting with Route 92 for infiltration to the south.

Ambassador Sullivan, oﬁ 30 June, proposed to CINCPAC that, if military
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judgment indicated these targets could be destroyed by other means, he would
105/
be prepared to consider these for validation as RLAF targets. In such
’ 106/
a case, the usual procedures would be followed for nomination. ’

"Tiny Tim" Mu Gia Contingency Plan

On 6 September, CINCPAC presented the draft plan for "Tiny TimaT The
cla581f1ed name for the plan was the Mu Gia Contingency (SECRET) and 1nvolved
attacking targets in the Mu Gia Pass with B-52 forces. He noted the situation
necess1tated destructlon or damage of enemy facilities and equipment.in.the
Mu Gia Pass area, by ARC LIGHT forces, and demanded B-52 interdiction of
roads to hinder movement of enemy personnel and material into Laos and SVN.
CINCPAC pointed out that in order to do an effective job. it would also be
necessary to counter NVN's MIG, AAA. and SAM capability. Regarding the
concept of operations, CINCPAC noted it was paramount to maintain top
security in the planning and execution of attacks against the Pass. He noted
that all planning for targetlng in SVN WOuld be carried out in a "routine"

.fashion,VWith provision for alternate targets should diversion become neces-
sary;' However, CINCPAC informed that no mention would be made of alternate
targets in any communications with Province Chiefs, the GVN etc. et

on 21 October the JCS reviewed the possibility of hitting the suspect
SAM site at l708N 10656E by ARC lIGHT forces. The risk was deemed acceptable
in view of the protective measures proposed for this ARC LIGHT mission,‘but
concern‘was ekpressed over the possible loss of a B-52 to SAM action.

Considering the possibility of adverse, world-wide publicity attending such
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a mishap, CJCS informed CINCPAC, CINCSAC and COMUSMACV that his staff had
agreed this strike should not be made prior to 2 November 1966, but would

reconsider such a mission, with the risk factors then present, subsequent to

108/
that date.

The JCS gave the following guidelines for ARC LIGHT forces entering a

SAM site environment:

"...Flying Hours and Munitions Savings: The CJCS wanted
procedures to be established for the diversion of the
ARC LIGHT force to an alternate target should it be
established by late intelligence that an active threat
exists by a SAM site. This he felt should be done to
preclude wasting munitions and flying hours....

"...ARC LIGHT Operations within Range of SAM Sites:
Maximum feasible protection should be provided when
B-52 strikes are to be conducted within range of a
possible SAM site. This protection would include,
(MIG CAP, Diversionary actions, Wild Weasel led Iron
‘Hand, and ECM/Elint aircraft)...."

B-52 Strikes in TIGER HOUND Area

On 30 March, COMUSMACV tasked the 2nd Air Division to conduct a.low-level
photo recce mission in the Panhandle area to discover additional (including

109/
B-52) targets.

On 11 April, COMUSMACV urged his J-3 to "move out" on securing authori-
zation for B-52 strikes in the TIGER HOUND armed reconnaissance target aréi%g/
Intelligence justifiqation was submitted to CINCPAC supporting a total of
ten ARC LIGHT targets in Laos, near the junction of Routes 92 and 922, which

appeared to be the focal point for infiltration of personnel and supplies
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into the northern provinces of SVN. The most northern motorable east-west
route leading toward SVN from Lios was Route 922. The turnoff, at the
junction with Route 22, provided the first’opportunify to turn infiltration

activity eastward after the long trip south through Laos.

Despite continuing armed route reconnaissance and strikes against

validated RLAF targets in the area, these two routes had continued to carry
111/
a large daily volume of vehicular traffic. To support his request,

General Westmoreland indicated that TIGER HOUND air strikes, which had been

conducted in this area between '8 January and ‘7 April, had been responsible

. for 31 trucks destroyed, two trucks damaged, and 41 secondary explosions.

Further, during visoal reconnaissanoe and strike missions, moderate to heavy

ground fire had been'reoeived continuously. Sinoe 4 Februafy, four aircraft

had been shot dowo while opérating in the area. Aiso; three of the four

were lost on 6 and 7 April, which indicated a recent increase in the intensity
112/

of ground fire.

Visual reconnaissance had réported that,vduring the day, on-site work
crews were repairing damage from the daylight strikes. It was apparent that
the VC/NVA were making a major effort to maintain the flow of personnel and
supplies through this vital area. This had been indicated, he noted by early
morning observations of fresh tracks made by vehioular convoys moving during
;he night. 2 .

COMUSMACV felt it important and highly desirable that TAC bombing of

this area be supplemented with B-52 action. This would hinder the flow of men




and supplies through this important Loc. Oné important COnSideraﬁion(for the

use of ARC LIGHT férces was the fact that the B-52s could bomb at'night

when the enemy was engaged in repairing the damage7abne by the daylight

bombing. These bombings had a saturation capability that succeeded in

striking defensive positions along the sides of the road, the repair‘persdn-

nel, supplies, repair equipment, truck parks and other material in the aré%%ﬁj
The proposed targets were locatéd in Laos, appfoximately 12 kilometers

from the border of Thua Thien Province. General Westmoreland intended strik-

ing the target area with TAC air approximately six hours preceding each

day's ARC LIGHT strikes. Road work crews and heavy equipment, it was esti-
mated, would be vulnerable to the B-52s TOT, MACV requested these strikes
be executed prior to further consideration of the Rock Kiék sfrikes against
Mu Gia Pass (Rock Kick I, II, and IV). =/ ‘ BT

On 12 April, Ambassador,Sullivan,concurred with COMUSMACV's proposal to .
mount. ARC LIGHT strikes against the targets (designated Jughead 1-10) in
Laos, with the undergtanding these strikes would be executed under the cover
of strikes against targets in Thua Thien Province and that press guidance
would reflect this cover arrangement. He stated that an essential element
in his concurrence was that these strikes were to be carried out during the
hours - of darkness. 1/

The Ambassador was aware these sﬁrikes would'fepresent the deepest ARC

LIGHT penetration into Lao territofy‘to that date. He noted these strikes .

would involve territory félling within normal operating atéas of the RLAF
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and pointed out the possibility that, since these strikes had not been cleared |
with the Lao authorities, they could come to the attention of Lao officials

, 117/
unless maximum discretion was maintained by all concerned.

On 18 April the following evaluation of effectiveness was made at a

COMUSMACV Staff Conference:

"...In spite of three successive B-52 strikes in the
Tiger Hound area on a known infiltration route, not.
a single bomb landed on the road. It was not known
what effects were obtained by bombs landing in the
adjacent area....,"
COMUSMACV,therefore tasked the 7th Air Force to investigate the use
of TIGER HOUND FACs in developing B-52 strikes. 2y
COMUSMACV told CINCPAC that it was of interest to note that, in one
target area in Laos (the Thua Thien 92/022 area), the enemy appeared to have
departed after the 6 and 7 April strikes. During that time, heavy ground
fire was noticed and three aircraft were lost. ”During restrikes of 14, 15
and 16 April, however, enemy reaction was such as to indicate the previous
strikes had caused enemy gunners and road repaif crews to eVacuate the area.
The cratering of the road by TAC in Thua Thien 26, on 17 April, delayed
" road repair until the 19th or 20th of April. Interdiction by the earlier
strike had apparently caused a road blockage, leaving’trucks vulnerable to
attack. That the road had been closed and trucks forced to back up was
attested to by the fact that, on 20 April, TAC air destroyed 30 trucks and
damaged 14 north and south of the target areas on Route 92. With the apparent

damage and evacuation caused by the ARC LIGHT strikes, TAC air strikes were

able to follow up. This resulted in road cratering that could not be










immediately repaired because repair crew~personnel-énd equipment were not
available in the area. ;igj‘Restrike by B-52 aircraft .in the 92/922 areas
could possibly achieve the same results. 2/

The Secretary of'Sfate noted COﬁéefh fegarding:thé patterﬁ‘of coordi-
nation and critical command judgmént of SAC versué TACistrikés.'nHe cited,
as an éxample, an incident occufring‘on the 25th of April in which a 3—52
mission bombed directly.thfough a Naﬁy AY.mission. He»said that both were
apparently working the same target. 12

Seventh'Air Force TACC, on 28 April; informed CINCPAC and others. that,
when there were B-52 strikes in the TIGER HOUND area, this fact was included
in the TIGER HOUND frag order, with instructions for all units to remain.
clear of the area within a ten nautical mile radius of the target, from 30

122/
minutes prior to the TOT to 30 minutes after the NLT time for the last bomb.

SVN Cover Strikes

The Secfetary oflState, on 26'April, expressed skepticism regarding
four proposed ARC LIGﬁT‘strikes in Laos‘uﬁder the’codé name,Réund Hill. He
questioned the qﬁality of ﬁilitary judéﬁent and wanted to know the level
at which the decision had been madé'to use B-52 aircraft fof such a purpose.
He said he had not seen a CINCPAC endorsemehf, nor did he receive a CINCPAC
query on the propoéals. He noted ﬁhe proposéd‘raids would place a great
numbér of 750- and 500~poﬁnd'bombs in the mud of Laos. This; he said,
hardly seemed to be the most éébnomic uéé for either the ordnance or the

123/
aircraft.
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" In response to the Secretary of Sfate message, on 26 April, COMUSMACV
stated that the pfoposed Round Hill strikes would be proVided a Eover
target in SVN. The procedure to be used in public media release, he said,
would follow the SecState message pf 26 March. Road‘waﬁch.teams, located
app:oximately seven kilometers from_the nearest target, would be guaranteed
safety. He noted that SAC had consistently kept its distance of one kilo-

:meter’from huts and villages and three kilometers frqm maneuvering friendly
troops for bombing safety purposes. vHe_further pointed out there was no
question of competition between SAC and Tactical Air regarding targets along
Route 912. He added that'justification'for these strikes ﬁas based on ex-
tensive NVN activity in the target area and were not directedcatuchtting the
route. He said the most effective and efficient weapons system availabie
was the B~52 with its capability for harassment and devastation by bombing
from high'altitudes, in all types of weather and without warning. This

124/

would free tactical air for exploitation of ARC LIGHT results.

On 30 April, CINCPAC told COMUSMACV that he believed COMUSMACV'S proposed
strike against the Round Hill target areas did not warrant B-52s; that this
was a border-line case which he would support if munitions had not been
rlimited. He noted he did not Have sufficient information nor had COMUSMACV
provided adequate justification that the scope of activity in these areas
warranted strikes by B-52 aircraft. He said that, other than é number of
gun positions‘and a degree‘of ;rellis-work under_construction, activity was
not extensive‘and seemed more suited to’tactical strikes. Further, the

limited traffic (the sighting of only one truck) made it unlikely that

160




125/

ARC LIGHT would destroy or trap trucking activity.

On 30 April, COMUSMACV told his staff the B-52 strike requested for
Mu Gia Pass had been disapproved by the JCS. General Westmoreland therefore,
instructed his staff to identify an appropriate substitute target to block
Highway 15, which was the supply life-line for the North Vietnamese forces

126/ . :

in Laos,

On 1 May, COMUSMACV re-examined the latest intelligence on ARC LIGHT
targets Round Hill 1-4 (Quang Tri 29, 30, and 31) and concurred in deferring

127/
execution of these strikes.

The DMZ Program

The Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) was created at the Geneva Conference of -
1954. The NVN, however, had been infiltrating men and material through thisg
buffer zone for many years. The VC also had been active in areas of the DMZ

south of the demarcation line.

Forward Air Controllers (FACs) flying along the southern edge of the
DMZ reported the existence of camouflaged road and trail nets, road comstruc-
tion, and support structures which appeared to be supporting the movement of .
troops in the DMZ and north of it. In April, indications had been received
that an NVA division was moving southward toward the DMZ. By June, it
appeared that major elements of the 324 B Division had moved across the DMZ
into Quang Tri Province. Intelligence reported that the mission of these

forces was to liberate the two northern RVN provinces of Quang Tri and Thua
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Thien. There were also intelligence indications during June and’the following

months that division-sized units were being deployed south from MR4 in North

Vietnam to the area of the DMZ. During operations in June, additional in-

telligence was developed through secondary explosions, aerial photography,
k,and combat reports, confirming that the NVA had gone to great lengths to

establish supply areas and structural facilities in the DMZ and adjacent
128/

to it.

During the mid-year Honolulu Conference, President Johnson had asked
General Westmoreland what he would do if he were Giap. COMUSMACV replied
that he would‘move down into Quang Tri Province in an effort to achieve a
spectacular victory. General Westmoreland pointed out to Preéideht Johnson

‘that this would involve a short line of communication and said that the
terrain, consisting of rugged mountains and jungles, was adapted to covert
movement of troops and supplies. General Westmoreland further told the
President that, during the past few months, he had concluded the enemy would
not undertake such an operation during the good weather period in the I

Corps area but, rather, prepare himself tobmove during the northeast monsoon
season in October, 2/ On the other hand, he added he suépected the enemy
might decide to move earlier in order to téke édvantage of the political dis-
turbance in the Hue/Quang Tri area. 2/

Shortly after this COMUSMACV received intelligence (on -10 July) that
the North Vietnamese 324 B Division had been crossing the DMZ into Quang Tri

Province. It had been known for some time that the 324 B Division was mov-

ing south, but final destination had not been known. General Westmoreland,
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therefore, instructed that forces required, up to a division, be
moved to the Quang Tri area and prepared for offensive action. This force
would be supplemented by a Special Landing Force and air support or rein-
forcements, as needed, would be given. He also stated that they would have
priority on B-52 strikes, which were to begin 12 July. The operation was to
be named TALLY HO. B

On 12 July, COMUSKACV informed the 7th Air Force Commander of the
situation and outlined his plan of action to support the III MAF campaign
in Quang Tri Province, General Westmoreland expressed his feeling that the

enemy was prepared to attack across the DMZ and, perhaps, from Laos. He

stated he had evidence suggesting the enemy had considerable numbers of

troops in Laos as well as stockpiles sufficient to support a campaign
probably designed to roll up thé ARVN outposts and units stationed along
Highway 9. He summarized that the enemy would probably attempt a diversion-
ary attack against Phu Bai to pin down the Marine reserves. Other probable
courses of enemy action would be to harass the airfield or to cut Highway 1
leading north. General Westmoreland told the 7th Air Force that further
evidence indicated that'the'95 B Regiment was in the vicinity of Hue. Qe,
therefore, urged that preparations be made to counter this possibility of
enemy action in the DMZ area, and wénted the successful pattern of TIGE?
132/

HOUND followed.

That same day, General Westmoreland told CINCPAC there was ample
evidence to coﬁfirm that major units of the 324 B Division were crossing the
central and western parts of the DMZ. He notéd that, since 10 July, the

enemy had fired more than 600 mortar rounds in Quang Tri Province and that
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a large enemy buildup was reported, just north of the DMZ. He pointed out
that the enemy was in need of doing something since his infiltration attempts
by sea had been blocked and the TIGER HOUND program had disrupted his LOC
through Laos. The enemy was hurt further by the rains in Laos which had al-
most halted his truck traffic., Because of all this,‘the enemy probably.

had chosen a new route across the DMZ. This, COMUSMACV noted would give

him é short LOC. kThis allumeaﬁt that the enemy“wés‘placing greatueffort to

. . 133/ ’
open the interdicted routes leading into southern NVN.

COMUSMACV, therefore requested CINCPAC that he be provided assistance
134/
in accomplishing the following:

"...Lift the réstriction on B-52 strikes in Laos so that
logistical and training areas could be hit. Grant
COMUSMACV authority to strike identified enemy targets
in the DMZ west of. the populated areas and remote to .

~the ICC posts. Institute and intensify an air inter-
diction campaign of the TIGER HOUND type along the
lines of communication south of Vinh...."

‘In this connection, CINCPAC, on 10 July, had suggested a change of
policy to the effect that sorties would be diverted to strategic types of
‘targets, as opposed to. the interdiction of the enemy's LOC. COMUSMACV noted,
at the time of the Secretary of Defemse's visit to Honolulu, he did not have
confirmed information on the movement of the 324B Division. COMUSMACV told
CINCPAC he deemed it "essential that we disrupt in major degree this move-

ment of the enemy to the battlefield even at the expense of.... the

destruction of Rolling Thunder targets" and urged that top priority continue

to be given the groﬁnd war in the south. He believed the enemy had found




his planned offensive actions blunted in II, III and Southern I Corps and
that he would "go for broke" in the Northern I Corps. He added, "the enemy's
efforts must be spoiled and advantage of the opportunity must be taken to
destroy his forces with all means available." He urged CINCPAC to support
him in his effort to get at the confirmed new supply route through NVN/DMZ/
SVN which had been developed for the purpose of sustaining the newly infil-
trated units operating in the Quang Tri Province, SVN. 22/

CINCPAC responded on 18 July and noted that, with regard to strikes
against identified enemy taréets in the DMZ, the JCS message J3 4882, 21
June 66, specified requirements for State concurrence. He said that a follow-.
up message had been sent to JCS supporting COMUSMACV's position. 136/ At

137/
the same time, CINCPAC sent a message to JCS in which he stated:

++Heavy buildup in I Corps and expressed determination
to continue large-scale support to the VC requires NVA
to seek multiple shorter routes of infiltration. This
can only be through the DMZ, It appears that NVN had
abandoned all pretense of respect for neutrality of the
DMZ and is now embarked upon addltional infiltration
and supply means....

To counter the enemy's Shlft in operatlonal area, TALLY HO began
138/
operations on 20 July.
Seven areas for ARC LIGHT strikes in the TALLY HO area were sent forth
as nominations by 7AF on 26 July 1966. The areas were "belieﬁed to be
lucrative and suitable targets for B-52 strikes at the earliest possible

date consistent with priorities." Justification was included, based on"

FAC strike results for the first five days of operations. Within a
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four-kilometer radius of YD010768, a large ammo dump and considerable military
activity had been noted; several trails were heavily used; there were numerous
AW and  AAA weapons positions; extensive ground -fire had been received, and
several hundred secondary explosions, mostly ammunition; had occurred from
fighter,strikes.,l§2( Indications were that the area was a major supply

depot for the NVA 324B Division heavily engaged in Operation HASTINGS south

140/
of the DMZ. On 30 July, the ARC LIGHT forces struck enemy facilities

in the DMZ for the first time.

On 30 July, COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC that, on the 28th, he:had:
visited Operations HASTINGS/LAMSON 289, He observed this combined operation
had been highly successful; had served the purpose of spoiling the attack

planned by the 324B Division; and that fighting had virtually petered out.

141/
General Westmoreland gave the following observations:

"...We received, during April our first indication that
another division was moving from NVN to the south. At
that time, my feeling was that it would probably move
through the Laos Panhandle to reinforce NVN troops al-
ready positioned in or near the central highlands of
the II Corps area. This deployment was consistent
with my estimate of Hanoi's strategy....

"...In mid-May night air reconnaissance first noted
considerable truck traffic moving south towards the
DMZ on highways 1A and 101. On 1 June we received in-
dications that elements of the division were moving

~across the DMZ. I believe that the enemy's initial
plans for deployment of this division were changed

- because of the successful Tiger Hound operation and in-
consideration of the political turmoil in I Corps. On
10 June, it became clear that major elements of the
324th B Division had moved into Quang Tri Province.

- By the 13th our intelligence had crystallized to the
point where a decision could be made to execute con-
tingency plans .that had been developed several months -
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ago for offensive operations in Northern I Corps.
On the 15th Operation HASTINGS/LAMSON 289 was
launched following B~52 strikes which were ini--
tiated on the 13th. Participating were major
elements of the Marine 3rd Division, the SLF, 5
Battalions of the Vietnamese general reserve and
battalions of two regiments of the lst ARVN Divi-
sion....

".,.Indications that some of the initial B-52 strikes
hit a control headquarters. There were also indica-
tions of new enemy tactics to secure likely landing
zones in the area. As a result 14 out of 18 patrols
that were inserted had to be extracted because of
enemy pressure. Extensive air strikes and artillery
had to be placed on the landing zones before they
could be safely used. The enemy had prepared a
division base in the rugged hills on the north central
Quang. Tri Province., LOC was two routes across the
DMZ. Stockpiles wére pre-positioned in and north of
the DMZ in heavy jungles....

"...The 7th Air Force had intensified the interdiction
program north of the DMZ in operation Tally Ho. This
resulted in destroying significant transport and sup-
plies. B-52s targeted against dispersed supply dumps....

"...Nine Shining Brass teams in Laos confirmed major
infiltration routes from Laos through a valley 10

kilometers south of the DMZ and a logistics base 7
kilometers south of Highway 9. TAC air strikes had
many secondary explosions. B-52s were required....

"...MACV believed that the enemy had planned to overrun
friendly positions and towns.in the hills of Quang Tri,
isolate Dong Ha and Quang Tri, and launch an offensive
along Highway 9 in western Quang Tri. The enemy had
been successful in interdicting Highway 1 and the RR
between Da Nang and Dong Ha, destroying a number of
bridges and mining the RR....

"...As a result of friendly action, the 324th B Divi-

sion was dispersed and demoralized, The Division was

no longer an effective fighting unit, and would require
some time to reconstitute itself, Elements had remained
in the Quang Tri Province. A number of troops had

moved back across. the DMZ. On three occasions NVN troops.
broke and ran when engaged by the Marines....
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"...The operations were well planned and executed by the

IiTI MAF. 1In-addition they were effectively suppqrted
by the Navy Support Activity, Da Nang. Air and B-52
support as well as artillery fire support were extreme-
ly effectlve...."

COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC that he was preparing a detailed defense
plan to prevent further intrusion by the enemy, in large numbers, across the
DMZ. His staff he said, had- been studylng this project in coordination with
III MAF aud that forces would be approprlately positioned for this mission
before the beginning of the NE monsoon season. 142/

The Coﬁmanding General, ITI MAF uoted that ARC LIGHT strikes support-
ing Operations HASTINGSsince 13 July had caused significant destruction and
disorganizationvto major elements of an NVA regiment{ 2/

On 3 August, Operation HASTINGS termiuated in I CTZ with 1,209 sorties
flewn in support. A’total of 882»enemy were COnfirmed KIA, 15'captured and
254 weapons seized during the 28-day campalgn. Frieudly casualties totalled

144/
147 KIA and 488 WIA.

B- 52 aircraft continued to strike the enemy buildup in the DMZ south of
: : : 145/
the prov131ona1 military demarcation line. However, the”inability to
secure approval for strikes north of the Demarcation Line persisted through '
146/
August.
On 1 August, COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC that the upsurge of enemy

infiltration through the DMZ was cau31ng him to make a complete revaluation

of his posture in the Quang Tri Province. He said that if, as strongly
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indicated by recent intelligence, the enemy had, indeed, made the decision
to increase the tempo of his operations through the DMZ, then additiomal
steps had to be taken to block that approach. ay COMUSMACV noted the-
necessity for authority to use B-52s in the area immediately north of the
DMZ, as well as the employment of naval gunfire along the coast north of
the DMZ. He said he would again request authority~for use of defoliants
in the area south of the DMZ, and for a major leaflet campaign to be
carried out within the DMZ, north of the demarcation line, and in the area
148/

north of the DMZ,

The need for rules of engagement in the DMZ became a consideration,
on 13 July, when COMUSMACV requested guidance from CINCPAC covering friend-&
ly operations in the immediate vicinity of the .DMZ. In response, CINCPAC,
on 26 July, granted COMUSMACV authority, after justifying and obtaining

IR
approval from JCS and State Department to conduct air strikes in the DMZ

against clearly-defined milltary act1v1ty. COMUSMACV was directed to
minimize civilian casualties and to make no public discloetre of the DMZ

actions,  execept in accordance with instructions to.be provided by Washington.

By mid-August, rules of engagement applicable to TIGER HOUND were
adapted to strikes within the DMZ, authorized under conditions that military
targets of opportunity would be identified and contrelled by'FAC alrcraft;
preplaened strikee ageinst fixed’targets would be contained on TALLY HO
frag orders; eoastalﬁermed recennaissance would be‘conducted south of 17
degrees; strikes would be confined to land targets, unless engaged by hostile

water craft; all water craft operating east of the DMZ or within river
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estuaries:or mooring areas of the DMZ would be considered friendly vessels;
and water craft which fired upon any U.S. craft would be considered hostile
and could be attacked. On 19 August, COMUSMACV emphasized that:all possible
air actions would be taken against the NVA 341st and 324B Divisions, as
well as any other NVA units in or near the DMZ. To insure that 7th AF -

planners had all information avaiiable to MACV, daily communication would
SO , 149/
;}H‘b \ be maintained regarding location of these units. '
‘ ) \\\\\ By September there was general concern that the enemy was preparlng for
g X,an offensive.  General Westmoreland had expressed such concern, in late
¥, when he requested ARC LIGHT strikes be authorized in the DMZ and
51/
This request was refused, on 2 September, by the Secretary of
152/ " 153/ ~
for the following reasons:

"...Our reasoning, which is applicable to all B-52 strikes

in NVN (including the north portion of the DMZ) is that

this action at this time would be regarded in some circles and
- the press as escalation and possibly even a m}31nterpreta-

tion as a softening up for more direct military action on

the ground....

"...Additionally, and more specifically at. this time, we
believe such strikes would work against the current GVN
initiative with the ICC in respect to NVN use of the DMZ.

As you know, the GVN is preparing a comprehensive protest
with the objective of an ICC investigation of NVN's use of = .
the DMZ and an. IGC proposal for a joint commission which will
provide the means to neutralize the DMZ....

"...However, should intelligence establish positive lucra-
tive targets beyond the capability of TAC air, we will
of course reconsider such proposals on the merits of
each individual case...." '
On 8 September, the CJCS informed both CINCPAC and COMUSMACV of the

above and that he had received the following memo from the Secretary of
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154/
Defense:

"...In consideration of the views of the Secretary of
State as expressed --- (in his memo), I desire that
no B-52 strikes be conducted against targets in NVN
or_ the DMZ north of the demarcation line..... :

"...As an exception to the foregoing, consideratlon
will be given on an urgent basis to specific strike
proposals which might be warranted by military develop~-
ments of a highly critical nature. Should you wish to
discuss this matter with the President I would be happy
to make the necessary arrangements...."

On the same day, Admiral Sharp informed COMUSMACV that emphasis was -
being placed on preparations for operation Grand Slam and that it was nec-
essary to.up-date the ARC LIGHT strike requests which were then being con-
sidered by DOD, the Department of State and JCS. CINCPAC asked for a.
priority revaluation of the proposed ARC LIGHT strikes in the DMZ and NVN,
based on the most recent intelligence. The purpose would be to determine

whether it was appropriate to adjust coordinates, eliminatevcertain"targets,

and/or submit new targets. CINCPAC wanted COMUSMACV- to include any addi-

155/

~tional justifications not available at the time of original submission

156/
and added:

"...It would be helpful to have your revaluation .of those
strikes which directly relate to combat actions contem-
plated for the immediate future, particularly strikes
in Route Package One and the area north of the Demarca-
tion Line in the DMZ. It is essential that the justi-
fication be strong and specific. . Criticality and ur-
gency appear to be key characteristics., Targets not
warranting consideration at this time might better be
held for submission at .a later date. Expectation of
approval would be significantly enhanced if positive
evidence can be submitted on targets which threaten -
security of friendly forces...."
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General Westmoreland responded with concern over the enemy buildup
KbE
in several areas. He pointed out that a serious, direct threat had been

engendered to the US/FW/and’GVN forces in the I CTZ. The security of Quang
Tri and Thua Thien Provinuves had also been threatened b& the enemy buildup
in the DMZ and NVN, immediately above the DMZ. The urgency of using all
practical means available to counter this threaﬁ‘was_underscbred. Immediate
action was necessary to prevent.the‘enemy from'generating a mgjor offensive
which might be designed to "liberate" the Quang Tri and Thua Thien Provinces.
In addition, such an offensive might be carried out to inflicttmaximum
casualties on GVN/US/ and FW forces in the areas in question. lél/ Enemy
troops were moving along the southern border of the DMZ, with a distinct
possibility of reinforcements coming into the area. General Westmoreland
reasoned that an NVA offensive could be supported by in-place supplies "for
an indefinite period." The enemy's course of action was expected to en-
compass the attack and seizure of "Ca Lu, Cua, Cam Lo, or Dong Ha." The
General directed that contingency'plans be reviewed and updated,'lég/ and,

as suggested by CINCPAC, he supported his concern by presenting the following

159/
considerations:

Enemy Reconnaissance and Probing Attacks: COMUSMACV

noted that, in the area south of Route 9 in Quang Tri
Province, the enemy was conducting probing attacks and
reconnaissance missions.... '

Enemy Preparations for Attack: Preparations for attack

were being made by the enemy, in the area south of Route
9 in Quang Tri Province, involving the preparation of AA
emplacements, entrenchments, foxholes, automatic weapons
positions, tunnels, fortified caves and minefi®dds. This,
he said, pointed to the development of an enemy base in
and south of the DMZ which could lead to support of enemy
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operations. Such development was a well recognized tactic
for detailed preparation of the battlefield....

DMZ Base: The enemy was continuing to use the DMZ as a
supply head. He also was using this area as a troop
haven. Both were being used for enemy forces moving into
the Northern I CTZ, and that the enemy was consolidating
his position in northern I CTZ, and that reinforcements
were moving into the area. The 324B Division had been
reinforced, according to his J-2, by the 34lst Division.
He pointed out that this was being further reinforced by
‘possibly two additional divisions....

Enemy AA Defenses in the DMZ: Addition of an AA regiment
had enhanced the enemy defenses in the DMZ....

SAM Defenses Towards the DMZ: There were indications of
enemy effort to extend the SAM envelope southward toward
the DMZ. Tactical air strikes by the 7th Air Force against
missile associated vans and trucks attested to this effort,
‘which was threatening the free use of the B-52 weapon sys-—

tem in northern I CTZ....

Indications of Enemy Offensive Action: COMUSMACV noted the
enemy was developing an offensive rather than a defensive
posture. This was indicated by forward stockage of supplies,
size of enemy buildup, disposition of forces, deployment
southward of AA weapons systems, and depth of patrol pene-
trations by the enemy....

Weather Factors: COMUSMACV observed that weather in Laos
would be clearing by October and the enemy could be ex-
pected to start moving supporting material and personnel,

in quantity, through the area. This would permit the °

enemy to engage the friendly flank in the Quang Tri Province
from the west. At the same time, the worsening weather in
the coastal plaln area of I and II CTZs would also work .

to the enemy's advantage by facilitating attack on friend-
ly positions in those areas....

Laos Panhandle Routes: The enemy, according to COMUSMACV,
could utilize his traditional routes through the Laos
Panhandle and be afforded the ‘advantage of reinforecing
large scale diversionary attacks further south. These,

he felt, might be made in coordination with a main as-
sault through the DMZ and against the friendly western
flank....

General Westmoreland observed that spoiling attacks by air and grdund
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forces had been responsible for successfuliy disrupting the‘enemy's plans
before he could complete his preparations for attack. This action had kept
the enemy fo'balance and had prevented them, accordingrto COMUSMACV, from
mounting a successful offensive. Because of the success of air and ground
forces actions, the enemy appeared to be employing new tactics, entailing
use of sanctuaries in and to'the nofth of the DMZ, in an,effbrt to prevent
160/

spoiling attacks.

COMUSMACV pointed out that since he was unable to move ground forces
into the DMZ or ihto North Vietnam, his only instrument of attack was fire-
power., Genefal Westmoreland said it was imperative that aerial firepower
and naval gunfire (NGF) be utilized to thwart the enemy‘s pending offensive

161/ |
in the area given above.

CINCPAC presented JCS, on 9 September, an overall plan to counter the
mounting enemy threat to I Corps envisioning that operation Graﬁi6§}am would
be followed by a large III MAF operation'ih Quang Tri Province. " He
noted that naval gunfire might be required upon the request of COMUSMACV.
CINCPACFLT, the day before, had been directed to support Grand Slam operations
through CVA and alerted NGF support. 183/

CINCPAC expressed concern that the restrictions placed on ARC LIGHT
operations might hinder the effectiveness of his‘plan. He pointed out to

164/
JCS that:

“,...0ur concern is that such targets will developyrepidly,
probably within the next few days, while ARC LIGHT strikes
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remain limited to the . area south of the Demarcation
Line. The same is true with regard to NGF. Recent
intelligence has verified activity of considerable
scope along the southern coastal regions of RP I
against which NGF would be highly suited.... J

"...The threat to the I CTZ could become critical. We
are about to put our troops into a battle which could
develop into a major effort, requiring the support of
assets other than ground forces and tactical air.
Request for ARC LIGHT strikes warranted by military
developments of a highly critical nature will be sub-
mitted on short notice. NGF is an additional asset
that could be used to advantage under the conditioms .

-existing now along the coastal areas of Route Packége
I-.un“ |

On 11 September, Admiral Sharp asked COMUSMACV for information on Quang
Tri with reference to ARC LIGHT support for Grand Slam plans. 183/ General
Westmoreland responded that SLAR coverage of August and September, along
the coast of NVN immediately north of the DMZ, indicated heavy movement by
sea and truck to the DMZ area. Hé also nofed that numerous secondary fires
and explosions had been produced on a‘consistent basis, by air strikes
along this coastal area. The TALLY HO forward air controllers (FACs),
insi&e the DMZ, reported that a large portion of the truck movement was .
being funneled into Réute 102. COMUSMACV felt that the most lucrative single
target in the enemy's buildup complex was the final motorable portion of
Route 102, immediatély horth of the;demarcation line. He said that all
available evidence supporfed this conclusion. He noted the target designa-
tion of "Quang Tri 145," which was the truck head where supplies were broken
out for further movement by porters, animals and bicycles over an extensive

166/
and much-used trail network.
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COMUSMACV noted that Quang Tri 145 had certain characteristics which
required destruction of the jungle canopy by ARC LIGHT forces to permit
observation ofAthe tactical air strikes against the truck head. It was
of significance, he added, that Quang Tri 145 was situatéd in a sparsely-
populated, jﬁngled—covered area remote from ICC presence. The remote
location of the target in the northern portion of the DMZ also reduced
the possibility of public knowledge..  However, efforts to conceal the
nature of the strike could be enhanced by selecting a TOT during the hours
of darkness. COMUSMACV presented the following factors as favoring the

1677
attack on Quang Tri 145 by ARC LIGHT forces:

"...Quang Tri 145 met the criteria of being a highly
critical target, was directly related to combat actions
contemplated for the immediate future, and was a target
that initially had to be engaged by ARC LIGHT forces in
order to allow tactical air to exploit the target sub-
sequently." - '

To disrupt enemy logistic activity within the area, General Westmore-

land deemed essential the earliest possible engagement of the target to

prevent the enemy from dispersing or burying his supplies. COMUSMACV ob-
served that, ét this time, the énem§ considered he could proceed with im-
punity, using the DMZ as a base for offensive operations. A severe psyg
chological blow could be inflicted on the enemy by prompt engagement. 188/
COMUSMACV told CINCPAC that FACs had been unable to operate on a line
from XE 6815 to XD 9672 due to enemy ground fire and that this situation

had existed since the inception of TALLY HO on 20 July 1966. Because of

this, he felt that the use of the NGF capability took on special significance.
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He also noted there was considerable AA/AW in the area and that some 12

U.S. aircraft had been damaged and three shot down.

All of these air defense sites, he pointed out, were within an NGF en-
velope. Visual reconnaissance aﬁd FAC-controlled air strikes against enemy
weapons, troops and supplies going into the DMZ would be~facilitated by NGF'
suppression of fire from these AA/AW sités. 16/

COMUSMACV concluded that an urgent military réquirement existed for
the employment of B-52s against the Quang Tri 145 target aﬁd‘requested
authority to hit the target, under cover bf.déﬁkness, withouf,delay. More-
over, he wanted to employ NGF against suitable enemy targets in the coastal -
segment of the TALLY HQ area, with priority given the AA/AW sites. He
added that additional B-52 targets in the area north of the DMZ were being
revalidated, pursuant to CINCPAC's message 082128Z September 1966. The

| 170/
American Ambassador in Saigon concurred with this planning.

Naval Gunfire and ARC LIGHT Strikes

On 13 September 1966, CJCS informed both CINCPAC and COMUSMACV that he

 had authorized an ARC LIGHT strike on Quang Tri 145 but had not approved

COMUSMACV's associated réquest to employ naval gunfire along the coastal
area from the 17th parallel to 17° 52' North. He indicated, however, that
favorable consideration for naval gunfire along the southern coast of North
Vietnam probably could be~obtéinéd in support of combat operations, provided
that‘COMUSMACV and CINCPAC could limit the area of operation or further

specify the targets. CJCS noted the difficulties involved due to the
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fluidity of the situation but was confident that the more important targets

_ 171/
and areas could be selected for employment of naval gunfire.

On 15 September, COMUSMACV outlined to CINCPAC his plans to use ARC

LIGHT forces in support of operations south of the DMZ. General Westmoreland
172/

commented: '

-+ IIT MAF is currently conducting Operation PRAIRIE,
south of the DMZ. On 15 Sep 66, Operation DECKHOUSE IV
will also commence. In support of the above, Quang Tri
145 will be struck by 24 B-52s on 160400 Hotel. Recon

in force operations will continue south of the DMZ while
intense air reconnaissance is being conducted in the DMZ
and contiguous areas. When major targets are developed,
COMUSMACV will execute Grand Slam with an appropriate
B-52 ARC’'LIGHT strike against one or more targets. Follow-
ing the B-52 strike, USAF, III MAF, and SEVENTHFLT tacti-
cal aircraft, if required, will strike targets developed
by airborne FACs. The number of tactical sorties sched-

uled will be determined by the target engaged...."

In planning for this contingency, 7AF developed Operations Order 458-67,
"Grand Slam" thch envisioned the employment of a '"36-hour concentrated air
attack centered around two target areas in the DMZ." The operation was to
commence with a large B-52 force striking the area at first light. Air-
Bofne FACs wéuld then VR fhe area, develop targets and direct TAC air. Eight
’ fiéhters were tq be scheduled into the target area every 15 minutes during
dayligﬁt hours and twq fighters every 15 minutes during the night. For a
complete 36-hour operation, éhe effort would involve 870 strike sorties,

117 suﬁport sorties and 1,613 tons of ordnance. 2/
From the initial planning stages, certain limitations were apparent.

Major enemy forces would be difficult to pinpoint for lack of ground
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intelligence. Because of recent pressure from air attack, the enemy had
dispersed his forces and equioment over a large area. With.visual sur-
veillance and bombing involved, good weather would be a necessity. To em-
ploy the sizable fighter force envisioned, approval for the use of Thailand-
based USAF aircraft was required, although the plag727uld be executed on a
reduced scale without the use of these aircraft. :
| ¢ Sevf

Control of the operation was to be exercised by the Commander, 7AF, who
was to be aboard the ABCCC on the morning of iEE_EEEB‘*‘The B-528 dropped
on schedule, with FACs over the target area before first light. - However,
the lack of suitable targets, plus deteriorating weather, preVented official
declaration of Grand Slam, 1/

On 17 September, ‘COMUSMACV reported heavy enemy actlvity in the DMZ
area and presented the targets glven on 21 August and 3 September for revali~
dation. The enemy was building up in the DMZ and contiguous areas and it
appeared the enemy was maklng every effort to push supplles and troops, via
Route 103, down the inflltratlon net. There were 1ndicatlons the enemy
had hopes of settlng up a base support area, in either the DMZ or SVN,

176/
before the northeast monsoon began.

CINCPAC 1nformed JCS, on 17 September, that he concurred in COMUSMACV's
177/
revalldatlon ‘and recommended early approval of these strikes.
Attempts to honor and restore the«DMZ, as envisioned in the 1954

Geneva Convention, were made during this period. On 26 September, COMUSMACV

had informed the Commander 7th Air Force, GG III MAF, and COMNAVFORV by
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message that "Effective immediately, and until further notice..., all

air strikes, artillery fire, naval - gunfire, and ground maneuver in the DMZ,
east of Route 1A, will be suspended." The directive pertained to the area
in the DMZ, both north and south of the Demarcation Line, with the purpose
of permitting the newly—relnstltuted ICC Mobile Team 76 to patrol the

area and report violatlons of the 1954 Geneva Accords. 178/

While a major enemy offensive had not occurred by the end of the

- month some felt the threat remained. On 29 September, Lt. Gen. Walt, Com-

mander III MAF, gave his assessment of the war near the DMZ. He believed

gy,

e ] )
a massive NVA offensive was imminent, regardless of losses the enemy might

s

incur, and expected the enemy move during’the first bad weather, perhaps
in the next three or four days. 2/ Numerous trail patterns in the DMZ had
beenkinvestigated and it appeared new trails, up to motorable size, had
heen constructed in northern Quang Tri, through the DMZ. There were two
general routes 1nto Quang Tri Province: the first went south from Route 102,
crossed the Ben Ha1 River in the DMZ, then traveled. west and entered RVN;
the other followed a dense trall and road net from Route 102, turned east,
followed the Ben Hai River for about lO kllometers, turned south and exited
180/

into RVN.

In early October, COMUSMACV and CINCPAC agreed that»suspension of
operations in the eastern part of the DMZ was Working to the advantage of
the NVA/VC. COMUSMACV reported that the ICC patrols could not be effective

and expressed strong concern that resumption of these patrols ‘in only the

southern half of the DMZ would hamstring the Free World military response to
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NVA actions. The North Vietnamese refused to cooperate with the ICC, so
restrictions in the extreme eastern portion of the DMZ were rescindedv(l3
October) and COMUSMACV was again authorized ‘to conduct military operationi?l/

On 23 October 1966, COMUSMACV informed the 7th A1r Force Commander and

N
others that he was suspending, temporarlly, the authorization for B-52
strikes in and near the DMZ. He noted this suspension did not[alter the
authority he had granted, on 1 October, to conduct tactical air strikes
throughout the DMZ against military activities which were clearly defined.
Moreover, that authority had been granted to deliver artillery fire and
naval gunfire, into the DMZ south of the military demarcation line, against
clearly-defined military activities. 182/

COMUSMACV informed that intelligence had been developed on ARC LIGHT
targets in the Quang Tri 288, 289, 290, 291, and 296 areas which indicated
clearly~defined military activity. He noted; however, that a larger portion
of these targets in areas 288, 289, and 290, were south of the military.
demarcation line and were within the range of friendly artillery. COMUSMACV
therefore suggested consideration be given to hitting these targets with
artillery, even though they were validated for B-52 strike. 283/

At the end of 1966, COMUSMACV remained concerned over the infiltration
of the NVA/VC through and near the DMZ. He believed that not enough had,
been done to counter NVA activities in the DMZ, particularly in the more

populated eastern half MACJ2 had continued to report infiltration in the

eastern areas of the DMZ, along with evidence of a buildup of NVA units in

181




that area. COMUSMACV again considered the possibility of further B-52
o 184/ ' ‘ -
strikes in the DMZ,

Public Affairs‘Guidance

There had been four strikes in North Vietnam énd 17 iﬁ the DMZ since
publication of the Secretary of befense Public Affairs Guidéhce Meséage
3080/192333Z September 66. b/

COMUSMACV on 5 November informed CINCPAC that B-52 raids in the DMZ
and NVN, just north of the DMZ, had become routine occurrences. For this
reason General Westmoreland recémmended a review of the guidance to allow

MACV to release information concerning these raids in the daily release

(except 28 miles west northwest of Dong Ha in the northern half of the DMZ,
186/ , ‘
etc.).
The routine inclusion of this information in the daily release caused

much less of a flurry among the press corps than would a vague written

statement which always produced a series of questions intended to pinpoint
‘ ‘ 187/
the raid location.

The Slam Concept

On 16 September 1966, COMUSMACV told CINCPAC that he was increasingly
concerned with the enemy's buildup capability in the Laotian Pénhandle
during the dry season, which had been deﬁonstrated during the previous north=-
east monsoon périod; He informed CINCPAC that, because of this cohcern,

he had tasked his staff to develop a plan to spoil, block, deny and disrupt
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the enemy's infiltration of both supplies and personnel through the Laotian
Panhandle into South Vietnam. He named this concept "Slam"..an abbreviation
for Seek-Locate-Annihilate-Monitor. 12/

The plan utilized the{Grand Slam concept (which was-designgd for
support of III MAF forces near the DMZ) as a departufe point, and embodied
the same principles, i.e. hitting a lucrative target with B-52s, with im-
mediate follow-up of FAC VR and tactical air as required. Whereas the
biggest limitation in Grand Slam had been inadequate, real-time intelligence
for target selection, the Slam concept added Shining Brass for initial

189/

target development and selection. The plan was to be executed in Laes,

To detect ¢oncentrations cf{enemy personnel, trucks or supplies, all
means of reconnaissance and intelligence collection would be employed.
Sensors would be air-dropped in the vicinity of suspect areas to monitor for
movement. When concentrations were detected, Slam operations would be 190
initiated and continued soblong as targets remained in or around the areé?g_/

The Slam concept incorporated the use of B-52s to(inflict inifial shock
and to open the area to follow-up exploitation by fighter aircraft and other
means. The plan called for this concept to be employed in most instances.
However, when quick reactionvagainst a.detected concentration was reqﬁired,
Slam operations would be initiated by concentrated bombing from fighter
aircraft. Under this concept, an airborne FAC and a flight of fighteré

would be nearby to search the area for remaining targets and to accomplish

the initial exploitation. It was noted that the force to perform Slam
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v 191/
operatlons was available in-theater and no additive resources were required.

Sty

Laotian Political Factors r¥ﬁf L

On 27 May, COMUSMACV recommended approval of a serles of ARC LIGHT

strlkes in Laos, subJect to concurrence by V1entlane.

The American Ambassador in Vientiane.pointed out that, for the proposed
Polo Pony series, he had a real political problem. Since ARC LIGHT was
being carried out in Laos), without the knowledge  or concurrence of the RLG,
they also would have to.be executed in a fashion permitting‘denial, if
necessary, to RLGrinquirfes. He pointed -out that the proximity of several

Polo Pony targets to frlendly forces at Ban Houie Sane would make them fully

192/
aware of the strikes. Such strikes, he felt, could not be refuted.

Ambassador Sullivan pointed out ‘that the target areas for' Polo Pony 1,
2, and 3 contained a considerable number of civilians in the immediate
vicinity of the targeted military installations. He concluded, considering

193/
these factors, he could not concur in Polo Pony 1, 2, and 3.

&

On 27 May, and again on 6 .and 16 June, COMUSMACV had requestéd approval
-to strike 22 ARC LIGHT targets in Laos. CINCPAC had concurred, contingent
on ‘the approval of the American Ambassador in Vientiane. On 20- June, Vien-
tiane disapprovedfthese»strikes for the following reasons:
1. These strikee ceuld‘be‘identified as AﬁC LIGHT
strikes since they would be located near enough to

frlendly areas to be heard as massive bombings.

2. The frlendly populatlon center of Attopeu was in
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the immediate vicinity of some targets.

3. Strikes would be too close to road watch teams
and watch team sites.

4. The strikes were deeper into Laos than those
previously executed. Denial to the RLG that such
strikes were taking place would become difficult for
the American Ambassador at Vientiane which would en-
danger the approval status of future requested ARC
LIGHT strikes in Laos.

5. Some targets were of doubtful value since they
were based on intelligence which was a month old.

6. Some of the targets were astride the Sihanouk
Trail which was under reconnaissance by the RLAF.

COMUSMACV, on 30 June, gave CINCPAC his comments on the reasons for
Vientiane's non-concurrence and pointed out that -numerous tactical aif
strikes had been made repeatedly in the populated areas proposed by him for
ARC LIGHT strikes. He felt it unlikely that civilians, other than those
actively engaged in support of the enemy's LOCs, would remain in such areas.
In view of the altitude from which munitions were employed, he doubted if
civilians could identify the B-52 aircraft in view of their similarity to
known B-66/B-57 saturation-type bombing. He pointed out that areas within
one to three kilometers of friendly forces or noncombatants had been bombed
safely and consistently by SAC. As for watch teams, there were none within
8ix kilometers of any nominated target, with the majority over 15 kilometers
away. This, he thought, was ample as a safety factor. COMUSMACV felt
that procedures for developing and validating B—52 targets by MACV had
proven successful; that all ARC LIGHT targets were revalidated continually

prior to execution; and that all Laos ARC LIGHT targets had been under
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continuous observation. On the question of outdated intelligence, he noted
he had submitted three targets, on 6 June, for approval. Fourteen days
later (20 June) this request was disapproved by Vientiane for lack of cur-
rent intelligenoe. VCOMUSMACV, however, concurred With;Vientiane on the
problem of denial’to RLG. He understood‘that the Secretarﬁ'of State had
not given positive guidance on‘the‘subject of discussions‘with the RLG for
approval of B-52 strikes in Laos and noted, in this connection, there was
a risk 1nvolved that could lose all ARC LIGHT str1kes‘1n Laos but _he felt
it worth the rlsk in view of the potentlal damage that could be done to the
enemy by striking the 22 targets now denied. He pointed out these targets
could best be struck by ARC LIGHT aircraft inasmuch as, under restrictive
weather conditions, effective TACAattacks could only be aocomplished by
’radar-controlled bombing; Sinee trucks and supplieslwere“in dispersed open
areas'(due to washed ont roads and Wide‘dispersal of enemy positions) the
TAC target coverage would be reduced To obtain.a high degree of effective-
ness, under these condltlons, commitment of TAC would requlre a prohibitive
194/ . : .

number of sorties,

From his analysis of the situation COMUSMACV, surmised that the reason
. for Ambassador Sullivan's denial was political in that the Ambassador did
not want to risk informing the RLG.lgé/ COMUSMACV, therefore, recommended
CINCPAC approval of the 22 strikes in question. 2/

Admiral Sharp responded that the latest efforts to gain approval for

B-52 strlkes agalnst logistices and tralnlng area targets in Laos had been

dlsapproved by the Amerlcan Ambassador in Vientiane. CINCPAC assured
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COMUSMACV of JCS support for these ARC LIGHT missions. He told COMUSMACV
he expected early receipt of a statement regarding the Secretary of State's
position. ;21/

A few days later, the Secretary of State, in a joint message with DOD,
told Admiral Sharp that strikes in Laos would continue to be reviewed on a
case-by-case basis. It would be the understanding that these strikes would
be executed without the knowledge or concurrence of the RLG. The question
of seeking Prime Minister Souvanna's concurrence was held in abeyance. It
was recognized that special problems might arise in the handling of news
releases, thus each strike was to have a press cover story in the form of
a strike in nearby SVN territory. The possibility existed that RLG authori-
ties would inquire about these strikes, in which case the reply would be a
denial. 1In turn, the RLG might release the U.S. denial to the press and/or.
to diplomatic circles as a matter of self protection. Consequently, U,S.
spokesmen would adhere strictly to current press guidance should RLG authority
complain that U.S. spokesmen did not support such a statement. The best
response would be "no comment" to all inquiries regarding air operatioms,
since the press would quickly pinpoint willingness to comment when no proglem
was involved and unwillingness only when an operation had in fact occurréﬁ%gj

Near the end of the month, COMUSMACV met with the Amemb Vientiane to
request authorization for pending B-52 strikes and cross-border operationms.
General Westmoreland felt the B-52 strikes had been withheld By the American
Embassy because Laotian authorities did not fully appreciate their importance.
USAIRA agreed with COMUSMACV's request but was unable to alleviate the B-52

question without instructions from SecState and until Prime Minister
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Souvanna returned to Vientiane late in July. 2/

COMUSﬁACV, on 9 August, informeo 7th Air Force that certain lucrative
targets in Laos could not be struck because of area restrictions by’the Am-~
- bassador in Vientiane, and that the Laotian government had not granted ap-

proval for use of'this particular weapon. The U.S. position, therefore,
remained that the strike appeared to be‘a'mistake, or that the target was
hit due to inaccurate border alignment on air operational maps. He -
said that, in order to strike with the B-52, "we must first be near the:
Laos/Vietnam border and, second, out of sound of any village area." Target
nominations not within these parameters could not be favorably considered
| 200/
for ARC LIGHT programming.,
The Secretary of State noted that the EMBTEL BERP 19 July 66, had
rev1ewed COMUSMACV s request for recon31der1ng approval for 25 proposed
ARC LIGHT strikes in Laosa On 2 August COMUSMACV had revalldated 11 of
“the hlghest prlorlty targets which he recommended for attack. These ;Si%ets
were located in the vicinity of Tchepone and east to the RVN border. T
The Secretary. of Statekreoognized~the military tequirement for ARC:
LIGHT strikes and so advised the American Ambassador in Vientiane. He
said ARC LIGHT operations in Laos coold be jeopardized if agreement could
not‘be’reached with Souvanna and concurred in having the Ambassador cogs;lt
with Souvanna along the lines noted in the EMBTEL BERP; 19 July 1966. 202/
The Secretary of State noted that Souvanna, on numerous occasions, had

made .it very clear he wanted thevUesg‘offiqial spokesmen to deny Communist
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charges of U.S. air operations in Laos. Secretary Rusk, informed Ambassador
Sullivan that he would not do this} that, at best, all that could be offered
was the standard U.S. public affairs guidance of "To provide no comment .

or confirmation." This would be given with an assurance that each ARC.
LIGHT strike on Laos would have a cover strike in SVN. He provided the

| 203/
following guideline for the Ambassador's talk with Souvanna: ‘

"...The ARC LIGHT bombing was done from a high altitude
and was highly accurate. (This he wanted stressed to
Souvanna). Extreme precautions would be taken to avoid
endangering the lives of the Lao people. Friendly forces,
population centers, and villages would be avoided through
the target selection process. Souvanna would be informed
that SAC had a record of consistently and safely bombing
targets within one to three kilometers of noncombatants

or friendly forces in the SVN.

'Souvanna would be assured that no targets would be struck

if civilians were located there. Souvanna would be told
that, regardless of the proximity to enemy military in-
stallations, no . areas would be hit that had civilian
population. Souvanna would be assured that strikes would
not be made against towns, villages of other populated

areas. Prior clearance for each strike would be given

by the -American Embassy in Vientiane, as a method of ensuring
these precautions. If Souvanna so requests, the prior
clearance could be given by Souvanna or his designee...."

On 16 Séptembef, the American Ambassador in Vientiane informed the
Secretary of State that he had requested Souvanna to give his concurrence

to certain ARC LIGHT strikes in Laos. Souvanna informed Ambassador Sullivan

that his concurrence depended upon obtaining the following conditions:
"That the pilots make no mistakes and thaf the bombing be accurate. That
absolutely nothing be said about the strikes." 1In response, the American.
Ambassador presented Souvanna with an outline of the general operating ac-

curacy of .the M5Q-77 system. Ambassador Sullivan informed the Secretary of
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State that this seemed to satisfy Souvanna's first condition. On the second
condition, the Ambassador informed the Secretary of State he had told Souvanna
of the U.S. intention to fly cover strikes in SVN. He told him that announce-
ment to the press would be of the cover strikes in SVN, and ;hat the press
would not be told of the concurrent strikes in Laos. He noted to the
Secretary, contrary to earlier discussion, he had tacitly skirted the 
question of U.S. "denial" of strikes in Laos and that Souvanna had concurred
in the cover strike procedure. He pointed out that Souvanna had some reser-
vations'about security and appeared worried that somevleaks‘might occur.

For this}réason,kSouvanna requested the Ambaséador not to mention these
strikes to anyone else in the RLG; specifically General Ma and the General
Staff. ’Ambassador Sullivan stated he had agreed to these conditions. The
Ambassador felt Souvanna wanted to test the U.S. ability to maintain an ef-

fective control over possible information leaks and stated that, from his

past experiénce; he entertained serious doubts as to the ability of the U.S.

to méintain'tight security in this matter. He‘felt; giso? that performance
in these strikes would be the major factor in determining whether there would
be subsequent permission for other strikes of this nature. For this reason,
(émbassador Sullivan thought it would be a good idea to separa;e the ARC
' *'kL&GHT’sttikes\into two categories: 'Category I, those strikes conducted
&Bn a deniable basis. Category II, those strikes for which Souvanna's per-
204/ == ,
mission had been sought."
General Westmoreland observed, on 22 October, that lucrative targets

'had been lost because of the inflexibility of the ARC LIGHT strike mechanism.




He was particularly concerned about the long delay between the time a target.
was found and the request for TQT was made. One cause for this delay was
the time required to obtain approval from CINCPAC and JCS. He pointed out
that an attendant time delay was engendered in cases where he had to obtain
the concurrénce of the American Ambassador in Vientiane. Another factor:
was the B-52 force regeneration capability. 203/

He cited the case of New Troop, a lucrative enemy troop infiltratioen
target found in Laos on 5 October. Because of the inflexibility of the-
target approval system, his request for TOT was 080600H October, a delay
of three days. Since the target was of a fleeting nature, this long delay
presented difficulties, of which CINCPAC was appraised on 22 October. General
Westmoreland noted that, later, (approximately nine hours prior to TOT)
Shining Brass intelligence reported a group of enemy troops observed in the
area of XD 645 685. This was outside,the approved New Troop target area by
about two kilometers. COMUSMACV expressed concern over the fact his cémmand
had been unable to-reschedﬁle;or divert the ARC LIGHT: force from thevapproved
New Troop target in time to strike the new target which‘was only two kilo~—
meters away.‘ This, hefﬁointed out, waé due to restfictions imposed by
target approval procedures and the lack of in-flight diversion authority.
COMUSMACV concluded that’this lack of flexibility preclude& the opportunity
for him to take advantage of a cﬁanging situation. This;Ahg gbserved,
possibly permitted a more valid fleeting target to escape. 208/

He noted that, in thét ingtance, he had two choices. ﬁe could continue

the strike on the approved target based upon previous intelligence or he
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could obtain approval from JCS/CINCPAC and concurrence from the American

f
N
X{i}//ﬁmbassy in Vientiane to change the ARC LIGHT.target. General Westmoreland

told CINCPAC he had decided to go after the New Troop target, as approved,

rather than to attempt to alter the ARC LIGHT strike. This had set back
2OF
the programmed ARC LIGHT strikes on other approved targets.

A subsequent study of events emphasized the need to attain the flexi-
bility in approval and concurrence procedures for targetscin Laos.  COMUSMACV

v therefore, presented the following suggestions as an interiﬁ solution to
2+ thisgyproblem:
}

i AT

~ #,...The SAC-proposed procedures for reducing reaction
time of the B-52 force should be applied to Laos
targets. For this procedure he referred to CINCPAC
TS message 082247Z October 1966....

W...A greater degree of flexibility in target shifting
could be made to match last minute ground or air recon-
‘naissance intelligence if the ARC LIGHT target box could
be surrounded by an area where ARC LIGHT could hit on a =
preselection basis. The area could be approximately
6x8 kilometers around the proposed ARC LIGHT target box.
In this area, he felt thattas many as six Desired Points
of Impact (DPIs) would be preselected....

"...If approved for tactical air strikes COMUSMACV wanted
the Special Operation Area concept to be applied to ARC
LIGHT operations. He noted that this concept had been

- proposed and had been concurred in by the American Am-
bassador in Vientiane. Detail of this conference, he
noted were given in the ARC LIGHT Conference Report
dated 28 September 1966 (S)...."

General Westmoreland requested favorable consideration be given to
these proposed actions and that he be given authority to implement the DPI

209/
presented.




A few days later, CINCPAC responded and told General Westmoreland he
concurred in the DPI concept. COMUSMACV's recommendation for the adoption
of a.reduced-reaction proCedure? fbr strikes in Laos, however, woﬁld be
considered only after experience had been gained with similar operations

210/
in SVN.

&
¥

CINCPAC, at the same time, told the American Ambassador in Vientiane.
that existing requirements for the approval of strikescould reduce the
flexibility in the use of forée. He pointed out that COMUSMACV had present-.
ed this problem in COMUSMACV's 46629/220320Z October 1966. Admiral Sharp
further told the American Ambassador in Vientiane he concurred with the
necessity for closely>controlling these and other operations. He recognized
the possibility of compromising a favorable position but felt that the
recommendations made by COMUSMACV on 22 October, (specifically paragraph 5C
of COMUSMACV's messagé 46629/2203202 October 1966) would enhance significantly
the ARC LIGHT operations in Laos. =

Admiral Sharp, therefore, requested Vientiane's concurrence with
CINCPAC's approval of ARC LIGHT strikes within the 'Special Operationé Area"
as described by Vientiane'slmessage 2059/070543Z October 1966. CINCPAC told
Ambassador Sullivan he would be appraised of all strikes in this area which
would give the Ambassador the opportunity to veto a strike, should conditions
warrant. He told the Ambassador that, if he concurred, CINCPAC would rec-
ommend a revision of the General Planning Instructions, which he would

212/
send to JCS.
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Overflight Penetration

On 17 March, JCS authorized execution of B-52 strikes on three targets

in Thua Thien Province, with no overflights of Cambodia or the limits of
the DMZ allowed. Howevér, minimum feasible penetration into Laos, at or
above 15,000 feet altitude, was authorized as necessary for desired pre/

post flight path.

IOn 25 March, COMUSMACV reqﬁested Jcs appro&al for’two ARC LIGHT strikes
(Soft Shoe I and II) which had received the appfoval of Amemb Vientiane
that day; JCS recommended approval, subject to coﬁcurrence by Amemb Saigon

213/ |

and the GVN,

"On 22 April, COMUSMACV informed Amemb Vientiane that, prior to the Rat
Mat series, all ARC LIGHT strikes executed in SVN penetrating Laos airspace
were approved by higher authority, with Amemb Vientiane's comments. He
further stated that MACV was scheduling strikes only 24 hours to 48 hours
in advance of TOT, which meant the approval authorities Would be required to
react in‘minimum time. For these reasons, General Westmoreland requested
Amemb Vientiane's blanket approval for possible minimum Laos overflight on
all strikes physcially located in SVN. d | |

Ambassador Sullivan believedthe record showed that higher-authority
such as CINCPAC, had regularly submitted planned overflights of Laos to

Vientiane for approval in accordance with procedures outlined in the ARC

LIGHT Basic Operations Order, paragraph 4c. He further suggested that

COMUSMACV follow this system.

’




For ARC LIGHT strikes on Quang Tri 24, 25, 26, the JCS, on 27 April,
authorized overflight of Laos at 15,000 feet or over, as necessary for
desired pre- or post-target flight path. JCS told CINCPAC and CINCSAC that-

215/
no overflights of Cambodia or DMZ were authorized.

Civilian Casualties

On 19 February, the American Ambassador in Vientiane informed COMUSMACVA
that occasional lapses had continued in procedures governing USAF operations.
in Laos. He informed COMUSMACV that he required photography and other
documentation to validate a target. Moreovér, the closest sort of coordi-

nation with RLG would be required if a target were to be validated outside

_agreed operating zones, He informed that in, all prudence, any new target.

in a sensitive area would be authorized only for a FAC-controlled strike
rather than a free strike, and that an ARC LiGHT strike would seem the least
likely course of action.. Ambassador Sullivan was extremely anxious to avoid
incidents in which Laotian civilian could be bombed.glg/ It is of interest.
to note, shortly before this, that’F. E. Warcup, thé Bfitish air commander-
in the successful Mélayan campaign, warned that a few civilians deaths
from air strikes in villages'"do more harﬁ than ali the good you may do.e..
You have made these people enemiés for gdod," ur

COMUSMACV, on 2 Sepfember, informed CINCPAC that4eve£y attembt was
made, using all intelligence resources. available to him, to insure that

targets nominated were purely military in nature and that no danger existed

to the civilian population. He noted, however, that short of actually
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placing a man on the ground, no means existed to confirm that a hut or
village was used in a purely military capacity and that noncombatants were

218/ '
not present.

Inadvertent Bomb Release

On 16 March 1966, CINCPAC requested COMUSMACV to add JCS and CINCPAC

to the list of addressees for notification regarding inadvertent bomb drops
219/
by ARC LIGHT forces.

Classification of Aerial Photography

On 22 December, CINCPAC told CINCPACAF that prints and IFIR's relating
to ARC LIGHT strikes in Laos should have a special handling caveat due to
the sensitivity of those strikes. He felt that widespread knowledge could

- compromise the trusted relations with the RLG and would adversely affect the
220/
ARC LIGHT effort in Laos.

Admiral Sharp concluded that CINCPAC had no objection to marking such

IFIR's and prints as: '"No Foreign Dissemination except Australia and New

Zealand." He felt, however, this determination should be made in coordina-
221/
tion with COMUSMACV and U.S. officials in Laos.

Tiny Tim Support Plan

- On 31 December 1966, CINCPAC presented a plan to provide anti-SAM support
to B-52 forces operating in areas containing suspected SA-2 sites.  On

10 January, CINCPACAF asked the 7th Air Force Commander to provide COMUSMACV
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with necessary data and other factors and information required for the

preparation of a MACV Support Plan in accordance with CINCPAC's thinking
222/
given on 31 December.

In addition, CINCPACAF wanted the 7th Air Force Commander to provide
223/
the following:

Anti-SAM Support: This support would be provided with
capability to nullify the SAM threat. He informed

that this would be done by ECM or by destruction. This
would be done as required by MACV....

Photo Coverage: Pre and post strike photo coverage would
be provided by 7th Air Force, as required....

Fighter Strikes: CINCPACAF wanted fighter strikes, when
applicable, to be scheduled in advance of the B-52s.
Stereotype actions by both B~52s8 and the fighters would
be avoided, The idea was to achieve maximum deception
through employment flexibility....

Tiny Tim Coordinating Authority: CINCPACAF informed that
the 7th Air Force Commander would act as the coordinating
authority for CINCPACAF on matters relating to Tiny Tim....
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"CHAPTER VIT

BOMB DAMAGE ASSESSMENT AND EFFECTIVENESS

Introduction

The problem of evaluating the qualitative and quantitative effects
of the ARC LIGHT program persisted throughout 1966. The need for accurate
and comprehensive analyseé was difficult to meet becauée many of the tar-
gets were such‘as to preclude judgment of the bémbing effects as well as
effectiveness of the strikes. A considerable number of targets were
fleeting in nature and others were iﬁ areas where ground exploitation
could ﬁot be readilyvmade, The statistical base remained weak, with

data at year's end insufficient to make an overall evaluation.

The BDA and Effectiveness Analysis Problem

Dufing the first quarter of 1966, the BDA’in jungle areas had been
tenuous, at best, and ground followup was not normally scheduled. Photo
interpretation reports usually had to resort to a simple count of craters
"in" and "out". However, the exposure of tunnels and dug-outs in facili-
ties identifiable from larger scale photography, usually confirmed the
validity of the target, and that some ordnance had exploded in the vicinity.
PACAF noted this was about the best to be expected, without detailed ground
follow-up of each strike, because of the nature of targets struck, terrain
and foliage restrictions, and the VC policy of concealing results of our

actions. Even a foot-by-foot search of the entire target box, a day or so




following a strike, would give indefinite prqof of‘actual rgsqlts. These
hidden results could be the important ones - the killing or wounding of
key VC cadre or staff, the loss of valuable documents or equipment, the‘
disruption of planned VC~operat£8ns, and the effect onimorale'and motiva~
tion of the unit.lf

Another BDA problem was the difficulty of ascertaining loss of"
leadership as a result of the ARC LIGHT strikes. Good 1eadership‘was
particularly vital to the effectiveness of isolated units, the loss of
which would have great impact on VC efforts. PACAF noted this was illus-
trated in Malaya when the killing of a key leader by én aerial bomb was
credited as a significant step toward breaking the back of the communist
insurgency.gj. However, there is at this time no positiﬁé indication that

ARC LIGHT strikes have accomplished this, -

The BDA problem will remain for some time to come., PACAF belief was
that regular and reliable assessment of the multitude of factors would
not be readily available until the snow—balling effect of total US-RVN
efforts had penetrated the main VC structure. The improved strength
and capabilities of parallel actions, both military and civilian (i.e.,
g;ound sweeps, pacificatiqn, returnee prdgram, intelligence gathering
and exploitation, psy war, etc.) were necessary to fully exploit and aceu-
rately assess the tremendous potential of these strikes.;/

Until this’goal‘was achieved, PACAF felt the effects of the strikes

could only be assessed in the light of available photo intelligence, limited
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but encouraging POW reports and the results of other detailed intéiligence
collection efforts.ﬁj

PACAF concluded that time and combat experience would eventually
make it obvious to some high ranking VC leaders that continuing the fight -
was a futile, bottomless pit.  They noted that only then, and when some
of the leaders rallied to the RVN sidé, would a complete and reliable esti-
mate of the effects of B-52 strikes be obtained;é/

Another problem of assessment was the divergence of reports., For

example, Shining Brass Reconnaissance Teams, on 1 and 3 March, conducted

BDA of the ARC LIGHT strikes on Roads I, II, and ITII, This BDA indicated

~little or no results from B-52 strikes in the area; most of the_bombs
exploding in the tree canopy with minimal ground damage, They further
reported that too few bombs were dropped in too large an area. However,
three post-strike BDA's, submitted on 1 March, indicated the méjority of
bombs were in the target area.éj CINCPAC asked COMUSMACV for his comments.
COMUSMACV responded that, only a thorough grbund éxplditatidn,iﬁhich was
not possible with the ground force utilized, the time available and the
conditions of accessibility, would substantiate that the hajofity of the
bombs did, in fact, detonate in the jungle canopy with no damage to the

1/
enemy.

In summary, the outstanding bomb damage assessment problems remaining
8/
at the end of the quarter were:




1. Limited scope. of interrogation reports.
2, Limited number of interrogation reports.
3. Inadequate photographic inspection.,

4, Inadequate intelligence coverage in captured
enemy documents, - .
5. Frequent lack of total area ground sweep of
strike impact. area.

6, Published studies appeared to provide inadequate
data and information to make a complete BDA analysis.

7. Better interviews were needed to analyze ARC
LIGHT results.

8. Sources were insufficient in numbers to make
more than a random base for analysis, (For instance,
one report written by the Rand Corporation considered
the effects of B-52 bombing, based on interviews with
only 450 persons, 150 of whom had defected since June
1965, and only 35 of whom came from areas actually
bombed by the ARC LIGHT program.)

In March 1966, the USAF Operational Analysis,Office (AFGOA) felt that
an evaluation of the effectiveness of B-52 Bomblng Operations should con-
9/ :
sider the following terms:
1, Accomplishment of assigned tasks.

2, Contribution of successfully accomplished tasks
to overall military operations and objectives.

3, Cost and effectiveness of B-52 employment
relative to that of alternative means of neutra-
lizing selected targets,

AFGOA pointed out that a thorough check had to be made of data con-
sistency.and its validity in an effective analysis. The office pointed

¢

out this would necessitate discussion with essentially all echeloms in the

201




data chain. It was felt that some of this validation was possible in
the Washington area, however, some would require contact with sources at
or near the conflict area. They said DIA had stressed the opinion that
considerable risk was involved in using data from Vietnam without a first-
hand investigation of the conditions under which it was géneréted, the
meaning it had for those who collected it, and the confidence the source
10

had as to the accuracy and significance of the material;-f—/

AFGOA noted that, as a first step, the analysis effort had to be and
was being directed toward finding answers to three’questions:considered

; 11/
germane to creating a base for evaluation of ARC LIGHT results:

1. How effectively have B-52 operations fulfilled-
the purely operational military tasks of MACV as con-
tained in the ARC LIGHT mission requests?

2. What has been the cumulative effect of ARC LIGHT
operations on VC operations, morale and effectiveness?

3. What has been the cumulative effect of ARC LIGHT
operations on the effectiveness of VC Logistic support?
Subsequently, this analysis would proceed to the question: Could a

different aircraft accomplishbthe mission as well; at lower cost?
AFGOA noted that an analysis émploying the following steps would
1. List the target elements (e.g., personnel, supplies,

military installations) whose known or suspected presence
has generated the ARC LIGHT strike.

. 12/
be made for each target in order to arrive at an answer to the first question:




2, Establish the average mean area of effectiveness
(MAE) for the bombs and fuzing employed with respect

to these elements. :

3. Estimate area of bomb distribution from reported
Initial Aiming Points, intervalometer settings, and
observed fraction of hits.

4, From the estimated number and distribution of

bombs in the target area, calculate a crude, estimated -
fraction of the total target area covered by the total
MEA for all hits inside.. :

The second and’third questlons presented more difficult analytical
problems and reflected the primary purpose of ARC LIGHT missions as being
to disrupt and harass the enemy. The actual damage inflicted to personnel
or materiel, they pointed out, was viewed by COMUSMACV as distinctly

13/

secondary, though not unimportant, The targets, weapons,  fuzing and
size of strike were selected by MACV, approved by JCS and ordered by SAC
Headquarters, via fragmentary orders to the 3rd AD, The major problem
with ARC LIGHT strikes was the fact that direct, unequivocal effectiveness
measures for this type of strategic effort were almost never ettainable
until after the conflict and not always then. Nor was it as complete as
one could wish, MACV reports, they noted, continued to reflect the view

14/
that ARC LIGHT missions were a substantial aid to ground operations.

The big problem in securing answers to the second and third questions.
was one of approach. They pointed out the problems of a statistical approach.
DIA, they said, had abandoned abortive efforts to establish a statistical
correlation between ARC LIGHT missions and VC "incidents”. In this connec-

15/
tion AFGOA said:
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"The main difficulty with the statistical approach
seems to be that VC activity is either so random,
or of a pattern so little understood, that cause
and effect relatlonshlps do not emerge above the
random noise," ~ :

What was needed was a quantitative data base which would lead to a
meaningful analysis of ARC LIGHT operations. The big problem was that
little real progress had been made in creating that data base. AFGOA
indicated they were proceeding with an effort to establish such a base
and, as an in1t1al approach had established the following base factors

y 16/
for evaluatlon of ARC LIGHT results:
1, 'Ground! opposition to US and ARVN movement.
Interference with friendly LOC.,

Abandonment of areas of established VC occupancy.

Trend toward smaller rest, training and
ovresupply group.

Patterns of VC activities.
VC defection rate,

Responses to interrogation.,

The question "could a different aircraft do the mission as well at
lower cost’" remained until after the B-52 bomblng effect1veness had been
17/ . :
analyzed and evaluated
The DIA informed CINCPAC, on 25 April, that the Department of Defense

was extremely interested in both the effectiveness and the results of the

ARC LIGHT strikes made against Viet Cong targets in South Vietnam., To
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examine the operations, he noted a request had been made, as far back

as 26 October, for pertinent information which was desired in order to:
provide a base‘for an analytical evaluation of the effectiveness of the
B-52 strikes in relation to the overall U,S. military objectives in

South Vietnam, He informed CINCPAC that the information which had been
received, to date, was insufficient and, for this reason, he was requesting
CINCPAC provide an analysis of both the results and the effectiveness of
each ARC LIGHT strike, as it occurred. He requested CINCPAC provide him
with these reports as soon as they had been prepared and that a monthly

18/
report be furnished to DIA, with copy to USAF.

By the end of April, the following MACV analysis had been made of the
19/
effectiveness of the ARC LIGHT program:

1., Hindered the initiation of the third phase of
insurgency warfare.

2. Precluded large scale troop concentrations,

3. Disrupted the logistical support organizations.
-4, Alienated non-combatants from the VC cause.

5. Affected the VC economic support base.

ARC LIGHT bomb damage assessment continued to be extremely difficult
to obtain for several reasons. For one, the multilayer canopied jungle

made assessment by photography or by visual inspection from the air almost

‘impdssibie. Post~-strike photography of target Dry Dirt, as an example,

failed to reveal significant damage or existing installation. Ground

exploitation, by elements of the lst Inf Div, of this jungle-canopied
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target found more than 1,400 tons of rice in 22 different locations within
the target box. . Ten percent was found destroyed or unusable as a result

of the attack. Military items and equipment also were damaged.gg/ For
this reason it was félt that valid statistics on the overall effect of

bomb damage could only.be derived through ground exploitation, immediately
following a strike. This could help-in planning future strikes, since
accurate bomb damage assessmenf (BDA) was of prime importance in evaluating
. the capabilities and limitations of B-52 bombing raids, VC countermeasures
to minimize the bomb destruction capability could also be gained from
ground exploitation.gl]i

-Agent reports were also found to be of value in assessing the results

of ARC LIGHT strikes. One example, the post-strike photography of the

NET TON strikes in War Zone C, revealed evidence of 14 decondary explosions,
12 destroyed Buﬁkers and other items of military §aiue'with varying amounts
of daﬁage. There was no ground follow-up, but agents reported (unvalidated)
more than 100 killed and a radio station severely damaged as results of

the raid0 Neither of these assessments were apparent in the post-strike pho-

22/
tography.

- COMUSMACV noted that several problems in obtaining timely and accurate
23/
BDA results had persisted.

On 6 May, COMUSMACV informed DIA and CINCPAC that BDA Photo Intelligence

reports were accomplished subsequent to each B-52 strike. General Westmore-

land pointed out that 90 percent of the targets struck were in dense jungle
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and, thus, the reports were not an accurate measurement of actual total
damage to the target. The only point where assessment could usually be
made was at the area of blowdown caused by bomb impact. This, he noted,
was where maximum‘destruction oécurred.n His ppinion wés that cdnsidera—
tion had to be given to the type of constrﬁction méterials<being used in
SEA. Because of the type‘materiais uéed; ground structures, hé felt,
were usually totally destroyed. In most céses; however, it was impossible
to assess damage to subsurface facilities, Visual reconnaissance by
Forward Air Controllers (FACs) was scheduled for all strikes. ' General
Westmoreland noted, however, that in general, only when a ground follow-
up was conducted éfter a strike was significant information obtained,
Ground follow-ups could be conducted for only about ten percent of the
strikes, due to other commitments and the poor accessibility of the target
area. Another problém affecting BDA was that reports 6n strikes were
delayed for various reasons. Because of the varied duration of grbuhd
action, as aﬁ ékample, reﬁorts of ground folldw—up activities did not
reach MACV immediately, Moreover, returnee reports, captured ddcumenté
and agent reports concerning effectiveness.of B-52 strikes were sometimes
six months o0ld, General Westmoreland, therefore, did not feel an accurate
assessment could be made for each strike. All that could be done, he
sald, was to gather all the information that could be gathered and send it
to DIA and CINCPAC as rapidly as possible.zﬁ/

MACV méde a éemi—anﬁuél evaluation of the ARC LIGHT results published

under title "Effects of B-52 Raids". The first edition was published on
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1 March 1966. A monthly evaluation would also be made, with the first
report out by.7 June, for the month of May.zé/

Another problém in quick and éccufate BDA was weather, For instance,
with reference to Strike 308 Box Wave II on 7 May 1966, COMUSMACV informed
that visual(reéonﬁaissance could not be accomplished immediately after the
strike due to thunderstorms and minimal weather conditions in the area.zé/

Ground observations had proven to be the only productive means of
determining specific results of ARC LIGHT strikes, While VR and Photo

,Reconnaissaﬁce were routinely planned for all strikes, General Westmoreland
wanted his field commanders to make every effort to obtain results of the
strike from ground observation of the target areafgl/

General Westmoreland noted that, during May 1966, ARC LIGHT forces

conducted 45 strikes. Of these strikes, 16 were in I Corps while II Corps

accounted for three and IIT Corps accounted for 16. A Laos accounted for
the remaining ten.

The primary direction of the 16 strikes in I Corps was to the destruc-
~tion or disruption of the command and contr;l exercised by Military Region
V. To take care of the ten strikes in Laos, ten of the sixteen strikes
were timed as cover strikes in conjunction with strikes in Laos. Due to
the heavy tree canopy and hilly terrain in the target areas, significant
physical damage could not be determined from visual aerial reconnaissance
6r photography. Ground follow%up operatiqns were not made, although a

major ground operation was in the planning stage for this area. There was
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a good possibility that BDA results would become available from this opera-
tion. Technical means provided the only concrete results of strike effec-
tiveness against Military Region V.gg/

Ground support was the reason for the three strikes in II Corps. No
significant damage was revealed by visual reconnaissance and photography.
Determination of results was difficult since the targets were in heavily
canopied areas, situated in rough terrain.ég/

Support of ground operations, likewise, was the reason for the sixteen
strikes in III Corps. The rapidly changing ground situation precluded
exploitation of any targets by ground troops, with the exception of Port
Rail, TInitial information indicated the bombing caused some enemy casual-
ties and destruction of facilities.él/

Men and supplies had been infiltrating into SVN through Laos and the
ten strikes in Laos were directed to stemming this flow. Truck parks,
bivouac areas and supply storage areas on the Ho Chi Minh Trail were the
priméry targets, Reports by an eight-man ground reconnaissance follow—up
team, conducted on Kontum 11, 12 and 13, indicated the bombing was effec-
tive.éz/

COMUSMACV summarized that it was a continuously difficult problem to
provide adequate and accurate BDA results on a timely .basis. Ground follow-'
up, in his opinion, was the only effective means of determining strike
results. He noted, however, that according to information provided by the

few follow-up operations, conducted during May 66, the B-52 strikes were
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effective.  The enemy's greatest fear was still the B-52 strikes, according
to information obtained from prisoners, returnees, and agents.éé/

The ARC LIGHT program in SEA had completed its firét year of operation
on 17 June 1966. Considerable munitions had been dropped into enemy areas
during the period by 3,715 B-52 sorties.éﬁ/

It Qas learned, at this time, thatkaccurate and comprehensive ARC LIGHT
BDA could be obtained only through thorough ground exploitation., Experience
indicated that tactical ground manuevering and target locations would not
always permit troops to be committed for such exploitation, General West-
moreland said that, whenever possible, MACV encouraged the use of troops
. for post-strike target coveragelééj because previous evaluations had ana-
lyzed only the effects of B-52 raids and not their effectiveness. Assess-
ment of effectiveness was difficult because of insufficient statistical
data. From 18 June 1965 through 19 January 1966, only one-third of the
150 strikes were covered by at least partial ground follow-up operations.
Subéequently, only about ten percent of the strikes had been so cove;éd
(23 out of 219). Reasonsbfor this decrease in follow-up operations
vafiedo Some scheduled follow-up strikes were cancelled because of adverse
weather. The ground tactical situation, the internal political situation
in SVN, the monsoon rains were other factors which impinged on the dis-
appointing low percentage of strikes covered by ground follow-up operations.

Another reason for lack of ground follow-up was the fact that the B-52

raids were being conducted deeper in enemy territory. For instance, 52 of
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the ARC LIGHT raids took place in Laos and NVN, where no RVN troops were
committed and where few agents had_penetrated;égj

In view of the limited ARC LIGHT BDA availability, COMUSMACV requested
a‘one—time, consolidated report be made of each comﬁander's personal esti-
mate of the effectivenees and ﬁalue of ARC LIGHT support. The command level
for these reports would be through brlgade for the Army, and regiment for
the Marines. For this purpose, he desired the commander s estlmate include
the total evaluation of ARC LIGHT support including direct support, spoiling
attack, VC base areas, etc., to be submitted by 15 July 1966, 2

Within a few days after General Westmoreland s request, the Commanding
General of the III MAF responded that ARC LIGHT strikes had been employed
in direct support of III MAF operations. The B-52 force had been used
against Viet Cong bases in the I Corps Tactical Zone. The III MAF Command-
ing General told General Westmoreland that not all of the ARC LIGHﬂ strikes
had been exploited and for this reaeon, his evaluation was limited, The
limitations were especially marked in assessing damage done to the Viet
Cong base areas, which were located in jungle covered areas and in moun—
tainous terrain. Plans had been made for the use of ARC LIGHT resources
in direct support of operations MALLARD, HARVEST MOON and DOUBLE EAGLE, )
and, additionally, strikes had been planned and conducted in conjunction
with operation HOLT.38/

The Commanding General of III MAF summarized his evaluation and said

it gave an indication that the ARC LIGHT program was an effective way of
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attacking the Viet Cong without warning. He noted that harassment was a
véf& important part of military operations in a counterinsurgency environment
and added that, for this purpose, the ARC LIGHT strikes were considered to

be well suited. Destruction of targets was another story. This, he dis-
covered, depended primarily on the quality of target intelligence for the
ARC LICHT program, with effectiveness highest fér(permanent targets. For
transitory targets, the effectiveness of ARC LIGHT strikes were limited
becausé of the slow reaction time. 2/

The III MAF Commanding General noted that, during Phase I of Operation

DOUBLE EAGLE, three ARC LIGHT strikes were made on 30 January. Immediate

ground exploitation was not possible due to weather conditions. However,

on the next day, one battalion exploited the target areas and found no enemy
| 40/
or significant sightings.

The Commanding General noted that the terrain features of the ARC LIGHT
strikes supporting Operations HARVEST MOON and MALLARD were similar. He

felt that a detailed assessment was in order and presented COMUSMACV with
41/
the following analysis:

"The terrain consisted mainly of rice paddies and
stream beds with a scattering of low brush and scrub

covered hills. The slopes of the hills ranged from
40% to 70%.

"It is not known what VC units were located in the
target area.

"VC installations consisted of straw huts, stone
buildings, caves and tunnels. Very extensive natural

and man-made tunnels and caves were approximately 5
feet in height and led into underground rooms averaging
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10 feet by 15 feet by 10 feet. The buildings in the
area consisted mainly of straw and mud huts with

a few concrete/plaster structures and some bamboo
framed, tin buildings. From observation, all types

of buildings within 25 meters of the point of impact
were destroyed. Straw huts outside of a 25 meter
radius of impact had little or no visible damage;
showing their ability to withstand the blast waves and
fragmentation effect. Concrete or plaster structures
from 25 meters.to 75 meters from impact had structural
damage to the side.facing the blast and varying in:
proportion to the distance from the point of impact,
Tunnels, caves and trenchlines were destroyed by
direct hits and damage decreased out to 25 meters

from the point of impact. Where bombs landed in a
rice paddy, 90% of the damage was caused by blast with
secondary damage inflicted by fragmentation. There
was no damage observed as a result of fire, Craters
observed in paddies were approximately 40 to 50 feet
in diameter and 15 to 20 feet deep. Terraced rice
paddies and brush covered slopes reduced the blast

and fragmentation effect. -

"No other information was obtained as to whether or not
large VC units were in the strike area at the time of
the strike. If so, it is assumed that they took cover
in the many caves and tunnels discovered in the area.
There were no other protective techniques discovered
that were employed by the VC,

"The psychological effect of the strikes is assessed as
good. It cannot be stated that any VC have rallied to
the GVN cause because of strikes. However, information
received from a .rallier of the 802d battalion that 12 of
his comrades had been killed by a strike may have been
a factor causing him to rally. A VC taken during
Operation FLORIDA on 12 June stated that the strikes
are "greatly feared" by the VC. Civilians encountered
in strike areas exhibited extreme shock and in several
cases the shock was so great that individuals could not
talk to interpreters.

"Intelligence reports apparent reluctance of VC to
return to target areas for 24 to 48 hours after strike
has been conducted."

On 13 June, the Commanding General of the FFV presented his analysis of
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the effectiveness of the ARC LIGHT program. He told General Westmoreland
42/
he had found two critical factors which he presented as:

Reaction Time: Effectiveness depended on the shortest
possible reaction time from the initiation of an ARC

LIGHT request to the completion of the B-52 bomber
strikes.

Strike Timing: The timing of the ARC LIGHT strikes had to
be planned so as to permit the immediate post strike analysis
and troop exploitation.

He noted that his 1lst Air Cavalry Division had found, through VC in-
terrogation, that ARC'LIGHT‘strikes wefe lowering morale and upsetting Viet
Cong tactical and iogistic plans. The Division felt that the 14 hours from
initiation at Brigade to strike was satisfactory and that fast reaction was
necessary, since targets decayed rapidly. Another factor was that troop
safety considerations required disengagement and, for this reason, it was
imperative reactioﬁ time be the shorteét poésible. The Division recommended
that, to facilitate troop exploitation, these missions be flown early in
the morning. Also recommended were spoiling attacks and base area destruc-
tion, at Division or Corps level, where target déta was available. He
noted also, that attacks had been successful in denying enemy route movement
in Chu Pong and in isolating jungle area. 4/

The CG, FFORCEV, further noted that the lst BDE 101st Abn Div considered
ARC LIGHT strikes of great value. The Division had found that best results
had been obtained when ground troops had fixed the enemy target. The

Division recommended that B-52 strikes should not be limited to any specific

type support. Strikes late in the day or dﬁring hours of darkness were not




considered of high value, as the enemy was then able to recover from shock
and clear the area. This rendered post-strike analysis and exploitation in-
effective. He recommended that troops be heliéliftedkrigﬁtfafter the last
bomb fell, This recommendaﬁion was made because he had found, during Opera-
tion Hawthorne that his follow-up forces had discovered NVA soldiérs, in

a state of shock, who had been unable to offer much resistance. The Divi-
sion recommended, where multiple ARC LIGHT strikes were placed in. the same
area, an overlap pattern would be particularly effective. &/

The Commanding General of II FFORCEV also presented his mid-year assess-—
ment of the effectiveness of the ARC LIGHT prograﬁ in his area of responsibi-
lity and informed COMUSMACV that the ARC LIGHT progrém had probably upset
the VC/NVA timetable considerably. He felt that the ground tactical effort
in IIT CTZ had been aided through the harassment of the Viet Cong in the
area., He noted that B-52 bombers had a massive destructive power which
could cover a relatiﬁely wide area and that those bombers could come into
an area with almost complete surprise. He indicated to General Westmoreland
that his»asseésment was qualified by the word probable, since a lack of
complete information regarding BDAs did not permit him to have a solid base
on which to substantiate his position. He noted the results of ground ex-
ploitations, reports of captured prisoners, information obtained from
captured documents and reports of civilians hear target areas indicated
that the ARC LIGHT program had engendered general fear. “Mdreover, this in-
formation had indicated that B-52 strikes had an adverse éffect on Viet Cong

morale and that material damage had been inflicted on units, activities and
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installations. -

The Commanding General stated there were many problems impinging on

accurate assessment. He said: "True quantitative and qualitative  assess-
46/
ment probably must await cessation of hostilities."

He presented General Westmoreland with the following problem factors
47/
facing the ARC LIGHT program:

Enemy Tactical Operations: The available information was
found to be incomplete to make a complete appraisal of
the effects of the ARC LIGHT program in the enemy tacti-
cal operations.

The important point was that there had been no definite
information available to him that would indicate that
planned enemy operations had been disrupted or frustrated
by the ARC LIGHT strikes. It was only probable that the
enemy had changed his tactical operations as a result of -
the B-52 strikes.

Effects on Friendly Operations: Extensive cratering and
tree blowdown by the ARC LIGHT strikes were found to in-
hibit and canalize friendly ground movement during ex-—
ploitation.

Fleeting Personnel Targets: The B-52 strikes had demon- ' :
strated that the use of ARC LIGHT forces against fleeting
personnel targets was impractical. The reason for this
impracticality was that the reaction time between the
initiation of a request and the execution of a strike

was too long.

Ground Operational Planning: It was found that Ground
Commanders had been reluctant to consider the use of

ARC LIGHT forces when planning ground operations. The
big problem was that they could not be sure of obtain~
ing the TOTs that they needed. This, of course, was

in addition to the major drawback of time delay between
the Commander's request and the actual strike. Another
factor was that the ground commander could not always
count on the ARC LIGHT forces. For one thing, a desired
TOT could be cancelled by MACV if a more lucrative
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target appeared elsewhere.

Ground Exploitation: "It was found that ground ex-
ploitation required quick timing and positioning of
forces to do the job - The ground commanders, however,
frequently found that they had their hands tied as

far as carrying out a follow-up operation, since

they could not be sure of a TOT or even the approval of
a strike mission.

Strike Requests: .Since the ARC LIGHT program was found
to have drawbacks for quick direct support, the problem
remained of getting proper and full utilization. Em-
phasis of requests tended to favor interdiction and
isolation missions against targets representing a
physical threat to forces.

Enemy Base Areas: It was found, in several instances,
that the enemy had moved back into zones and areas hit
by the B-52 bombers. Insufficient information was
available on the effects of the ARC LIGHT program on the
enemy's base areas. Some visual and’®photo aerial recon-
naissance had revealed that there was wide variance in
effects on targets due to the type of ordnance employed,
the number of bombs dropped, the dispersion of the air-
craft, soil and terrain composition and foliage.

The Commanding Gemeral II FFORCEV concluded that ground exploitation was.
the answer to getting thevbest BDA. Another conclusion was that, had the
ARC LIGHT strikes coincided more closely with the timing and location of the
ground commander's maneuver plans, many of these strikes could have had
the benefit of ground exploitations. </

In this connection, he pointed out there was a natural reluctance on
the part of ground commanders to change their maneuver plans just for the
purpose of exploiting the B-52 strikes, unless, of course, the strikes and
exploitations would contribute to the overall tactical effectiveness he was
responsible for. Quicker response, he said, was needed, as was flexibility

in tafget designation, based on the dictates of ground operations. In this

217




. 49/
connection, he noted that the Quick Run system should provide assistance.
An evaluation of the effectiveness of the B-52 operations in SEA was
prepared on 1 September by a member of the USAF Operations Analysis Office,
as a result of a 60—day‘TDY assignment with the 7th Air Force. His find-

50/
ings and 7th Air Force comments are presented:

Evaluation of Effectiveness

1. Evaluating Effectiveness:
The B-52 operations have the unqualified support of General West-
moreland who believes that ﬁhey are productivé and contfibute to the defeat
of the VC. However, there are real problems in evaluating the effectiveness

of the B-52 strikes. The following factors impinge on the evaluation of
51/ o
B-52 effectiveness:

...Any evaluation of physical damage resulting from
the B-52 raid is sensitive to intelligence., SAC's
ability to deliver bombs on a given target area can
be established from training CEPs or bomb count from
photos. Therefore, evaluations of the physical damage
is more properly an evaluation of intelligence's
ability to predict size and location of the enemy....

# . ..The B-52 strikes are subject to compromisei because
of the extensive system of notification and approval.
A number of POW and Chieu Hoi (ralliers) interviews

revealed that the VC are receiving warning of B-32
~strikes. There is evidence of the enemy moving out

of an area giving credence to the fact that they are
receiving effective warning and that the items which
are in jeopardy are those which cannot be moved. How-
ever, this may be general information®and may. have
some compensating features - such as the VC receiving
false alarms of B+52 strikes to the point that they
‘'may become distrustful of these warnings....

“...The practice of conducting psychological warfare
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pre-strike warnings reduces the physical damage done by .
the B-52s. These have been reduced and are infrequent
NOW, 4«

"Data collected .from ground follow-up action is sensi-
tive to the amount of area covered....

#...The number of ground follow-up actions is too small
to provide a statistical base for evaluating the B-=52-
effectiveness,...

",..There is a tendency to breakout the damage accomplish-
ed by air and damage accomplished by ground forces when-
the basis for evaluation should be the combined results
since in a number of cases the ground forces would not be
able to occupy the area and capture the equipment without
the B-52 raids. The value of the B-52 strikes must be
considered from the vantage point that the B-52 strikes
created a permissive environment for ground forces to
penetrate enemy territory and cayture or destroy large
quantities of enemy material....

2, Units of Measure:

There is difficulty in selecting the units of measure for effective-
52/
ness. Possible units of measure:

...What change occurred in the tactical situation?
This can be evaluated by examining the tactical
situation prior to the B-52 attack and then sub-
sequent to the B-52 attack....

+..What are the numbers of Chieu Hois ralling to
the government in the provinces where B-52 raids
have been conducted? Or, what has been the rate
of Chieu Hoi ralliers versus the B-52 attacks?....

++.What effort .is the VC committing to overcome

the B-52 strikes, on .the thesis that if the B-52s
are causing damage, the VC would undertake counter-
measures against the B-52s?....

3. Force Sizing:

In making a force determination, there should be a comparative
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analysis of the small strikes versus the large strikes on the thesis that
with a given force one has the option of many small strikes or fewer large
strikes. Under present criteria of three B-52g per square kilometer,

using bombs, you conduct five small strikes versus two larger strikes - any

combination that would equal 15 sorties. The effect of increasingithe: size

of strikes is to increase the level of damage expectancy against any given

target whereas the effect of many small raids is to accept a lower level of
damége expectancy -against any given target but has the function of summing
the damage done to all targets attacked. The analysis should determine
which concept produces the greatest level of damage on the enemy's total
resources considering the probability of intelligence to locate, size, and

53/
determine the amount of resources in any given target area.

7th Air Force Comments on the Findings

B-52 impact on tactical situation is a good measurement guide. Opera-
tion HAWTHORNE provided a good example. Project CHECO Special Report

"Operation HAWTHORNE," dated 8 September 1966, classified SECRET, is quoted
54/ |

in part:

...The strike devastated the area. The damage, in places
resembled that which could be expected from a low yield
nuclear weapon. The blowdown and cratering effect were
enhanced by the use of 1,000 pound bombs which seemed to
have significantly greater effect than the 750-pound bombs....

"...This strike is considered the most effective strike
ever exploited by this battalion. It is felt that the
strike contributed significantly to the annihilation of the
better part of an NVA battalion...Of special significance
is the fact that the 2d Battalion (Airborne) 502d Infantry
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suffered no friendly casualties subsequent to and~in;ﬁhe
area of the strike, during the period 13-18 June (when
the operation was closing up)....

¢,,.Unlike previous B-52 strikes, where some four to
eighteen hours elapsed before friendly troops entered
the impact area, the strike on 13 June 1966 was im-
mediately followed by the heli-lift of a company into
the target area. No preparation of the LZ, other than-
helicopter gunships, was conducted. U.S. troops moving
into the target .area found those NVA soldiers still alive
-wandering around in a state of shock and offering little,.
if any, resistance. No friendly casualties were sus-—
tained and, as a result, it was.decided to lift the
reserve company, the .tactical CP and the mortars into
the same LZ. 1In .the six days between 13-18 June, friend-
ly forces were able to thoroughly and systematically
search enemy positions following the B-52 strike. This
resulted in a much higher number of captured enemy weapons
and equipment than would otherwise have been found. The:
B-52 strike, in effect, was the turning point of the

‘ operation and only light contact was made with the enemy
until the operation terminated on 21 June 1966...."

The NMCC, on 30 December 1966, informed both CINCPAC and COMUSMACV that -
he attached greaﬁ iﬁpdftancé fo reports én ARC LIGHT ground follow-ﬁps;
General McPherson éointed out‘thatkhis meséage of 6 December (JCS 9660/
061919Z Dec) had so indicated. He noted, however, that the floﬁ of informa-

tion had been less than desiréd.' This, he added, was the problem continuing

to. plague Washington; He was concerned’with the exceedingly small percentage
of reports feceived on ground folldw—ﬁp actions. This had caused difficﬁlty
in digesting meaningful analyéis and bfiefings which were being used t6~
justify the program.. General McPhérson, mo&eover; néted he frequently found
himself in the awkward position‘of tryingvto éxplain why.so few reports
were received, why so much time élapsed before the receipt, or why some:

55/
reports were sketchy in content.
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COMUSMACV, on 5 January 1967, informed both NMCC and CINCPAC he was
taking steps to provide accurate and timely information on ARC LIGHT ground
follow-up and that he had completed an in-house review and evaluation of
existing reporting procedures. 2/

COMUSMACV noted that, in the past, delay in repofting results of ground
follow-up had been due,‘at leaét in part, to the administrative processing;
the time consuming methods of collation, analysis, processing and dispatch
of reports. He told CINCPAC and NMCC that procedural changes had been made
to speed these processes and that future reports would be transmitted by
electrical means rather than by the slower administrative channels used in
the past.ﬁéZ/

General Westmoreland touched on the conduct of ground follow—pp and
said that the decision to conduct such a follow-up depended upon a variety
of factors. One of these factors was the purpose of the strike. COMUSMACV
noted that, when a strike was used as an economy of force or fire support
measure, the ground scheme of maneuver sometimes did not include or permit
the péssage of troops throggh the strike area. He noted that use of BDA
ground reconnaissance had to be on a selective basis, in the near time
ffame, because of compéting démands for their use. This, he noted, was
the case in spite of the fact that BDA ground reconnaissance capabilities
(other than use of maneuver units) were being improved and expanded. 2/

Another problem was that because of tactical or other cogent reasons,
planned ground follow-up had to be cancelled in some instances. COMUSMACV

29/
said that, henceforth, when this occurred, it would be reported.

222




COMUSMACV discussed the lack of depth of some reports. He pointed out
that to do a thorough and deliberate search of a strike area was a time-
consuming process which could involve a considerable number of troops. It

: : , ; . 60/
was not always practical to conduct the thorough search desired.

He concluded that he would take all feasible steps to provide‘thgjground
follow-up information in as much’detail and as promptly as possible. et

COMUSMACV; on 1 January 1967, informed CINCPAC that field units
assigned to MACV, in compliaﬁce;with SICR U-UPE-U0192, were required to sub-
mit interim daily reports on the results of ground follow-up operations
in the ARC LIGHT target‘afeéé. vMoreover, they had to submit a final report .
within seven days after the completion of ground follow-up 0perati§ns. He
told CINCPAC he had emphasized to unit commanders that maximum ground follow-
up would be accomplished. 22

General Westmoreland informed CINCPAC further»thét, in the,fuﬁure, the -
results of ground follow-up would be transmitted within 24 hours after
completion of exploitation. He éaid the complete ground exploitation report,
including ground photography, would be submitted, when available, within
seven days after the completion of the fol;ow—up operations. The complete
BDA report, as prepared at that time, would include post-strike photograbhy,
visual reconnaissance, ground follow-up reports, and imagery interpretation
reports. He added that, to date, some reports hadébeen delayed due to the
non~receipt of a portion of the information, but he woyld_ferward, within

seven days after the strike, all the information available. Additional

223




information received, subsequent to the initial report, would be forwarded
- 83/
to CINCPAC under separate cover.

Pronouncements and Reports on Effectiveness

On 6 January 1966, Air Force Secretary Harold Brown eaid that experience
with B-52s in Vietnam will ?generete something of a change in p;anning a
new manned bomber." The added”B—SZ capability for carrying conventional
bombs was previously 'not fully appre01ated " He @ééiere& that the B-52 (i‘
strikes '"have been worth the’effqrt." &/

ﬁy January 1966, PACAF felt the ARC LIGHT prograﬁ had'given an essential
assist to effective ground operatlons against the Vlet Cong and had forced
the‘Cong to change his mode of operation. &/

PACAF noted that these attacks,zalthough many timee“ﬁore difficult
to assess as to specific effectiveness because ground operatiensrinfrequent—
ly followed the attacks, had forced the Viet Cong to keep on the move, in-
creased thelr logistic problems, and added to their fatlgue. The increased
employment of tactical air and ARC LIGHT forces had had a deflnlte adverse
effect upon VC morale. &8/

PACAF pointed out that, to counter air strike effectiveness,/fhe Viet
Cong had developed new antiaircraft techniques. - This was achieved'by
greater density of fire and having troops fire at incoming aircraft rather

67/
than at opposing ground troops.

PACAF concluded that Viet Cong and PAVN forces' fear of air attacks
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was well-documented and their casualties from these attacks had been
considerable. &/

There are two broad categories of ARC LIGHT bomb damage effects - im-
mediate and delayed. An immediate effect is defined as direct effect
produced at the time of the bombing and relates directly to the damage in-
flicted by the bomb load. A delayed effect involves the psychological
repercussions of the bombing on the VC and on the population under the

69/

VC/NVN control. Both types were reported in 1966. One strike for which

an impressive BDA effectivehess report was provided, was mission 'Dry
Dirt," flown 3 January, near YT 045345 in III Corps. o/

The target for Dry Dirt varied from lightly wooded areas with 20-40
foot trees, to trees up to 100 feet high with dense and secondary canopy.
The terrain was a generally flat hill-mass, sloping down on the east and
north to the Song Be River. Undergrowth in the area was generally 10-12
feet high, with medium density. Following the bombing, all undergrowth was
completely destroyed up to 100 meters from the bomb craters. Treevblowdown
extended up to 150 meters, heavy near the crater and moderate up to 150
meters. Craters in the target area varied in size from 18 to 36 feet in
diameter and 10 to 15 feet in depth. Hard chunks of laterite earth were

71/
thrown up to 200 meters from the point of impact.

Ground troops going into the area found 22 rice and supply caches in.
72/

the bombed area and 13 in immediately adjacent areas which they destroyed.

They also found 52 bunkers, untouched by the bombing raid, which they
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" destroyed. Rice caches of:.1,700 fifty-kilo bags in the target area took |
direct hits. Five rice storage shelters were blown‘down. Three L-shaped
tunnels, approximately eight feet long by three feet wide, were completely
destroyed. Two bomh‘shelter tunnels were destroyed. Nine five—ton trucks

and one %-ton truck were found in the operational area, three of which were

destroyed and two slightly damaged. There were no indications the VC had

foreknowledge of the strike, although there was no ev1dence of troop units
being in the target area prlor to the strlke. Although contact was made with
a squad 31zed force on three occaelons during the ground operatlon, they
were belleved to be part of the securlty force that protected a huge supply
installation. The lst Br1gade, 1st Infantry Division, which swept the area,
reported .that bunkers and L-shaped tunnels found in the area afforded good
protection from blast and fragmentation. There were no enemy casualties
reported from the:strike.ZQ/

Again, on 5 January, COMUSMACV reported the results of the ARC LIGHT
strlkes in support of Operatlon CAST IRON, in Wh1ch he gave an example of

what was being hit and the effectlveness of the effort.

COMUSMACV noted that terrain in the strike area consisted of a valley
bounded by mountain ranges with peaks 200 to 500 meters high. Valley and
terraces contained rice fields. Elements of the 1lst VC Regiment and the
attached 195th AA Bn (PAVN) were reported as hav1ng been in the general
v1c1nfty of the target area. The amount of equlpment and supplies abandoned
1nd1cated the area had been used exten31ve1y as a 1oglst1c base. Vlet Cong

- installations consisted primarily of straw huts, stone structures, caves
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and tunnels. Most of the tunnels and caves were approximately 5 feet high
and led into underground rooms approximately 10 feet by 15 feet by 10

feet high. Primary use of these rooms was for storage of food, weapons

and ammunition. All types of structures within 25‘meters of impact were
destroyed. Straw huts outside a 25-meter rédius of impact had little or no
visible &amage. Concreté or plaster‘structufes from a 25- to 75-meter
radius from impact were damaged on the side facing the impact. Direct

hits destroyed caves, trench‘lines and tunnels. Outside the 25-meter circle
no appreciable damage was done to the caves, tunnels or trenches. Craters
in the open fields approximated 40 to 50 feet in diameﬁer and 15 to 20 feet
deep. In wooded or brush covered areas, crateré were from 8 to 10 feet deep
and about 40 feet in diameter. Trees within ten meters of the crater were
ripped apart by blast and fragmentation. Within 50 meters of the craters,
trees and brush were scorched and burned. =/

MACV noted the success of the ARC LIGHT strikes against the Viet Cong
strongholds and hideouts. During Operation Mallard, a two-battalion search-
and-destroy operation conducted during the period 11 - 17 January, an ARC
LIGHT strike was made (on 12 January) which was successful in destroying caves
and tunnels. Although the Viet Cong casualties were relatively light, the
operation kept the Cong on the mové. As a result, friendly forces were
able to ﬁove in and confiscate large quantities of rice, which were turned
over to the GVN authorities for rédistribution. B/

Again, during Operation Crimp, the effort of the B-52s was nét for—

gotten. During this operation, the ARC LIGHT forces preempted the targeted

227




enemy positions one night prior to the actual ground operations. FACs

reported 257 structures, 14 tunnels, six bunkers, seven tons of rice and
76/

one trench complex destroyed. Five secondary explosions were reported.

On 24 January, ARC LiCHT mission. "Copper Wire!' bombed the area of
Phuoc Tuy‘l. An agent reported the bombing resulted in heavy losses to a
VC baftaiion. He further reporfed morale was low, énd that the sociai and
political affairs cadre had initiated drives for food and money among the
;peoplé of Binh Ba village. Soﬁe of the VC were trying to obtain supplies

, , 17/
from travellers along inter-provincial Road #2, near Song Cau.

Another significant operation began in the I Corps (Quyet Thang 12),
on 16.January, as an exploitation follow-up of a B-52 strike. 7/

On 25 January COMUSMACV discussed forthcoming Operation Double Eagle
with General Walt. He felt the operation was well planned and noted the
Marines had designated many B-52 targets. COMUSMACV agreed to provide the
initial strike, preliminary to gding into the hills, after getting established
ashore. 2/

- Analyéis of the ARC LIGHT support of Operation Double Eagle was ﬁade
by CbMUSMACV in late Janﬁér&. The target area consisted of predominately
jungle'tefrain wifh‘steep, ruggéd slopes covered with dense vegetation and
héavy‘canopy. Elevations vériéd from 300 ﬁo 600 meters. Shallow mountain
streams, flowing generally from north to south, were encountered in the
target area.. The single exception to the overall jungle-like terrain was

found in a relatively flat cultivated area, located in vicinity of BS 665475,
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which was utilized as a helicopter landing zone during the ground follow—up
operation. No roads were found within the target area; however, an extensive
trail network was discovered.‘§9/

The trees which provided the canopy averaged approximately 80 feet.
in height and served to obscure most VC installations from aerial observa-
tion. The jungle floor on the mountain slope consisted of small leafy.
plants, bamboo, and vines. Saw-grass and marshes covered the valley floors.
The blast effect of the bombs produced craters 10 to 25 feet in diameter
and 20 feet deebkin the looée and rock—-free soil. Craters 6'td‘i5 féét in
diameter ﬁere‘noted in the récky areas. The fragmentation effect 6f the
bombs severed or éplit trees within a 150-foot radius and scattered rocks
and other debris withiﬁ 51250—foo£ area.‘ In no case was an incendiafy
effect noted. None of the existing insfallations within thektafget area
were destroyed or damaged by bomb effect, however, all were destroyed by
the marine units conducting' the ground sweep. 8/

The target was the suspected area of operation for elements of the 2nd
VC Regimenﬁ; The presence of this fegiment in Quang Ngai Proﬁince ha&lbeen
confirmed for some time prior to the strike. The target area had been
determined to be the.curfent area of operations, at the time of the strike,
through the intelligence holdings of COMUSMACV, I Corps, III MAF,Vde '
Marine Div, and from additional agent reports. There were no indications
of enemy or enemy units in the target area during the air strike. Bomb
damage assessment photography flown on the afternoon of the‘strike did,

however, indicate activity within the target area. During the conduct of
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ground sweep operations, a group of 5 VC were obserﬁed at 011845H February
in the vicinity. 2/

No enemy casualties are known to have resulted from the strike, howevér,
it should be noted that aerial photographic analysis revealed activity in
the target area immediately after the strike. Thus, the enemy casualties.
could have been removed in the 48 hours elapsing between termination of the
strike and commencement of ‘ground follow-up operations. 8/

No evidence was revealed, upon which a determination could be based, that
evasive or protective measures were taken by the enemy. The psychological
effectiveness of the stfike had not been confirmed at that time; however,
it was considered to be substantial. No known ralliers or civilians
returned to governmgnt control because of the strike. &/

An agent reported that "on 26 January 1966, friendly aircraft bombed-
the area of Lo Go Tay Ninh 5 Area. This strike destroyed 150 weapons.

The weapons were brought into the RVN from Cambodia in early January 1966.

They had been transported by boat on two sepérate occasions. The VC in the

Lo Go’area started rebuilding the destroyed areas after the air strike. In

addition, they brought in more VC troops to help search for weapons mis-
85/

placed during the air strike."

‘The following report on B-52 bombing effectiveness was obtained from
the interrogation of Nguyen Dinh Nhut, Assistant Platoon Leader, 82nd

Logistic Group, who rallied in Cay Ninh Province on 4 April 1966. The

information is evaluated by JGS as F/3: "In January 1966, B-52s struck
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Ba Hao area v1c1n1ty XT 450550 and killed 30: persons and a number of others
whose bodies were dlspersedu" &/ |

Other reports, coming in.a few months after the actual ARC LIGHT strikes,
also attested to possible leaks and to the effectiveness of the strikes. The
following report of B-52 strike results was cobtained from interrogation: of
Nguyen Van Va, Assistant Platoon Leader, Q761 Regt AKA 271 Regt, who rallied
in Tay Ninh Province on 1 March 1966. The information is evalueted by JGS
as acceptable: '"During a period of stationing in Phu Khuong, she Regt Q.761
has been shelled 6 times by B-52s, in November, December 1965 and January
1966. The reglmental headquarters was hit twice while the other 4 raids

were conducted approximately 2 to 5 KM away. The first bombing was conducted

during the operation Indau Tieng in late November 1965.  The regimental cr

located in Nui .Ong v1c1n1ty YXT 500570 was bombed causing the following
87/
casualties:

2 cadre KIA including Nam (S) Ngoc, ordnance commander

8 soldiers KIA."
(Being away from the impact area, subject was at the front iines and later
they moved the unif te another locs.tion° Therefore subject could not see the
result of the Bombing’on the‘spot.) The second bombing was conducted around
December 1965 near Salgon River XT520680, This time the regimental CP was

- 88/
hit causing the follow1ng losses

12 KIA included 2 physicians, 1 nurse, l assistant platoon
leader and 8 laborers. ~

14 WIA included 1 Platoon leader, 1 assistant platoon leader -
and 12 laborers.
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500 uniforms burned, 12 rolls of nylon and a large

quantity of provisions such as sugar, condensed milk

cans and green beans destroyed.

The following report of B-52 strike effectiveness was extracted from

an enemy document captured in the Hq MR-7 area by the 173 Airborne BDE (US),
on 14 March 1966, during Operation Silver City II. The document is believed
to be an annual report by Hq MR-7 on their 1965 accomplishments. The
document is titled: '"Report on Activities in 1965 Submitted by H4 (Mili-
tary Staff) Party Commi£tee, RM 1 (MR-7) whose main lines are these:" Para-
graph II of the document contains the information concerning B-52 strike
effectiveness: Political education and ideological guidance: Ideology:
In the first half of 1965, the units and agencies fully and timely accom-— .y
plished their missions but the following ideological weakness were noted: _——

Comparison of position and rank.

Lack of discipline

Sluggishness and backwardness.

In the second half of 1965, the major ideological weaknesses raduced but
there was evidence of reluctance in mission performance, due to fear of B-52
aircraft, and the comparative treatment of main force and specialized

units. It is interesting to note that one of the largest and most important
VC Hgq in SVN singled out fear of B-52 strikes as being a major de;errent

to the accomplishment of assigned missions by subordinate units. 2/

On 28 January, COMUSMACV visited Tay Ninh Province and received the

general concensus that B-52 strikes were affecting the morale of the Viet
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91/ 92/
Cong, - PACAF supported this view and observed:

"Although we do not in all cases know the specific
results in terms of the number of enemy killed and
supplies and facilities destroyed, there has been
sufficient hard information from ground follow-up
operations, returnees, prisoners, enemy documents,
photography and special agents to substantiate

the fact that the B-52 bombing has been highly suc-
cessful..

"The most reliable means for evaluation of the ef-
fectiveness of each B=52 strike has been by ground
follow-up. However, due to the non-availability of
-ground forces or inaccessibility of the target,
only one out of 15 targets is being evaluated by
ground follow-up and very few of these have been
thorough enough to obtain a complete evaluation."

The Rand Corporation pointed out that the Viet Cong may have experienced
a psychological set—%?sk due to the ARC LIGHT strikes and presented the

following observations

1. Airpower is the most frightening weapon system.

2. Bombs have shock effect on morale. Bombing raids
have degraded their reliance on the effectiveness
of the Viet Cong Shelters.

3. The soldiers' morale has been deeply affected by
the B-52s. The B~52s have a surprise effect, their
approach is inaudible. The raids on long-standing
sanctuaries have shaken the villagers' faith in

the Viet Cong and in their promise of victory.

94/
In the same vein, the U.S. public press noted:
"The aim of the B-52s is to deny the Reds a safe
sanctuary.where they can sleep, eat and train
between attacks. The method is 'pattern bombing'
to spray the jungle in hopes of hitting Communist
strong points. Prisoner interrogations are 'very

clear evidence that the effect is' substantial.”

Intelligence sources in contact with Viet Cong Unit C-20 learned that
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the two types of U.S. weapons feared most by the Viet Cong were napélm

and a "mew type' of bomb being used by U.S. aircraft which, from the Viet
Cong description, appeared to be the CBU (cluster bomb unit) weapon. The
source informed that the CBU;type weapon had devastating effects against

personnel, even when well concealed or sheltered in trenches or dense

foliage. He noted the projectiles emitted by the bomb easily penetrated the
95/
helmets of the Viet Cong.

Other reports said the B-52 raids had enabled government forces and
U.S. troops to probe jungle strong-points held by Communists since 1945 -

the beginning of the Red struggle against the French. Ground troops had
96/
destroyed tunnels, assembly areas, and captured rice caches. -

The following report was received from a sympathizer and is evaluated
97/
by JGS as F/3:

"On 19 February 1966, B-52s went to bomb Bau Chieu
area vicinity XT 137929 and destroyed the VC Tan
Bien District Party Committee's Base, killing 30

VC cadre and wounding 40 others. Forty barracks
were destroyed together with a lot of equipment and
signal items and documents."

There was also a B-52 strike, on 19 February 1966, in the area reported
98/
by the sympathizer.

An agent report concerning B-52 strike results was received from a
coded source (C) who gained it through personal observation and conversation

99/
with VC cadre:




"On 19 February 1966, American B-52s bombed the area
of Bau Tam Quan (WT977685) destroying a military
training center of Tay Ninh Province. Approximately
43 VC camp security personnel were wounded. In addi-
tion, approximately 140 recruits were killed and 130
were wounded."

There was a B~52 strike, on 19 February 1966, in the area reported by

the agent.

Another agent report was received from a coded source (F), who obtained

it from a casual source (F), who cbtained it through personal observation:

"At 1000 hours, 21 February 1966, US B-52 bombers
struck the Ca Tomg Area (Vicinity XT 570470).

About 27 VC were seriously wounded as a result of
the air strike. About 16 of these wounded were
female VC cadres. One of the local residents was
forced to drive an ox tart filled with an unknown
number of the wounded. They were taken to a
hospital located in Van Houng (Vicinity XT 600480).
This hospital was directed by the VC Binh Duong
Province committee."

There were B-52 strikes on 21 February 1966 in the area as reported
by the agent. The targets were Binh Doung 29, 30 and 31. 100/

Operation Lam Son 234, conducted from 21 through 26 February, was a
1st Division search-and-destroy operation in conjunction with two B-52
strikes. Held in the foothills of Phong Dien, in Thua Thien Province, six
ARVN battalions, a platoon of the 4th Armored Cavalry, and the Black Panther
Company (special reaction force) were committed during the operation.
Contact was made with two VC battalions. Friendly losses were 16 KIA (one
Australian), 106 WIA and six MIA. Enemy losses were 106 killed and one

101/
captured.
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Not all ARC LIGHT missions could bé assessed and photography for
several revealed no items of military significance. 192/ However, an agent
reported on 19 Feb 66, that American B-52s had bombed the area of Bau Tam
Quang and destroyed a military training center of Tay Ninh Province. Ap-
proximately 43 VC camp security personnel were wounded. In addition, ap-
proximately 140 recruits were killed and 130 wounded. COMUSMACV noted to
DIA that there was a B-52 strike, as reported by the agent. This strike was

103/
in the area with target Tay Ninh Eight, code name Fog Horn VIII.

PACAF also noted many reports had been received from various field
sources which revealed the telling effect the B-52 strikes were having on
enemy ground forces in War Zone Charlie. It was interesting to note that
one of the largest and most important VC Hq in SVN singled out fear of B-52
strikes as being a major deterrent to the accomplishment of assigned missions

104/
by subordinate units.,

However, some enemy documents did not support the contention. According
to one enemy document, the percentage of casualties inflicted by a B-52
bombing, when the bombing was accurate, was only from 10 to 12 percent of
the total personnel in the area. With small anti-personnel bombs, the per-—
centage of casualties for exposed personnel was approximately 40 percent.
However, anti-personnel bombs caused no casualties if the VC were in

105/
shelters.

In late March, CINCPAC, at an interview at Camp Smith, Hawaii, discussed
106/

the effectiveness of the ARC LIGHT program. Admiral Sharp noted:




"...in South Vietnam, we will go out and find them in.

their base areas. As we find the base areas, we will
use B-52s on them. We will follow-up, when possible,
with ground troops to destroy the war material the
Communists keep in their base areas. If we can knock
off their stores of war materials, sooner or later
we'll get them to the point where they're hungry, short
of ammunition, medicines, and so forth. We have reports
already that the VC are suffering from lack of food.

We have captured thousands of tons of rice from the

Viet Cong.

"Hopefully, we'll get them so they're suffering from
lack of food, ammunition, medicine, and everything

else. They can't keep this pace up forever, particular-
ly as such measures are carried out effectively through-
out the countryside."

By the end of March, the B-52s flew 2,866 sorties and dropped 49,754
tons of ordnance. PACAF noted that infrequent ground follow-up made exact
damage difficult to evaluate; however, BDA usually showed better than 92
percent of the bombs in the target area. Ralliers reported intense fear
of the B-52 bombings. There also had been an abrupt change in the Comf
munist propaganda theme from belittling B-52 attack to one of wailing about

the "inhumane and immoral" weapon system. PACAF noted the results had been

impressive.

By the end of March, SAC strikes were being directed against VC
strong points and troop concentrations in contact with friendly ground
forces. Targets hit during the first quarter of the year included infiltra—
tion route-segments and way stations, VC food and ammo storage areas, major
VC headquarters and secure bases, communications areas, training bases
and rest areas, munitions and armament manufacturing facilities, troop con-

centrations and other hard to identify enemy areas. Many of these targets
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were in regions where government penetration had been slight. PACAF noted
that the priméry VC War Zones C and D had been particularly hard hit. These
blows by the B-52s to the heartland of VC strength had deprived the Com-—
munists of the security of secret bases which had given the guerrilla-
theory of maintaining "invulnerable'" bases a severe jolt. PACAF pointed

out these strikes contributed to a decline in VC/NVA morale-no longer

was the enemy able to hide from goverument forces, no longer was he able fo
rest and rebuild his forces in the safety of his secret bases. Directly
related to this was the number of 'ralliers" to the government side which
had significantly increésed by the end of March. o

Several intelligence sources again attested to the effectiveness of
the ARC LIGHT strikes. One returnee stated that, in March 1966, B-52s
had struck the Xom Gua Area (vicinity WT 989690), killing and wounding 50 -
VC. PACAF noted that there were numerous B-52 strikes in the areas and

. 108/
during the month specified by variocus returnees.

Anothér source stated that, during the Plei Me battle, a friend of
his saw a VC unit carrying many casualties. Source's friend asked whére
the fight had occurred and was told, "All the members of my company were
killed by the bombing of B-52 aircraft.' Source also indicated his unit
had passed through the area bombarded by B-52 aircraft at Plei Me. He
described this area as being about 300 to 400 meters wide and about 1
kilometer long. He said all the trees had been knocked down, the earth
had been torn up as if it had been plowed into furrows, and in some places

the bombs had dug round holes about four to five meters deep and about 15
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to 20 meters in diameter. The source said he had not heard anything

about VC counter—measﬁres against the B-52 aircraft, however, he noted

the VC had tried to keep the location of their camps a secret. ‘This was -
often mentioned due to the fear of B-52 bombings. He indicated that almost
all militafy cadres inbhis unit were frightened of this type of aircraft.
They often expressed their fear and, while digging trenches, told one

another, '"We can dig shallowly as well as deeply since we will be killed
109/ |
anyway."

PACAF noted that the pay-off to this increase of activity by friendly
forces was the admission on the part of the enemy he was actually being hurt.
Numerous reports were being received depicting thé Viet Cong's life as an
intolerable hardship. Interrcogation reports covered the fears of the ?iet
Cong concerning different types of aircraft and the weapons used by those
aircraft; the activities of the Viet Cong during bombardment and their ex-
periences in attempting to avoid being‘bombed; the activities concerning
Psywar and B~52 operations in South Vietnama‘llg/

PACAF noted that the themes of world-wide Communist-controlled
propaganda and demonstrations, by the end of March, had given some clues to
enemy reaction to the B-52 strikes. Théir initial reaction was to belittle
the effort and accuse the B-52s of making big trees into toothpicks. By
March, this had changed to wailing over the slaughter of innocent people, with
particular emphasis on getting the‘ﬁnited States to halt the "inhumane and

111/
immoral" B-52 strikes.
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As a result of ARC LIGHT Low Stoop 1 and 2, (in support of Operation
Birmingham) heliborne landings were conducted into an important enemy
supply area near the Cambodian border. The area contained base camps, rice
and ammo caches which were discovered and destroyed. The area was only two
kilometers from the Cambodian border on what was considered a major supply
route into Tay Ninh from Cambodia. The B-52 support of Operation Birmingham
(as of 28 April) had destroyed 14 VC base camps in,addition to 435 build-
ings and huts, 1,267 tons of rice, 184 tons of éﬁiﬁ; 19 boats with motors,

112/ |
24 sampans and numerous other items.

The effects for April can be best summarized by the pertinent state-

ments and observations made by the Viet Cong agents and soldiers, given in

113/
part below:

Y. ..because its destructive power was more frightening
(VC Liaison Agent Report).

¥...Nothing is more effective in destroying the morale of
the men than bombs (VC Squad Leader).

“...The Psychological impact was magnified because the
approach of the B-52s on a strike mission could not
be heard.

W,.,The B-52s could not be detected until the bombs
had struck.

w,..Existing shelters were not adequate, according to
many VC conclusions, based on the large bomb craters
- :
seen in the target areas. 114/
Personnel found in areas bombed by B-52s were often in a state of

shock. These people remained in trenches and shelters until they were

discovered by U.S. or allied troops. They reported that even though not hit
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by fragments, the concussion resulting from the bomb explosions has
caused chest pains’ that persisted for hours,

A former VC stated: ' "It is only natural that GVN. authorities bombed
the VC-controlled areas,' and added that "although the Americans have stirred
up the villages so that the villagers can no longer stay in them, they have

S ; 116/
at the same time, dislodged the VC resulting in less VC activity."

On 17 April, the’Deputj Secretary of Defense spoke on the‘defector
program in Vietnam and pointed out there!were 2,366 defectors in March from
the VC and NVA, and that March was the highest month since records had been
kept. Of inte?esﬁ was the fact that 25% of the recent defectors had been

17/ ‘ 4 |
officers{

Although the VC desertion and defection rate increased, no direct
correlation between B-52 bombings and the rising rate caﬁ be made. However,
the number of deserters and defectors sharply increased since the ARC,LIGHT
program began, and it can be inferred that at least some of these were en-
couraged to desert or defect by B-52 bombings. 1Y

In addition to losing officers and men through defection, the Viet Cong
began to have problems with tactical doctrines., It was reported that, as
a result of the ARC LIGHT program, the Viet Cong were forced to alter
tactics. A captured Viet’Cong directive indicated the following requirements

119/
for operational changes:

Camouflage: More effective cémouflage would have to be
utilized so as to decrease detection to ARC LIGHT
strikes.
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Personnel Security: Personnel Security was becoming .a
problem and steps had to be taken to increase precautions
in this area of defense against the B-52 bombers.

Bivouac Areas: The dispersion of bivouac areas became a
necessity because the B-52 bombers had the capability

of doing considerable damage within the confines of a
target box.

Base Defense: Due to the destructive power of the ARC
LIGHT strikes, the base areas had to be strengthened.

Ground Tactics: Troops had to be shifted more frequently
and troops concentrations had to be decreased so as to
“ decrease the vulnerability to attack by the B-52s.

In addition to captured documents, enemy propaganda gave circumstantial
evidence td his concern over ﬁhe ARC LIGHT program. The broadcasts frbm
North Vietnam voiced ééndemnation of the B-52 strikes,‘claiﬁing thatvhdspitals,
innocent civilians and sanitariums were being hit by the B-52 bombers. It
was felt that this propaganda was being aimed at getting international sym-—
‘pathy and support. The Viet Cong, however, took another propaganda line,
stating the B-52 strikes manifested weakness and desperation. One Viet Cong
document profiled this line: "...the more the enemy is defeated militarily
and politically, the more he uses aircraft and artillery against us.." 129/

Other-highlights on the effectiveness of the ARC LIGHT program were
given in short comments by COMUSMACV to DIA and CINCPAC. On 9 June, General
Westmoreland presented a bomb damage assessment of an ARC LIGHT strike on
the B-52 target Dead Sea III, located in Binh Dinh Province, approximately
26 km northeast of An Khe City and 40 km west of the coast. There were
83 impacts within the target area and 42 impacts outside the target area.

The target was located in a dense rain forest, having a double canopy, which
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prevented damage assessment escept where blow—downs exposed the ground One
exposed hut nas 95% damagedy ;21/ on 13 June, he noted that the ARC LIGHT
strike on Kontum 9 had been carrled out on 9 June and was reported as being
very accurate.x The road was cut'in three locationsf %Zg{ COMUSMACV found
from a ground count, that during the strike conducted on 5 June, 83 percent

123/
of the bombs Were gtound bursts and that only 13 pereent were treevbursts.

General‘Westmgreland tqld CINCPAC and others, on 13 June, that an in-
filtration reconnaissance team had gone into the area and found destroyed

facilities that had not been observed by visual reconnaissance or through

BDA photography.‘

COMUSMACV gave this as an example of the need for ground follow—up
reconnaissance as helng the only effectlve means of conducting BDA in the
type of env1tonment sueh as that_of;Kontum‘ll, 12 and 13, 12%{ Another
example of efteétiveness_Wasdgivén in a‘messageifrom’MACV,’dated 2405052
and signed;hnyt;Ceneral walt: "ARC LIGHT strikes Saddlerhbrse7l‘through
4 and Pink Poppy 1 throughvd of 15, 18, and 21 June were especia;iy effec-
tive in assisting to spoil anuenemy attack."” However, a latet message from
MACV, dated 13 July 1966, stated that a VC returnee had sdid thelPink Poppy
3 and 4 missions of 21 June 1966 hit on either side of an: ammunltlon dump

125/ ’ CL > ‘ »,l,,, «
but did no damage to the target. - '

On 2?’July,‘MACJ2 presented his summary assessment of the ARC LIGHT
126/
program for the first half of 1966:

"...The B-52 bombing raids during the period from
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20 January 1966 to 17 June 1966 have continued to make
intrusions into traditional Viet Cong Sanctuaries, to
kill personnel, to destroy structures and supplies, and
to disrupt the VC logistics and communications system
in South Vietnam, North Vietnam and Laos. Bombings
have facilitated ground penetrations that have enabled
US and ARVN troops to gather field intelligence pre-
viously not available.

"Although immediate bombing effects are confined to the
proximate area of impact, the destruction, surprise and
shock of these attacks have undermined VC morale, and
partially accounted for the increasing number of deser-
tions. Interviews with refugees, defectors, and civil-
ians, as well as VC propaganda and captured documents,
testify to the effects of the B-52 raids and to the
Viet Cong's search for safety measures and warning
systems."

127/
The 7th Air Force in a news release in mid-June said:

"...18 June 1966 bombing of an enemy troop concentra-
tion 70 miles northeast of Saigon in Tay Ninh Province
marked. a year of strikes by the B-52 against VC targets
in SVN. Since 18 June 1965, when B-52 aircraft struck
a suspected VC troop concentration and storage area in
war Zone D about 30 miles north-northwest of Saigon.
318 strikes had been flown. The B-52s were used against
- North Vietnam targets for the first time on 21 April
when approaches to the Mu Gia Pass was struck. The Pass
was attacked again on 26 April. A partial evaluation
of the strikes could only be made, however, since the
nature of the terrain had precluded full evaluation and
because full results could only be reported on when ground
troops could follow-up the bombings. A partial evalua-
tion, however, indicated that the strikes had shaken
Viet Cong morale as was evidenced by increased defec-
tion rate for both regular and guerrilla troops since
saturation bombing had begun."

128/
A news release from the 3rd Air Division on 24 June 1966 stated:

"...COMUSMACV on his visit to Guam in late June told the
3AD that the SAC B-52 strikes in SVN had enhanced the
morale of the South Vietnamese and American troops and
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drastically hurt the morale of the enemy because he is

no longer safe anywhere even in the jungles or mountains.
The enemy has no place to hide. General Westmoreland said
that the B-52 raids hurt the enemy bad both physically and
in their morale, and that since the bombings, the number of
Viet Cong defectors turning themselves in had multiplied
manyfold, He told the 3AD Commander: 'I do lean heavily
on your support because weather does not bother you--you
are equally effective during the hours of darkness as
well as those of daylight and during periods of poor -
weather. COMUSMACV noted that before the B-52 strikes:
began a year ago, the Viet Cong had sanctuaries that he
could operate in and out of without being touched.'

He noted that these demanded saturation, area-type bombing
and he stated to the SAC crews: ',..you are the people
who could deliver the goods and you have in magnificent
fashion.' He noted that the organization displayed the
ingredients needed for a top-quality, professional unit,
commenting on the division's outstanding discipline, the
multiple skills of its personnel, and the pride in their
organization," -

The June issue of Aviation Week touched on the effectiveness of ARC
129/ '
LIGHT strikes:

"...The Air Force Secretary Harold Brown stated in early
June that a study program had been initiated by the US:
Air Force to analyze USAF's success inits four primary
missions in the Vietnam conflict-supply interdiction,
direct air . support, B-52 raids and logistics support,
Paul A. Hower, director of operations analysis at USAF
Headquarters said that it was hard to gauge the effec-
tiveness of the total operation and its impact on the -
over-all goals. Seymour J. Deitchman of the Institute
of Defense Analyses said that you can get data on opera-
tions that can be misleading. He said that, for in-
stance if the number of Viet Cong killed goes up, it
does not necessarily mean that the tide of battle is going
against them; it could actually indicate the population
base of the guerrilla movement is growing. He pointed
out that tallies of bridges and trucks destroyed or
similar counts are obtainable-but the real payoff-its
effect-is another thing. We are trying to measure this
effect on supplies in relation to enemy requirements to
see if it is having a restraint on their operations. He
added: At this point it looks very, very difficult to
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interdict the flow of supplies below the level they
requlre.. ; :

"Dellvery of firepower from the air in support of
ground operation was examined in terms of comparing
success in achieving ground objectives with and with-
out air support. Hower said in his report: 'Our first
‘look at this indicates that air support is having a
tremendous effect. We have lots of testimony from

. Army units that air support is making substantlal con-
tributions to thelr success'

"In evaluating the B-52 raids on Viet Cong headquarters
and supply bases, USAF was trying to evaluate effective-
ness in terms of changing patterns and the intensity of
“Viet Cong operations after the bomber strikes. The ob-
jective of the B-52 raids was to deny the Viet Cong
‘these. 'havens' and disrupt and harass them. Hower

said: 'It's hard to get a handle on this effort.'

" Major General William R. Peers, special assistance for
counter-insurgency and special activities for the Joint
Chiefs gave a more positive assessment of the B-52 role.
He said North Vietnamese and Viet Cong prisoners had
repeatedly indicated that even battle-tested troops
fear nothing more than the B-52 attacks. 'They complain
that the attacks allow them no time for rest, regrouping -
or re-equipping.'"

COMUSMACV on 2 August,  informed both ﬁhe JCS and CINCPAC that available

intelligence indicated not all B-52 strikes achieved a large KIA figure. He

pointed out the total confirmed KBA, attrlbutable to the B-52 strikes
130/
during the year ending 17 June 1966, was 42.

. 131/
General Westmoreland shortly after stated:

"...Since the United States became involved directly
in the war in Vietnam, many innovations have emerged
to the benefit of our efforts. If these innovatioens
could be tallied in order of their contribution to
the overall war effort, the use in SVN of SAC B-52
bombers would be high on my list. This capability,

- combined with timely intelligence on the location of .
the enemy, gives the ground commander an unprecedented
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advantage over the enemy and a means to deter or
counter the Asian communist tactic of employing mass
formation on the battlefield...."

Realizing the psychological impact of the B-52 étrikés.on‘the enemy
could not be measured in quantitive terms, General Westmoreland pointed out
that VC and NVA captives and returnees repeatedly stated they feared B-52
strikes more than anything else. This alone attested to far more effective

, : 132/
results than was. generally realized.

The enemy was a master at traversing the difficult terraiﬁ;prevalent
in Vietnam. = He wéé constantly on the move, except when preparing for attacks.
on friendly forces and installations. MACV strategy had beéﬁ‘to attack his
forces during his preparatory phase and theréby keep him,offvbélance. Often
it was ext:emely difficult, if not impossible, to position .sufficient ground
combaﬁ powerbto sﬁccessfuliy attack eﬁemy forces,vdﬁe to mébility limita-
tions and the rééuifemeht’for.FWMF to meet a numberlof threats‘simﬁltaneous—
ly. The B-52s took up a large part of this slack by enabling friendly
forces ‘to COﬁnﬁer the enemy's attempts to stage for offensive/operations; 12y

The effectiveness of the B-52 had been proven in Vietnam as a means of
breéking up large eheﬁy formations, disrupting the enemy's supply and com-—
municationvlines, penetrating otherwise inaccessible base areés,.Boiéteriﬁg
’the opérationai aggreésiveness of ARVN, aﬁd creating a deep—ééated péy—’

. : 134/
chological fear among the enemy. General Westmoreland stated:

"...We have a sophisticated, thoroughly tested weapons. . -
system in being, manned by highly trained personnel and
supported by a well organized global logistical base.
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We have developed techniques for its use which are
improving constantly. We should capitalize on available
assets and experience by providing more planes, more
and closer bases, and sufficient stocks of munitions to
support an increased effort...."

To further enhance the effectiveness of the ARC LIGHT program, General
135/
Westmoreland recommended the following:

...Munitions: COMUSMACV wanted to have provisions made

so that there would be production and fully adequate stocks
of munitions as required to support a sustained campaign
in SEA....

«++«B=52 Aircraft Availability: COMUSMACV desired that
provisions be made for increased availability of B-52
aircraft....

++.Forward B-52 Bases: COMUSMACV wanted provisions made for
B-52 bases closer SVN....

...Reaction Time: COMUSMACV desired that provisions be made
so that the strike reaction time could be greatly reduced....

: : : ~ 136/
On 24 August, COMUSMACV expressed great appreciation for SAC. He said:

"...It's not generally understood what a tremendous impact
the B-52s have on our ground operations. I am sure that we
could not have achieved our present posture had it not: been
for this support...."

A lleutenant colonel from the 5th Viet Cong Division, who defected to
government forces, said that the B-52 strikes affected the morale but that
the Viet Cong were now digging shallow holes which offered protection; the
implication was that previous trenches and holes were too deep and that the
walls collapsed. The defector further indicated that a mixture of bombs and
napalm should be employed to saturate a specific region 1nstead of spreading

137/
ordnance over a large target area.




" On 27 August 1966, the 7th Air Force Commander was tasked by COMUSMACV
to undertake an analysis of fhe relative effectiveness of B-52 versus tac-
tical air strikes against area-type targets. The MACV Chief of Staff noted
the analysis would concentrate on the possibility of focusingﬂweight of
attack against specific targets within a larger area target. 128/

The 7th Air Force commander observed that, in the SEA theater of
operations, there were not the massed enemy troop formations or large logis-
tical concentrations that could justify an increase in the ARC LIGHT Force.
He said it was difficult to find enough good targets to apply ARC LIGHT
force against with an effect which would justify the resources expended.

An increase would not serve to encourage greater selectivity in B-32 em-
ployment. The B-52 had made a significant contribution to the war; but

a contribution which must be measured in terms of what it might have prevent-

“ed, rather than in quantitative terms. This would continue to be the case

unless the enemy committed the error of massing, The requirement was for
highly selective application of a relatively small but powerful force, and
two B-52 squadrons were sufficient. General Momyer supported the concept
of basing B-52s closer to SVN for more efficient use (e.g. by reducing fly-
ing hours, tanker requirements and reactibn time). However, reduced re-
action time was considered to be a secondary consideration, because the
nature of the weapon system dictated its most effective use on preplanned
missions—not as a substitute for tactical fighters or artillery. lég/
General Momyer reflected fhat, when the heavy bombers had been used for

close support in the past, there had always been a large concentration of
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troops, varying from five to seven divisions. The bombers were being used
to soften up enemy positions for follow-on exploitation attacks. Usually,
these bomber attacks were followed by fighters hitting detailed positionms.

When used in this manner, or to prevent a major enemy breakthrough, the
‘ 140/
bombers made a very substantial contribution to the ground campaign.

The 7th Air Force Commander noted that none of these factors prevailed
in the SEA theater of operations. He observed there had been no large-

logistical concentrations and moreover, no multi-division attacks. He
141/
said:

"...Consequently, we have to be careful about over-
stating the case for B-52s in this environment. I
do not believe we should look at B-52s like fighter
forces for’quick reaction. The problem of loading, -
briefing, navigation, terrain unfamiliarity, coordi-
nation with other air and ground operations all tend
to stylize bomber operations to a degree...."

' He indicated that the B-52 bombers should be used on preplanned missions,
where there was a positive scheme of maneuver planned for ground action.. He
pointed out that, for quick reaction against a suspected rapid assembly of

enemy forces, there were sufficient fighter-bombers to contain an attack
142/
until the bombers could be brought in at a later time. He said:

"...We know, apparently fairly well in advance, that
these enemy concentrations did not happen in a matter
of a few hours like the pattern has been with classical
forces. This is true because of terrain and mobility.
Fighters can handle most situations of these limited
concentrations until we are set to bring in the

" bombers.i..."

September strikes were directed at infiltration supply points and truck
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143/

parks, storage areas, troop concentrations and bivouac areas.

Ground follow-up reports were limited and continued to show little
tangible results for most strikes. They did, however, contain descriptions
of damage to foliage and terrain. There were some indication, also, that
the enemy may have received pfior warning of strikes. There were further
indications that the enemy had taken action to minimize casualties as a

144/
result of the possible prior warnings received.

On 19 September, the B-52 bombers hit both sides of a trail just qorth
of the Ben Hai River. There were indications the strike might have caught
a large number of enemy in the area. The FAC reported that several fresh
trails through the bomb craters converged into one larger trail, an estimated
two to four feet wide. Since none were observed through several bomb craters
to the’south of the main trail activity, the FAC presumed it was quite
possible that many troops were in the area at the time of the strike and had

145/ : S
moved north afterward.

One of the best strikes in September, from the FACs visual BDA, occurred
on the 22nd, on the lower part of Routé 103. Bombs were released several
hundred yards on each side of the road. Much of the foliage was destroyed
and several hundred storage holes and personnel bunkers were disclosed. A
suspected base camp was exposed and damaged. Suspected piles of supplies
were put to flames. Areas of importance to the enemy, as revealed by fresh

. 146/
trails through the bomb craters and debris, were observed and exploited.

Other reports, however, showed that some of the strikes did little, if
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147/

any, material damage. A ground follow-up of the Anchor Chain IIygtrike,
on 11 September, disclosed no recent bomb damage in the target area. The
report said that "craters appeared to be old, contained water and their
rims éroded from rainfall." 18/ Likewise, the follow-up report on Quang
Tri 405 showed disappointing results. While vegetation in the impact areas
was completely destroyed, only one large hut was almost completely destroyed;
the remaiﬁing four sleeping shelters, made of bamboo, were not touched. 1/
About 90-95 percent of the personnel, and probably the bulk of the
supplies moving from NVN to SVN, as of late November 1966, had followed
routes which would cross the Laos portion of the air-delivered barrier
system. Friendly air operations in the Laotian Panhandle during 1966 had
not effectively reduced personnel infiltration through that corridor-evinced
by the increased enemy strength in SVN during the period. However, by deny-
ing the enemy free ﬁée of the Panhandle, friendly air interdiction had held
enemy feéupbly and stockage levels below those which otherwise could have been
achieved over these routes. Local shortages, especialiy in the.ﬁMZ area, had
been reported. This could be attributed to friendly air and ground opera-
tions. However, there had not been, (as of late November), any evidence
of overall, critical enemy shortages of ammunition and other supplies. 120/
During November, 59 ARC LIGHT missions, were flown in South Vietnam.
The program prbvided 531 sorties against enemy targets in I, II, and III
Corps, andAsupporfed U.S. groﬁnd operations Attleboro (15 strikes), Paul

Revere (15 strikes), and Thayer II (3 strikes). B-52 strikes were delivered

in the following Provinces: I Corps - Quang Tri, Thua Thien, Quang Ngai;




II Corps — Binh Dinh (4 strikes), Kontum (19 strikes), Pleiku (2 strikes);
1/

e’

III Corps - Phuoc Long, Binh Long, Tay Ninh (21 strikes), and Hau.Nghia.

During the month, B-52s delivered ordnance on six VC/NVA regiments
(271st VC, 88th NVA, 95B NVA, Song Ma NVA and 10lst NVA), a VC Division
(9th Light Infantry), and the VC top echelon, COSVN. In addition, enemy
bases, staging areas, food caches, ordnance storage areas, command posts,
medical facilities, arms depots, weapons factories, communications installa-

152/
tions, and infiltration networks were also targeted.

Follow-up reports confirmed the effectiveness of the ARC LIGHT forces
153/
against suitable targets.

Ground follow-up operations during November yielded the following B-52
154/
effects:

Binh Dinh Province

.« ALFA-I: Ground forces found that two tons of rice,
40 structures, 100 foxholes, 23 huts, and 100 lean-to's
had been destroyed. Fifteen bodies, some 30 to 50
structure, weapons, ammunition, and miscellaneous equip-
ment were also discovered....

... ALFA-40: The strikes destroyed a camp site and 40
bunkers scattered throughout the area; other bunkers,
foxholes, and huts were undamaged. Equipment found
consisted of 23 hand grenades, four weapons, and four
bags of medical and surgical supplies; a ton of rice
was destroyed by ground forces. Total enemy losses

as a result of the follow-up and the air strike were 41
killed (11 body count, 30 possibly), two ralliers, and
50 detainees....

...ALFA-4: Four bunkers, ten foxholes, and three huts
were destroyed, and ground troops found and destroyed
4,400 pounds of rice. A small quantity of equipment
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and supplies was also discovered along with documents
that indicated the area had been occupied by elements
of the 2nd VC Regiment. Enemy losses from air and

ground operations were one killed and two captured....

Tay Ninh Province

.+« ALFA-44: Undergrowth was completely destroyed up

to 100 meters from the point of detonation. Ground
troops found small foxholes, rope-vine structures, and
prepared sleeping places for a platoon-size element.
Several bombs had caved in what might have been tunrels
or fortifications....

Hau Nghia Province

+« +ALFA-20: Ground forces found a tunnel containing

an ammunition cache, seven light machine guns, and
several documents. Sleeping quarters, bunkers, tunnels,
and trenches were scattered throughout the area; several
had been destroyed by direct hits. Four 40mm grenades,

a rifle, six Chinese Communist bayonets, several machine
guns, 32 rifle grenades, and 6,000 rounds of small arms
ammunition were also discovered....

The JCS, on 9 November, noted that his message of 12 September had
required a comprehensive report on strike results obtained during ground ex-
ploitations. He noted the COMUSMACV report of 23 August was an excellent

, 155/
example of a ground follow-up summary report.

The JCS noted that one of the most effective means of assessing ARC
LIGHT strike results was through the review of the information contained in
ground follow-up reports. He said that the timely receipt of such reports
provided the data required to respond to questions concerning ARC LIGHT
effectiveness. JCS expressed disappointment in the small number of reports

received, however, he appreciated the fact that the military situation may

have created unavoidable delays in the reporting by field units. He requested
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a review of ARC LIGHT ground follow-up operations since 1 October 1966. This
review would include the identification of missions scheduled, together with

the ground follow-up operations conducted. He desired a summary’report by
156/ L
18 November 1966, ‘

During General Westmoreland's conference, on 20 November, General
157/

Weyand touched on the effectiveness of the B-52s in Operaﬁion~Attleboro:

"...We had wonderful luck with the B-52 strikes.

We got- 18 strikes and the 25th and lst Division
used them like close air support or long range
artillery. A B-52 strike severely damaged COSVN
headquarters and another landed directly on the 9th
Division headquarters. These strikes severely dis-
rupted the enemy's command chain...."

ARC LIGHT missions supporﬁéd groﬁnd actions including Operation Prairie
in the DMZ area and Péul Revere III and IV in Kontum Province. Also hard
hit were VC encémpments, storgge areas and infiltration routéskin Thua Thien,
Binh Dinh, Quang Ngai’and Tay Ninh Provinces. Sfrikes were‘tafgeted against .
suspected headquafter baséstof COSVN (Central Office SVN/VC Hq), the 610th
and 630th NVA‘Divisions, and the 9th VC Division. As usual, substantive
ground follow-up reports were not received for most strikes, although sporadic

summaries of FAC reports did reveal that bombs landed in target areas,
158/

——

caused secondary explosions and uncovered installations and fortifications.

The following lone example is a report that does provide a suggestion,
159/

aside from ambiguous POW reports, of success of a strike:

¢, ..This information is based on visual reconnaissance
(VR) by FAC: Strikes 588 and 589, GREEN MAT 1 and 2,
Quang Tri 118 and 160, 2300H 22 Sep. Reconnaissance
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was from XD 740 838 Northwest to XD 755 837 south to

XD 735 787 east to XD 751 792, The FAC estimated

30 percent area coverage in the northern half of the
target area and 50 percent area coverage in the south-
ern half. At XD 751 834 a permanent underground
structure (10x20 feet) appeared to have been struck by

a hit within ten meters. The FAC considered the struc-
ture badly damaged. Within a 100 meter radius of XD

753 830, numerous storage/personnel bunkers and 100
meters of trenchwork were uncovered. At XD 755 822.

the FAC noted heavy foot traffic through two 1,000

pound bomb craters. Based on this activity the FAC
requested TAC air strikes at XD 757 822, Two medium
secondary explosions from ammo stored in underground
bunkers, resulted from these strikes. At XD 739 813
signs of moderate foot traffic through 1,000 pound

bomb craters were noted. The FAC estimated that there
was a probable base camp and bivouac area in the im-
mediate vicinity. At XD 745 808 there was moderate

foot traffic through a bomb crater and 25 meters to the
east the FAC estimated that 100 storage or bivouac bunkers
were uncovered. At XD 754 895 the strike ignited a large
pile of stores or a structure that was still burning at
1115H 23 September 1966. The FAC noted a direct hit on
structures at XD - 751 796 and four personnel bunkers and
30 meters of trenchwork leading out from the structures
were uncovered. The FAC estimated that an additiomal -
strike against the target area could achieve similar
results. Secondary reconnaissance in the area revealed
the area at XD 740 816 had approximately 60 personnel
and storage bunkers uncovered. There were two five foot
long "V'"-shaped storage trenches uncovered on the east
edge of Route 103 at XD 748 818. At XD 749 815 approxi-
mately 30 underground bunkers were uncovered. A trail
at XD 741 805 was uncovered that leads into a heavily
wooded area to the west...."

The majority of ground follow-up reports, however, indicated little
significant damage. Examples of such strikes are highlighted by date of
strike and results:

«..Mud Bath, 1 Oct. There was no apparent bomb damage
to the foxholes and the bunkers in the impact area.

However, clothing and debris indicated that several huts
in the vicinity of the bunkers were completely demolished.... 160/
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«++01d Head, 5 Oct, All structures were located. ap-
proximately 30 meters from the closest bomb impact
area. There was no apparent damage to the bunkers
and the hut containing the rice cache. The thatched
huts were damaged by bomb fragments and blast effect
but remained standing.... 161/

...Fox Box, 15 Oct, two straw huts on stilts were
found within the area. Neither of these huts showed
any damage as a result of the strike. No other in-
stallations, tunnels, fortifications, or caches were
found in the target area.... 162/

...Hot Pipe, 21 Oct, there were no apparent installatioms,
tunnels, or supply caches in the bomb target area.... 163/

...Alfa 6 and Alfa 44, Foxtrot 85 and 86, 23 Oct, ef-
fects of bombs on installations - several craters ap-
peared to have filled in what might have been tunnels
or fortifications. TFoxholes and bunkers showed no
visible effects of damage.... 164/

...Strike Red Mat, 26 Oct, there were no installations,

tunnels, fortifications, or supply caches in the bomb
areas.... 165/

Lessons Learned Thru Effectiveness AnalysiS\

General‘Péarson noted that, in Operation Harrison, four daylight heiicop—
ter assaults and one night assault were made to exploit B-52 strikes. He
said that, at first, he was disappointed because of the low body count. He
later learned the enemy had been thoroughly disrupted through this attack.
The result was a large number of ralliers. General Pearson made the

166/
following observations:

1. Air strikes should use more napalm for strikes in target
area. : :
2. Fighters should be equipped with noisemakers.

3. Dampening air activity in an area and going in at night .
produces the greatest surprise.
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CHAPTER VIII

TARGET NOMINATIONS AND JUSTIFICATIONS

Target Nomination and Request Procedures

To facilitate the nomination of lucrative ARC LIGHT targets; COMUSMACV,
after consultation with the RVN JGS and the CG, I CTZ, granted aﬁthority
on 20 January 1966 to the CG, CTZ, for direct nomination of prospective
B-52 targets to Hq MACV, through the CG, III MAF. In doing so, COMUSMACV
cited criteria for nomination: (1) Targets should warrant bombing by
B-52 aircraft as opposed to tactical aircraft; (2) targets should persist
through the time required for development, épproval and strikes$ (3) nomi-
nations could be made as developed, but not later than eight days prior
to recommended date of strikej (4) targets of extreme emergency, or targets
of unusual opportunity could be nominated not later than 24 hours prior te

recommended strike time, and nominated targets should be accompanied by

all significant intelligence and other pertinent data.

Any one of the four ARVN Corps Commanders, Commanders of the two Free
World Field Forces, Vietnam (IFFV and IIFFV) or the Commander of the III
Marine Amphibious Force, could file a request with MACV for an ARC LIGHT
strike in support of their ground operations, These requests fell in two
categories: one concerning preplanned to support future ground operations
(48 hours for planning) and one considering immediate strikes in response
to a fast-developing target which was time sensitive or developed as a

direct result of forces in contact. J-2 MACV was responsible for developing
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% Strike Dist ribution Total Total
LAOS DMZ NVN SVN Strikes Tonnage
Jan 0 0 0 372 372 6118.8
Feb 0 0 0 315 315 3570.5
Mar 0 0 0 LOT 407 5989.2
Apr 54, 0 30 336 120 9195.9
May 102 0 0 322 L2l 9192.8
- Jun 66 0 0 334 4,00 70L26.5
Jul 9 24 0 Lb 477 9410.9
Aug 3L, 12 0 421 167 8563.1
Sep ' 39 118 L7 229 433 8069.7
Oct 65 32 24, 295 416 8347.5
Nov 27 0 0 515 542 10,677.0
Dec L2 78 35 504, - 659 13,512.0
TOTALS 438 264 136 Ly 494 5,332 100,073.9

ARC LIGHT STRIKES -~ lg_é_é

Fig. 13
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targets not in support of a specific ground operation. The Combined Intel-
ligence Center Vietnam (CICV) nominated targets based on collected in-
telligence information. MACV was responsible for getting host government
clearance before submitting an ARC LIGHT request to CINCPAC. ARVN ap-
proval was obtained from the Province Chief concerned, or the central
government. For strikes in Laos, the U.S. Ambassador was the approval
agency.'g/ ~ |

The machinery for getting a strike going and the coordination with .

interested agencies in the theater is explained in Chapter I.

JCS, on 5 February, informed CINCPAC that there was a continuiﬁg néed
for timely information relative to results of ground follow—ﬁp operaﬁionéb
to ARC LIGHT strikes. He further requested thét ground follow—ﬁp opera- |
tional results in conmection with future strikes be provided as these opera-
tions progress. é/'This would have bearing on targeting criteria, B-52
capabilities and BDA results. In this connection, COMUSMACV later in the
month arranged to directly provide CINCSAC and 3d AD with BDA information.
This information would be used for analysis and briefing oi results of
ARC LIGHT strikes. Y

COMUSMACV, anticipated he might be queried on the extent to which B-52

capabilities were being exploited and tasked his J-3, in collaboration with

J-2 and the 2d Air Division, to conduct an objective appraisal of the B-52

program. This appraisal would recommend ways and means of ensuring optimum

utilization of the ARC LIGHT strike capabilities. This ad hoc group would
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B

also formulate answers to several potential questions. Of particular
interest was whether maximum use of the B-52s was being made; whether
procedures for laying on strikes were as streamlined as they could or should
have been; or whether anything could be done to increase the effectiveness

5
of the B-52 weapons system and air strike sortie effectiveness. 2/

The 2nd AD reviewed the existing and projected ARC LIGHT program Qith
the view to recommending measures to insure sortie effectiveness. In this
connection, it was noted that a full range of air power existed and was
programmed to increase. Moreover, the supply of air munitions was critical
and expenditure and priority of use had to be closely monitored. He
pointed out that a target acquisition system did exist, with general priori-

6/
ties assigned for air strikes.

It was the 2AD assumption that the force structure, proposed in Case III,
IIA at the Honolulu Conference, would be approved with a corresponding in-
crease in the sortie rate. Referring to the munitions problem, General
Simler assumed the supply would increase in the latter part of CY 66. Further,
that the level of effort would be increased for specific air strike programs
as the aircraft/munitions inventory increased. He indicated that, to en-
hance air strike sortie effectiveness, an analysis had to be made of sortie
utilization for DRV/Laos and the RVN. His conclusion was that, despite
limiting factors, the employment of air power in SEA could be enhanced
through prbcedural and management improvements in the utilization of avail-

able combat sorties. Based on this, General Simler recommended to MACV

that the ARC LIGHT program be increased as programmed and the area of




7/

operations for those forces be expanded.

COMUSMACV wanted ARC LIGHT tafget nominations to contain detailedv
information on target composition so that requirements for aircraft, softies,
munitions, and munitions fuzing could be properly determined. Y

In this connection, 2d Air Division noted that the primary pﬁrposé‘of
the B-52 strike program was the destruction of command and control sYétéms“
and personnel, supply facilities, base camps, training facilities,‘LOCs, éé
well as harassment and psychological effects. Targets were ldcéted in':
enemy-controlled areas where friendly ground forces frequently had’ﬁét been
able to operate. No set targeting criteria could be used inasmuch as each’{
target was éubject to case~by;case examinatioﬁq Targets were éélected |
based upon information from photographic analysis, IR; SLAR, SPAR, ARDF; R
and reports from various personnel sources. Targets selected fof’ARC LIGHT
strikes were not generally suited for attacks by tactical forces. It w&s
further noted that B-52 targets had been generated which exceeded the capa-
bility of the ARC LIGHT strike force. An average of 12 targets per month
had not been struck due to the lack of sorties., o

The 2d AD pointed out that ARC LIGHT forces had been diverted to
contingency targets of massed enemy forces, which resulted in delay or dele-
tion of strikes against approved targets. The value of these diversionms,
which occurred during Operations Silver Bayonet, Harvest Moon, Doublé Eagle

and Masher had not been determinéd due to lack of strike results. It was.

pointed out that extreme care should be exercised to insure that all
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ARC LIGHT strikes be conducted against only those targets holding high
promise of immediately affecting the Viet Cong or PAVN forces. Conversely,
no strikes should be conducted against targets which might not achieve sig-
nificant results. 2/ |

The 2AD assessment was that the mountain passes of Nape, Mu Gia and
Barthelemy, known infiltration routes leading from North Vietnam through
Laos to South Vietnam, were excellent targets for B-52 attacks using bombs
with delayed fuzes. These passes were being covered with a single B-66
and F-105s in formation, releasing bombs on signal from the B-66. The 2AD
felt the B-52 was more accurate and efficient means of accomplishing this
task. In addition 2AD noted there were other LOCs currently covered by B-57s
which could be struck by B-52s using time delay bombs. This, it was in-
dicated, would free B-57s for application to more suitable in-country

i1/
targets.

In this connection, it was noted ARC LIGHT targets were developed
primarily at the J2 MACV level, by the Combined Intelligence Center (CICV)
and that COMUSMACV was the final approving authority for B-52 targets in

12/

SVN.

On 10 March, Major General Larsen informed COMUSMACV that recent ex-—
perience indicated increasing mobility would be the key to the conduct of
operations in the II Corps Tactical Zone. He noted, in such operations,

targets suitable for ARC LIGHT strikes appeared on short notice and were,

therefore, essentially targets of opportunity. In the III Corps Tactical
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Zone, he pointed out, the targets had been, and most likely would continue
to.be, more static in nature.  General Larsen. felt that, under these condi-
tions, the targets in the III Corps Tactical Zone could be generated over

a period of months and that they could be accurately pinnedddown,,%%/

‘The rules for submiasion of rargetaﬁdid not allow sufficiehtkflexi—”xw
bility for atracks on relatlvelybshort notice. GeneralﬂLareeh'e céﬁce££“
mas:that the roles requlred an ARC LIGHT strlke request to be submltted at
leasr one week prior to the time on targetc Three targets Whlch in hla
judgment, were most lueratirejand importamt to the’success’of an operation,
were lost becausefof-a~request,refusal by the lst Air Cavalry. - General
Larsen recommended a system be designed which would be more flexible and.
responsive to his needs, a.system capable of quick reaction against fleeting
‘targets of opportunity and those targets considered important to the success.
of key operations. This had become a necessity since the war. in II Corps
Tactical Zone was moving rapidly. W

COMUSMACV, on 20 March, told General Larsen he was in agreement .and .
supported the requirement for an ARC LIGHT targeting system as flexible -and
responsive-as possible to meet the needs of the respective~Field‘Commanders.
He told General Larsen that many changes in this direction had been made,
with the most recent being the passing of authority to approve ARC LIGHT
targets from the Department‘of State to the JCS and, subsequently, to
CINCPAC CINCSAC. Improvement was also noted in the schedullng of ARC LIGHT
strikes. Schedullngs he p01nted out, were belng made approx1mately 48 hours

prlor to TOT requests to preclude an inflexible commltment program For
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WERGFEREF=N OFORN:»

éason, both air and ground operational planning were important consider-
aﬁié&%. The development and submission of target nominations, well in ad-
 %aﬁ§é of TOT, when possible, would allow for proper air and ground operation-
éli?ianning. By this means, the air support requested by the commanders
’ﬁoﬁld'be more certain. COMUSMACV indicated that, while flexibility was
iﬁéa;tant, éxperience had proven it wise to make strikes against targets

de ibpéd through full utilization of all available sources of intelligence,

: :iﬁférmation that was properly correlated. Such a procedure would produce

i 15/
' _'more reliable, appropriate and consequential results,

”ihé increasing need for ARC LIGHT strikes continued through April.

: J@Sfifications and requests for strikes were carefully scrutinized so as to
plé#é limited ARC LIGHT resources on the most pressing targets. Commanders
‘infihe field were sometimes allocated less force than they had requested for

a particular operation.

On -7 April, COMUSMACV visited the lst Division Tactical Command Post,
in Phuoc Tuy Province, and discussed tactical matters and requirements for
. fB¥52 strikes with General Depuy. General Westmoreland received General
i?eng's,request for support and concluded that the final phase of a planned

‘operation could be carried out with one strike instead of the three requested.

ACV asked that the requirement be reduced since B-52 strikes were
16/
seriously needed in other areas.

General Westmoreland received intelligence, on 13 April, indicating an

estimated NVA regiment (approximate strength 1,000) was poised to attack the
‘ 17/
Khe Sanh Special Forces Camp in Quang Tri Province. He estimated, based
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on reports of enemy forces and weapons in the area, that a mortar attack,
of the type launched against this camp in January’1966 could be repeatedo
Thls could be followed by enemy troop attack designed to overrun the camp.
COMUSMACV p01nted out that, in the event of such an attack it would be
difficult to support the camp with snff1c1ent relief forces 1nasmuch as the
only ground route to the camp, Highway 9, had been closed for over a;year,
due to the destructlon of brldges along the route. He noted that while
the Xom Chan A1rport near the camp could allow the air transport of forces
into the area, it was difflcult to defend and, moreover, prevaillng low
ceilings in the area hindered large scale airlifts. ¥/

COMUSMACV noted that Khe Sanh was the northernmost Special Forces Camp
in SVN and that it was extremely important this camp notkbeklostrto the

enemy. He did not think it desirable for friendly forces to be drawn into

a defensive battle for the area and recognized air power as the answer. He

said that air power would be the best means of defense and possibiy could

preclude an attack. For this purpose he highly recommended an ARC LIGHT

strike, noting that such an attack had been used previously to solve a
19/

gimilar problem.. .

His request for the: ARC LIGHT strikeiwas made on 18 Aprll and noted
that the target was located on an 1nf11tration route emanating from Laos.
The location was reported to contain a small VC base area which could sup-
port enemy personnel and equipment moving into Quang Tri Prov1nce. In addi-

tion, it was belleved that the area contained a staging base and a command

and control center which could support Viet Cong/NVA offen81ve actlon
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against the Khe Sanh Special Forces Camp. 2/

COMUSMACV was also concerned with movement of enemy personnél and equip-
ment into Quang Tin Proviice. A few days after his request for ARC LIGHT
support for the Khe Sanh Special Forces Camp, General Westmoréland presented
a justification for three ARC‘LIGHT attacks against Bravo Targets 17, 18,
and 19, in Quang Tin Province. He noted that three NVA, two Viét Cong and
one reconnaissance battalion had been sighted, on 4 April and thét the III
MAF had informed, on 22 April, that three additional VC battalions Weré
undergoing training in the target area. He also pointed out agent inform-
ation indicated enemy intent to attack the Tien Phouc Special Forcés Camp%;J

kIntelligence, dn 26 Apfil, also, indicated that Quang Ngai 17 and 18
were suitaBle for light load ARC LIGHT missions with the ébjective of keep-
ing the Viet Cong and NVA units near the4Tra Bong Special Forces Camé off
balance. 2/ | | | |

COMUSMACV informed the Commanding General, II FFORCEV, on 27 April,

there would be no deviation in scheduled strikes unless direct ARC LIGHT
23/

support was required for the safety of friendly forces. It had been
noted earlier in the month (in a MACV reéort) that B-52 bombers could be
diverted from planned missions to support ground tactical operations. The
report noted,‘however, that the distance between B-52 Bases and targets was
too great to allow the use of B-52s in '"on-call' tactical situatidns. The
report indicated that, for thisvreason, the B-52 were employedbprimarily in

, 24/
planned missions against permanent Viet Cong base areas.

266




On 3 June, CINCPAC informed COMUSMACV he had reviewed the results of
the strikes and that his review indicated a significant increase in the
number of targets in Laos during the months of April and May. He said, "I'm
certain you will agree that our mutual concern is one of obtaining optimum
returns per sortie." 2/

Admiral Sharp noted that the B;52 strikes in SVN had the bonus effect
of demorallzlng the Viet Cong. He added that these B-52 strikes had dis-
couraged the Viet Cong from massing his forces and that h1tt1ng his sanctu-
aries, strongholds and base areas in SVN, as well as strikes in Laos had

been productive. He pointed out that such targets as Fly Traps 5, 6, and

7, and others pinpointed by Shining Brass, were good examples of profltable
26/

strikes.

Admiral Sharp noted, on the other hand, that a few of the targets in.
Laos (i.e. truck parks and storage facilities) might have been more ecomom-
ically destroyed by tactical aircraft, particularly during good weather. He
added his appreciation of the operational problems imposed by weather and
the nécessity for continual harassment of the infiltration activity through
Laos. 2/

CINCPAC said that COMUSMACV's thoughts on just how 'we' might obtain.
more significant targets for ARC LIGHT strikes and a more judicious ex-
penditure of ordnance would be appreciated. He felt that, during that -
period of reduced munitions allocations, it might be that strikes on known
enemy concentrations in SVN would give better returns than the LOC targets

28/
in Laos.
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COMUSMACV  responded the following day, informing CINCPAC that he fully
and enthusiastically supported the objectives of obtaining the optimum
returns per ARC LIGHT sortie; that the attainment of this objective en-
tailed detailed consideration of two factors: 2/

The operational purpose of the strike.

The availability of timely, reliable intelligence
as the basis for target selection.

COMUSMACV pointed out that the effort in Laos was designed to assist in
destroying an integrated enemy logistics system associated with well-
defined LCCs. He said the U.S. air programs in the Panhandle were, in a
very real sense, directed against a vital portion of the enemy's‘communica—
tioﬁs zone; Noting thét moré thén harassment of infiltration activity was
involved, General Westmoreland said he wanted to identify and destroy
depots, staging areas, maintenance facilities, transfer points, truck parksio/
bridges, ferry sights, control installations and road repair capabilities. T

With regard to inteliigénﬁe, COMUSMACV indicated that he enjdyed the
benefit of a high order of ?AC saturation in the area in questioﬁ, Rich
dividends had been produced as a result of the increasing FAC familiérity
with the enemy's logistic system and his pattern of activity associated with
the operation of the system. He pointed out that the TIGER HOUND record
was illustrative of effective intelligence based largely om visual observa-
tion. He noted moreover, that the enemy had been operating overtly. through-
out his LOC network in southern Laos which had afforded him an intelligence

3y 32/
advantage generally unknown in SVN. He said:
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- "It is my considered judgment, in this regard, that
our targeting in Laos has been supported more
generously by effective intelligence than has the
bulk of our targeting for SVN.

"How might we obtain more significant targets for
Arc Light strikes and more judicious expenditure of
ordnance? I know of but one solution: Periodic
review in depth of targeting status and procedures.
This is an undertaking in which I participate per-
sonally, the most recent instance having occurred

- within the past several weeks. Coupled with this
must be command approval of each strike based on
detailed assessment of all factors, including in-
telligence. I personally approve each Arc Light
target as an outgrowth of this system."

General Westmoreland informed CINCPAC that, for the above reasons, he
was in a position to assure CINCPAC that his selection of these targets not
only reflected maximum refinement of available information, but took full
advantage. of all assessment techniques and targeting expertise ‘available to
MACV. - Of prime iﬁportance was the fact that both Laotian and SVN tafgeté
were competing’for selection, based on the merits and supportability of‘the

33/
target and not upon any preference for geographical division of effort.

COMUSMACV noted that, since 11 December 1965, 240 B-52 sorties had been

carried out under an approved program as follows: 2/
DATE LA0S NN s
Dec 11-31 1 25
Jan 0 26
Feb 4 33
Mar 5 33
Apr 22 2 38
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10 S 35
-3 -3

45 193

General Westmoreland ncted that only about 20 percent of these sorties
had been directed against targets in Laos and that, in one sense, this was
35/
at the expense of more lucrative targets in SVN.
COMUSMACV recommended te CINCPAC that the approach being taken to ARC
LIGHT targeting be continued. He said he was satisfied it best supported

36/
the objective of obtaining optimum returns per sortie.

On 13 June 1966, MACV prescribed the responsibilities and procedures for

development, nomination, and selection of targets for B~52 conventional

weagpon strikes within SVN. These strikes were aimed at accomplishing five
37/
objectives:

1. TForemost was the destruction of enemy defensive,
logistic, training and control installations.

Enemy lines of communication would be interdicted.

The enemy would be harassed so as to degrade his
capability to take offensive action.

Heavy aerial bombardment would have psychological
effects which would help deter the enemy through full
exploitation.

In specific areas under preparation for planned of-
fensive combat operations, these strikes could help
soften enemy defenses.




COMUSMACV or his designated representative had the responsibility for
final selection of targets, which had to be of a nature warranting bombing
by B~52 aircraft, as opposed to tactical aircraft; further these targets had‘
to persist through the time required for development, approval and striké%§/
ARC LIGHT target nominations would come primarily from four sources:
COMUSMACV and his staff, U.S. field commanders through U.S. channels to
CICV, ARVN field commanders through ARVN channels to CICV, and from within

39/
CICV.

Under ordinary circumstances, target nominations could not be made
later than seven days prior to a recommended strike date. In instances 6f
extreme emergency, or for targets of unusual opportunity, such nominations
could be made not later than 24 hours prior to the recommended strike time.
The RVNAF would be encouraged to participaté in this program and the MACV
ACofS-J2, and Joint General Staff.(JGS) issued a directive establishing
pertinent responsibilities and procedures for this purpose. It was feit
that coordination between U.S. and the RVNAF, at various levels of command,
was essential. The initiation and development of targets would be the
responsibility of the MACV ACofS-J2. In addition, J2 would be responsible
for the following: 1. Collate targets submitted by subordinate U.S. Com-—
mands and the ACofS-J2, RVNAF, JGS. 2. Nominate targets and present to
ACofS-J3 and COMUSMACV for strike consideratiom. 3. Furnish intelligence
justification to higher headquarters. 4. Keep subordinate commands in-

40/
formed of changes in status of target nomination in their areas of interest.
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The ACofS-J3 would arrange for the presentation to COMUSMACV of targets
and supporting data received from ACofS-J2, JGS, RVNAF, and others as
directed by COMUSMACV. In addition he would be responsible for securing
requisite authority and coordinating operational scheduling with concerned
command for target selected by COMUSMACV. Subordinate commanders would
develop targets in accordance with the policy outlined in the directive;
target nominations would be forwarded to Hg MACV by the subordinate command-
ers, In addition, the commanders in the field would initiate coordination
with appropriate RVNAF authorities. Details on the procedures for the

development, nominationé, and selection of targets for ARC LIGHT strikes
41/

within SVN are presented in MACV Directive 381-22, dated 13 June 1966,

On 29 June, COMUSMACV informed that the number of aircraft normally
required against a specific target for ARC LIGHT should not exceed the number
requested in an ARC LIGHT message. General Westmoreland told CINCSAC he
preferred that a degradation bes made in target coverage, rather than to
have over-saturation on a second target, in a case where there was no
chance of a spare aircraft replacing an aborted B-52 on the same strike

42/
mission.

Although the scope of ghe ARC LIGHT program was increased sharply in
1966, at the end of July there were still more targets available in South
Vietnam and Lacs than could be struck on a timely basis. The reason this
increase éould not take care of the available targets was primarily the result

of continual improvement of MACV's overall intelligence structure with the

resultant capability to locate the enemy and his facilities more accurately,

mﬁ )




as time went on. Also, with the continuing increase of énemy forces
and a corresponding increase in U.S. Allied, and RVN forces, direct support

targets were requiring an ever—lncreasing ratlo of the avallable force
43/
structure. _ For thls ‘reason the MACV Deputy Chlef of Staff informed his

J-2, J-3 and J-6 that the follow1ng areas were to be alerted for B-52
4t/ t , .
programming:

"...Special targets of opportunity. War Zome "C" -
(This would be targeted at least once a month).
Quang Trl—Thua Thien Province. The 620th D1v151on.
The 610th Division, Binh Dlnh....‘

A growing number of strikes were being integrated with the field

‘commander's’ immediate operational plans and tactical situatioms. It became

 apparent in July that the ARC LIGHT program would be targeted ‘more against

fleeting targets, such ds troop concentrations in contact, and ‘less“against
45/
persistent targets, such as base camps.
During the mid-year assessment of the ARC LIGHT targeting and strike

program plans, the 7th Air Force pointed out the strict limitations on B-52

" bomber use. He noted there were distinct advantages, with no significant

disad#antages,‘for MACV to obtain 7th Air Force cocrdination;dufiﬁg the
baeic'targeting brogfam and in the strike utilization plannihg stages; prior
to the~gubmission‘of strike requests to CINCPAC for final apprcyal. This
coordlnatlon would allow full utillzatlon of the 7th Air Force staff ex-
pertise and fac111t1es in the mounting and control of the ARC LIGHT missions.
The 7th Air Force pointed out the advantages which would accrue from‘such

46/

an arrangement:
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...Tactical Air: Planning and employment of tactical
air with the ARC LIGHT program could be afforded full
integration....

.+.Alr Operational Functions: The detailed air opera-
tional functions would no longer have to burden the
MACV staff. This would still permit MACV to retain
control of the basic targeting policy and priorities....

++.Strike Capability: Such an arrangement would bring
the total USAF strike capability under the cognizance
of the Air Component Commander. This would allow MACV
to take advantage of the knowledge and expertise of the
7th Air Force....

...Established JAGOS: The arrangement would allow
MACV to take full advantage of the established JAGOS
to coordinate, control and monitor the ARC LIGHT
missions,...

The 7th Air Force concluded that developments, beginning in mid-July,
made wider participation by the 7th Air Force in the ARC LIGHT program even

47/
more advisable. .The 7th Air Force gave the following supporting factors:

.+ .The program was under planned expansion. A
diversion capability was being instituted, There
was a probability of an increase in immediate
missions....
The CG II FFORCEV Long Binh, on 4 August, urged COMUSMACV that target
nominations made in support of ground forces operation be given priority over
48/
target nominations which do not directly support ground operations.
Eariy in August, General Crumm asked COMUSMACV why there were not more

B~52 strikes between 2300 and 0300 hours. COMUSMACV noted there were few

strikes during siesta time between 1200 and 1400 hours. On 13 August, MACV

J-3 in conjunction with the 7th Air Force, was tasked to look into the




49/
timing of strikes.

In response to a JCS message of 27 October 1966, SAC discussed the
selection of ARC LIGHT targets, He said that a reduction in the target
size would not necessarily mean an increase in density of destruction for
a given number of aircraft. He noted that, with the offsets available in
South Vietnam and Laos, the CEP had averaged about 1,500 feet. This fact,
plus the target size, were the influencing factoré in selecting the deéired
points of impact (DPI). He gave an example of how this worked: Where a
target box had a narrow side of 3,000 feet, he would select a single DPI
and program the train length according to the target length. Under this
method, the reduction of the target below a width of B,OOO;feet would not
influence the seleétion of the single DPI. The density of destruction, in
either case, would be achieved by the random distribution around the DPI and
the normal dispersion of the bombs., %/

SAC pointed out that the problem was different if the object was to
attain a density of destruction. Where density of destruction was the primary
goal, it could only be achieved by the addition of aircraft or, to some
extent, by increasing the number of weapons per aircraft. Increasing the
number of weapons per aircraft was a matter of availability. He felt this
increasé;would be realized when SAC had sufficient munitions to exploit
the full capability of the B-52D, and noted this would mean 108xMK-82s or

, 31/
66xM~117s as compared to the existing loads of 24xMK-82s and 24xM-65s.

'The MSQs were another consideration. SAC said that the use of MSQ
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sites for strikes, when high density was required, wouid‘be‘a second con-
sideration; that with the lower CEP that could be expected, additional DPIs
could be programmed. This could be done with more effective tefgef’eeverage,
or the target box could be reduced, commensuraeevwifh‘the‘CEP. SAC noted
that his MSQ CEP, on missions up to that time, was about 1,000 feet but

that, as additlonal missions were run and positive indications were recelved

(K-17 Photo scores), this CEP would be refined. He prov1ded the follow1ng

52/
important factors in considering bomb density:
 BOMB FUZING | RADIUS TREE BLOW DOWN
M-117 Instant 90 feet : »
M-117 Delay 48 feet (including 35 foot dlameter crater)
M-65 Instant 105 feet
M-65 Delay 70 feet (including 38 foot dlameter crater)
MK-82 Instant 65 feet
MK-82 ~ Delay 30 feet (including 22 foot dlameter crater)

In addition, he provided significant factors impinging on the considera-
53/
tions for target lengths:

" .,.The bomb train length for the maximum area coverage,
SAC noted, was the diameter of the area of effectiveness
of the weapon multiplied by the number of weapons
carried. The externally hung bombs, normally, released
simultaneously with those carried internally. However, -
it was possible to delay, if desired, the release of
the 24 externals to extend the overall train length.

The optimum train length could be reduced downward, of
course, to a minimum of about 1,200 feet with commensu-
rate overlap of weapons effects. The maximum 1nternal
load by type bomb was found to be:

BOMB MAXIMUM INTERNAL LOAD
- M-117 42
- MK-82 - : 84
M-65 24 (Internal only)"
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SAC noted that the most critical factor in considering target width
was the CEP. Thus, the reduction of the target width would be limited to
a minimum of about 3,000 feet (based on the assumption the target could be
attacked along the long axis). 2/

CINCPAC, on 28 October, had requested comments pertaining to reducing
the size of ARC LIGHT targets. JCS, the next day, suggested smaller targets
to obtain greater bomb density. 23/

COMUSMACV, on 4 November, told CINCPAC that tactics to be employed
against given ARC LIGHT targets were constantly under study to obtain optimum
results, - He noted that past expefience indicated that intelligence avail-
able to him was not sufficiently definitive to allow point-bombing tactics.
He emphasized that ARC LIGHT targets in SEA were not the traditional hard
targets associated with saturation bombing. Unlike targets for saturation
bombing, the precise location of ARC LIGHT target elements usually were ob-
scure, even in permanent base areas. Moreover, the vulnerability of the
target was decreased by the passive enemy defense measures. Added to the
imprecise location of the target were the strict security measures; secrecy;
concealment afforded by the jungle environment and operations involving
frequent displacement, 2/

COMUSMACV pointed out that each target was evaluated to determine the
optimum tactic or ordnancé to be used.’ Moreover, target areas, in éll cases,

were condensed as much as possible with relation to the available informa-

tion to achieve optimum results, utilizing minimum strike resources. He
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noted the MACV "rule of thumb'" did not preclude committing more aircraft,

or further reducing the target area, to achieve greater destruction for a

target warranting maximum weapon density. He noted that definitive ing;l-

ligence, generally, was not available to further reduce target sizes. ffj
’~General Westmoreland observed it was possible, by utilizing Skyspot

tactics and inflight diversions, to refine a target even after the strike

58/

aircraft were airborne.

COMUSMACV concluded that a 'general reduction of target size, at-that:
time, did not appear feasible due to the lack of definitive targeting. He
added that the capability to define targets was improving constantly but
that it was likely there would continue to be variations in the size of .
targets whieh;iin turn, would continue to be dependent on available intel-

59/
ligence.

Examples of Target Justifications

COMUSMACV, on 21 March 1966, requested approval for an ARC LIGHT strike -

in Tay Ninh Province (War Zone C) to continue the harassment and destruction
program. General Westmoreland indicated that, in addition to the strike,
leaflet drops would be scheduled, subsequent to the B-52 strikes, in the
area around the target box. COMUSMACV noted that preliminary fleld reports
indlcated that the leaflet drop program, in conJunctlon with ARC LIGHT
strlkes, had been extremely effective in Tay Ninh Prov1nce. This had been
verlfled by the substantlal number of VC and non-combatants who had

60/
returned to GVN control.
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Intelligence developed at MACV in early March indicated enemy activity
in an area six miles north of the Xom Cat Special Force Camp. The'area was
reported as having facilities of the logistical base, Hqs MR-7. 1In-.addition
the C626 Battalion had its base camp in this area and, since 1 January 1966,
some four battalions were sighted. In the target area there had been 35
infra-red emissions, the last on 3 February 1966, Since 4 January 1966,
there had been 4 ARDF fixes in the area, with the last on 14 February.
COMUSMACV, therefore, requested an ARC LIGHT strike on this area. &

On 6 March, COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC that it was anticipatedbthat
targeté of an urgent or immediate nature (fleeting targets) might develop
during Operation Silver City which would warrant the use of ARC LIGHT forces.
For this reason, he informed that the ARC LIGHT targets, with timing, would
be submitted in small packages over a maximum of seven days. £/

In early March, an area about 30 miles east of Saigon &as believed to
have contained a Viet Cong Tactical Command Headquarters and an estimated
regimental size force. This target was struck by 18 B-52s on 5 March. In
addition, three B-52s struck an area 45 miles northwest of Saigon which
also was believed to be a Viet Cong Tactical Command Headquarters and troop
location. Another area, some 53 miles northwest of Saigon, was struck by
three B~52s. This latter target was believed to have included elements of
the Viet Cong Central Office and a battalion of security forces. No
ground follow-ups were planned for these strikes. 8/

COMUSMACV informed, on 7 March, that maximum ARC LIGﬁT sﬁppoft wéuld

be committed to a major search-and-destroy operation in War Zone D, The CG




of the FFORCEV had requested three immediate ARC LIGHT strikes in support of
the 101lst Abn Division in Phu Yen Province. In view of the urgent situation,
COMUSMACV, on 7 March, recommended maximum TAC air be requested. The Com-
manding General of the FFORCEV also requested three ARC LIGHT strikes (TOT
10 March) in support of operations to be conducted by the lst Cav Division
in Binh Dinh Province. COMUSMACV concurred but recommended scheduling the
strike subsequent to-14 March. COMUSMACV assured the Commanding General
that ARC LIGHT forces would continue to be provided in direct support of U.S.
troops. &/

COMUSMACV informed CINCPAC, on 10 March that the A Shau Special Forces
Camp, Thua Thien Province in I Corps, had been under continuous attack by

-units of the North Vietnamese Army since 9 March. Of the 14 U.S. adviscrs

in the camp, tenhad been wounded and four killed. It was also reported that,

of the 347 Civilian Irregular Defense Group force, less than one-third were
stlli effectlve.\ Weather celllngs of 200 feet had precluded TAC air sup-
port previoue to 10 March° At this p01nt, 1 Corp asked for ARC LIGHT help
and recommended a target contalnlng an enemy reglmental CP and one rifle
battallono Accordlng to an intelligence report of 5 March, ‘the target area
had contalned the 95th B NVA Reglment of the 325th NVA Division. 8/
On 11 March 1966 COMUSMACV noted that two enemy base areas and a

guerrilla training camp were located just west of Da Nang, long a haven for
the Viet Cong. The nearest: friendly military unit was located at Giao Ai,

14 km southeast of the target area. Fourteen penetrations had been made by

the U.S. Marines resulting in 71 contacts with the enemy. The Marines felt
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this entire area continued to threaten -the security of the Da Nang.military
complex and needed to be neutralized. . COMUSMACV told DIA: that the proposed
B-52 strikes could help:the .Marines in doing this job.

If approved, the IIT MAF would carry out a haJor ground follow—up opera—
o 66/ 5 : , ; ) o

On 23 March, COMUSMACV presented intelligence justification to CINCPAC
for proposed strikes on four targets in War Zone C-in the Tay Ninh Province.
He reported that, through the ARC LIGHT program,‘VC.activities,Qiqstallations
and troop units in that area hadtmen subjected to continuous B- 52 bombings
since 30 December 1965 He noted that recent reports had glven 1nd1cat10ns
that the VC were 1051ng popular support. One result of the bombings was
that local inhabltants were evacuatlng the area for the safety of the Tay
Ninh‘and Blné Lohg prohrnc1al capltals.“ From a hlghly evaluated report;
obtained through ARVN channels, it appeared thls exodus Would deprlve the
VC of a labor pool for battlefield duty. Because of this, QQMUSMACVwa:R
wanted the ARC LIGHT pressure contlnued. This effort was desirable,
COMUSMACV noted to demonstrate the valldlty of psychologlcal warfare claims

v .81/
and to destroy or harass the higher echelon VC control agenc1es.

S
IR N

On 22 February.1966, COMUSMACV outlined ARC LIGHT plans in support of

‘a test in RVN for destroying jungle/forest growth (Chu.Phong Mountain Area,

Pleiku Provimce) by ifire.: The -plan called for -B-52 delivered M-35 bomblets
68/

as the ignition source. . COMUSMACV proposed a tentative TOT in March, ..

Because of weather'the test scheduled for 3vMerchlhad;beeh déécéléd,
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"but was rescheduled for 090600Z March 1966. A high-confidence, 48 hour-:
forecast, on 7 March, would be used to set the 9 March date. Until this
high-confidence forecast was available, the strike date would slip, day by
day, consisten; with other operational requirements. Weather watch by 21st
TASS and forecasts would proceed after the firm date was set. Décision
points would be at 24 hours, 18 hours, and 8 hours prior to TOT. Thg 4
eight-hour forecast would be used for the final decision to launch. 8/ On

11 March, B-52s using M-35 fire bomblets conducted an inclusive jungle-

burning test on Chu Pong Mountain.

COMUSMACV said that, during June, the B-52s would continue to hit War

Zones C and D. They would continue also to hit other established bases in
Do Xa and the mountains to the west of Quang Tri and Hue. He added that, in
Laos, the B-32s would strike enemy construction camps, with the objective of

10/
driving away the porters and road maintenance people.

Operation Hawthorne

A combined ﬁ.S. - ARVN operation, Operation Hawthorne had as its mission
'the relief of an outpost in northern Kontum Province. The 1lst BDE, 10lst
Abn Division, héd planned a three fo five day search-and-destroy operation
'in the area from Dak To to Tou Mo Rong and, at the same time, evacuate the
Tou Mo Rong Garrison to Dak To. The Division requested that ARC LIGHT forces
be used, on 3 June, to6 destroy enemy forces and facilities in the target
area. Such B-52 strikes would help prevent enemy attack into the lst BDE
rear during the Hawthorne operation. No exploitation of the strike area

71y ;
was planned.




On 8 June, COMUSMACV requested execution approval for an ARC LIGHT
strike in Kontum Province. The purpose of the strike was to destroy
enemy forces and facilities as well as to prevent enemy attack against
friendly forces during Operation Hawthorne. Operation Hawthorne commenced
on 3 June in Kontum Province. The operation was scheduled for an indefinite
period and was a combined ARVN/I FForce V search-and~destroy operation.

The proposed ARC LIGHT target was located along a known infiltration route
in an area of VC buildup. The area was defended by enemy antiaircraft and
contained a possible VC Regimental Headquarters. 2/

The combined I = FFORCEV/ARVN, commenced their search—and-destroy
operation in Kontum Province on 3 June. Sporadic contacts were made until
9 June, when the 24th NVN Regiment was engaged. The area containing the
NVA Regiment was heavily entrenched with previously prepared positiomns,
including bunkers and spider holes. COMUSMACV, on 11 June, proposed this
area be bombed by ARC LIGHT forces and noted the Field Commander had the
proposed target area encircled. The tactic proposed was that grouﬁd forces
contain the enemy within the target box until the B-52 strike, and then
immediately move into the area for exploitation. MACV proposed to schedule
24 strike aircraft to accomplish maximum destruction and shock to the VC
Regiment. These strikes would be conducted on 13 June and would be desig-
nated Kontum 24 and 25 (Bull Thistle 2 and 3). L/

The results of the 13 June strikes were given by the 10lst AirBorne
Division in a summary report which stated that enemy resistance had been

very determined and effective prior to the strikes, but had become very
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weak and completely ineffective afterward. This supported the premise that
B-52 strikes .could be, at least temporarily, detrimental to VC combat:
effectiVeness;»Zﬁj Lo : ' | : /

After the NVA 24th Regiment had been encountered on.9 June,‘continuous
contact was-made for six days. Round- the-clock air support was provided
»totalling 499 sorties.“Some 15,000 troops were airlifted in.30 separate'
airmobile operationsr of significance was the fact it was posSible to exe
ploit the B-52 strike 30 minutes after the strike. As a result of this
operation, 479 Viet Cong were killed, a ratio of ten to one; 112 wespons‘
were. captured.  Six million leaflets were devopped. With the help of contin-
uous air support, the 24th Regiment was rendered ineffective by this opera—
tion. - His monsoon campaign was frustrated. B/

‘Certsin lessons.were.learned from this 0peration. ‘lt was found that
double~envelopment was a most effective maneuver if accomplished in. conjunc—
tion with massive air support and artillery. It also established the B—52
as definitely effective in close ‘support. Brigadier General Willard Pear-
son, CG, lst Bde, 101st Airborne Division, noted that shooting CS grenades
into an area first, to flush the enemy out of his holes, increased the:
effectiveness of the B—52 strike. He added that: immediate exploitation of
the B—52 strike catches the enemy dazed. From this operation, he noted
the hoist of the UH-1D med evac choppe;67eeded redesigning and expreseed

preference for the Air Force Huskies.

‘ 71/
COMUSMACV noted:




".,.Ground follow-up operations revealed that forti-
fications, such as tunnels, bunkers, trenches, and
spider holes, which did not receive direct hits
remained virtually intact. Spider holes located as
near as fifteen meters to bomb craters were only
slightly damaged. Two captives stated that they hid
in spider holes where they survived bombs as close as
twenty meters away. They did, however, suffer shock
and temporary deafness. Additional information gained
by the Military Interrogation Center (MIC) from cap-
tives and defectors indicates that the enemy did
suffer significant losses."

The greatest lesson learned from Operation Hawthorne was that the ef-
fectiveness of a B-52 strike conducted in direct support role can be enhanced
when used against targets identified by accurate intelligence and when the

8/
area is immediately exploited by ground forces following the strike. ’

"MACV J-2 had confirmed, én 24 June, a minimum 50 percent destruction of
the 24th NVA Regiment in Operation Hawthorme. 2/

‘COMUSMAQVB bn 15 June, noted it was apparent the NVA/VC forces»haa begun
their Highlandé/SW Mbnsoon campaign several weeks ago. He noted that in II
CTZ, the 24 NVA Regiment had sustained a large number of casualties as a
result of Operation Hawthorne. It was now necessary to locate and attack

80/
the newly-infiltrated 88th NVA Regiment before they could even see action.

Operation El Paso

On 14 June, COMUSMACV presented intelligence justification for the Tay
Ninh 26 target, the TAOR of Operation El Paso,_which was - being conducted by
the lst Infantry Division. Contact had been made with battalion-sized enemy

units from a regiment of the 9th VC Division. The proposed ARC LIGHT target
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81/
was believed to be the VC~Headquarters‘controlling,the»VC;units.

Border Areas

COMUSMACV,. on 3 June,presented,intelligence»justificatioﬁ for three ARC

LIGHT strikes‘oo targets locateo along the Tay Ninh/Binh toongrovince
boundaries, adjacent tO'the Cambodian border. He noted a mérked increase in
Viet Cong activity in the Binh Long Province. According to reliable in-
telligence, major elements of the 9th Viet Cong Division were in the three
target areas. - Study of the terrain in the target area and the location
along province boundaries and the Cambodian border indicated the area as
being ideally suited:.as a base area for Viet Cong. &2/

. On 13 June, COMUSMACV requested execution approval for three ARC LIGHT
strikes along the border of Quang Tin and Quang Nam Province, SVN. From
various sources COMUSMACV had learned that maJor elements of the 620th NVN
d;v181on Qere 15 the target arearf Defector reports indlcated Viet Cong
unite maesiog for a summer camoaign against the city of Thang Binh, 1n
northero Qﬁaﬁé Tiﬁ Provinoe, aod the Que Son District, in southern Quanngam
Province. Accordlng to these defectors the target area contalned three
Viet Cong regiments and an artillery battalion, armed w1th 120mm mortars
and 75mm recoilless rifles. On 27 May and 9 June there had been ARDF fixes
in the target area; anothér, on 12 June, in Que Son District, four kilo-
meters west ofJTheng Binh. Defector intellfgence was substantiateo in the
case of the mortarlng of a town in Que Son District in that an attack

- 83/
shortly followed the report.




COMUSMACV felt that the execution of the proposed ARC LIGHT strikes
84/

could significantly disrupt any planned Viet Cong offensive in the area.
85/

For this purpose COMUSMACV proposed strikes on Quang Tin 17, 18 and 19.
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CHAPTER IX
MISSIONS AND STRIKE REQUIREMENTS

Introduction

The ARC LIGHT program increased significantly during 1966. By the
end of the year, the monthly B-52 strikes were almost double the number at
the end of 1965. Y The expansion of the strike effort came gradually and
was applied against an ever-widening area during 1966. By the end of the
year, B-52 strikes had been conducted in the DMZ, Laos, the Cambodian border
area and the North Vietnamese border area, as well as in South Vietnam.
While the strikes conducted during 1966 were mainly to suppoft the ground

commanders, some of the strikes were carried out to interdict lines of

communications along the infiltration routes leading into South Vietnam.

Summary of Missions

The program started in June 1965 with only 27 sorties being flown. By
December 1965 the monthly sortie rate was 306 and, by the end of December

1966, the rate was up to 659 sorties per month.

SAC B-52 crews flew 163 ARC LIGHT missions during the first four months
of 1966 for a cumulatiﬁe total of 298 since their mission began on 18 June
1965. Sorties flown ranged from 350 in January to 423 in April. Of the
130 missions flown in SVN (January-April 1966) more than half (76) were
flown against targets in the III CTZ, primarily in Tay Ninh Province. Laos,

first struck by ARC LIGHT forces in December 1965, received 31 strikes by

288




30 April 1966. Two interdiction missions were flown in NVN, during April,
against the Mu Gia Pass. Nearly 25,000 tons of bombs had been dropped on VC/
NVA targets iﬁ 1,500 sorties, during 1966; by 30 April, - this iﬁcluded
more than 26 thousand‘napalm'bombs and over 10 thousand delayed fuze
BLU-3 bombs. Y

In terms of percentages, 60 percent of the ARC LIGHT strikes have been
in III Corps Tactical Zone (CTZ), 18 percent in II CTZ, 15 percent in T
CTZ, and eight peréent in IV CTZ. The three provinces.in which ﬁoSt strikes
havekoccurred are BinhrDuong, (111 CTz), Tay Ninh, (III CTZ),‘aﬁd Pieikh;‘
(1II CT2); areaé iﬁ which most targets have a low population density. Y.

The 420 April strikes were conducted in South Vietnam, Laos and North
Vietnam. .The out-of-country sortie rate totaled 166, which included 44
strike sorties against the Mu Gia Pass in NVN. o In the TIGER HOUND area,
90 ARC LIGHT bombers took part in 22 missions. A total of 9195.9 tonms éf
bombs: were expended for the April ARC LIGHT effort. The total ordnance
dropped by these strikes consisted of 646x500-pound bombs, 9001x750-pound
bombs, and 9681x1,000-pound bombs. 2/ |

At the end of Apfil,‘JCS informed CINCPAC and CINCSAC that the sortie
rate for Ma& ahd June 1966 was projécted at 450 per month. Thié would in-
clude 50 BLU-3B sorties per month. &

Dufihg Méy, the ARC LIGHT prdgram flew 424 B-52 sorties from Guam into

Laos and South Vietnam. A total of 9192.8 tons of bombs were dropped during

the period and consisted of 9112x750-pound bombs, 9238x1,000-pound bombs,

289




7/

and’ 4890%ADU-253 canisters.

ARC LIGHT acceented for 54 strikes, totelling 3854softies,wdurinngﬁnee
I Corps accounted for 24 strikes, II Corps for 13, III Cerps for il and
Laos for six. 1II Corps strikes were significant in that they jumped from
3 in May to 13 in June. This increase reflected the enemy build—ep in the

important highland area of II Corps.

Strikes in I Corps were primarily directed toward destrpction or
disruption of command and control of the Military Region 5 headquartersiend
its subordinate units. While significant physical damage could not be |
determined from visual aerial reconnaissance or photography, because of the
hilly terrain and heavy tree canopy, indications were that ARC LIGHT strikes
during June had been very effective in I Corps, with no major enemy offen-
sive operations in evidence. That these attacks had successfully inter-
fered with MR-5"s command and control was bome out by the move of that
headqﬁarters to an area ten kilometers southwest of their former base. A
major operation in the Hiep Duc area of Quang Tin Province, reportedly planned
by the 620th Division, failed to materialize. 1In a personal message to
COMUSMACV, IleutenantGeneral Walt, Commanding General I1IT MAF, 31ngularly
credited the B-52 sp0111ng attacks as the primary reason for the enemy
withdrawai Y |

In the II Corps, the 13 B-52 strikeskwere directed toward enemy with-

drawal areas. These strikes were evaluated by all concerned as being




. identified for B-52 saturationm bombing.

highly effective and instrumental in bringing Operation Hawthorne to its

h su;céssful conclusion. The weight of ordnance dropped by the B-52s contri-

buted heavily to the total enemy casualties and was effective in disrupting

 ehemymdefensiVe operations. COMUSMACV noted that the efforf expended in

‘la during June had not beeén commensurate with the number of valid targets

9/
~ General Westmoreland summarized that the only effective way to determine
strike results was through ground follow-up. This had been proven.on follow-
up on Kontum 24 and 25. He concluded that a continuing, difficult problem
. g ; : : 10/
was to get adequate and accurate BDA results on a timely basis.
The B-52 sorties flown in Laos,_the_DMZ and in South Vietnam, totalled
477 in July. fA tbtai bquAIO}Q tons of bombs were dropped, consisting of
11,078x5004%6ﬁnd bombs, 11,270x1,000-pound bombs, and 1,614xADU-253
11/ RS - »
canisters.
A total of 68 strikes were flown by the B-52 bombers during July 1966.
Thirty-three of the strikes were in I CTZ, six in II CTZ, 14 in III CTZ,
five in IV CTZ, seven in Laos, and three in the DMZ, south of the Demarca-
12/
tion Line,
,‘Ten,of.the missions flown over the lst Corps, in July, were designed

to disrupt further the command and control capabilities of the Viet Cong

- Military Region (MR) V Headquarters and its subordinate units., It was

felt that such action would reduce the opportunity for a major campaign. Six
. % , . w o

“*bf £he~missions flown in I Corps were over Quang Tin Province and were
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15/
designed to continue the harassment of elements of the 629th Division.

Fourteen missions were flown over Quang Tri and three were‘ﬁ}own over the
Demilitarized Zone. The idea was to strike at the scattered elements of
North Vietnam's 324B Division‘and to support Operation Hastings. ;é/‘Resplts
of these strikes in I Corxps could not be fully assessed; visuyal and ﬁhoto—
graphic reconnaissance failed to provide an accurate accounting of signif-
icant physical damage. Indirect evidence was available, however, which
indicated these strikes‘were effective. vIt was apparent the enemy was
 cautious and hesitated to masswhis troops for fear of being hit by the
B—Szrbombefs."The Commander of III MAF, and Lt. General Walt had this to

: o 17/
say about the ARC LIGHT support for Operations Hastings:

"...There exists considerable evidence that these strikes
caused significant destruction and disorganization of
major elements of a NVN regiment. Coverage was timely,
effective, and assisted in the attainment of successes
enjoyed to date during the operation...." '

The six ARC LIGHT strikes in the II Corps area were undertaken in support
of ground operafioﬂs} In addition, they were programmed to make likely with-

- 18/
drawal areas untenable.  Reported results were given as minimal.

Ten of the ARC LIGHT raids over III Corps were directéd‘at Viet‘Cong
headquarters (COSVN) and supporting elements of War Zone C. This was a
continuing effort to disrupt committee control, create a feeling of in-
security, and to destroy certain physical facilities. Bomb damage assess-
ment continued to be extremely limited in Viet Cong-controlled War Zone C.
The remaining six targéts were suspected troop concentrations, and troops

| o 19/
in contact with the enemy.




The strikes in IV Corps were directed mainly at base areas. Two of the
five targets hit were in the U Minh Forest area, which had been a Viet Cong
"liberated" fegion and an operational base area used by the Dong Thap
Regiment and the U Minh Provincial battalions. kThe remaining three strikes
were against base areaé characterized by strong defensive pbsitions, many

large unit sightings and contacts with ARVN forceé. The purpose‘of these
- ; 20/

strikes was to relieve the enemy pressure in SVN along the Cambodian border.

Bomb damage assessment was limited because only a few ground follow-

up operations were carried out. The 7th Air Force noted the persistent BDA
21/ o
problem:

"...Ground sweeps have been necessarily restricted in
the scope of coverage afforded to the target area be-
cause of very dense undergrowth; restriction is also
due to the necessity of ground troops to avoid booby
traps.and other pitfalls; further, the sector of search
is usually restricted to a very narrow front. The use
of ground troops for combat operations precludes fre-
quent use of ‘them. for post-attack reconnaissance in. sup-
port of BDA. 1In summary, the effectiveness of B-532
strikes can not be adequately judged on the basis of
ground sweepS....

", ..Visual reconnaissance also produces marginal
results as to effectiveness of B-52 strikes because of
visibility restricted by vegetation and opportunities
for close observation limited by altitude. In some
"~ instances, the target is located under a dense jungle
canopy which precludes the pilot from seeing anything
at all. '

"In summary, visual produces no better BDA information,
as a whole, than does a ground sweep....'

"...Information gleaned from photography tells one nothing
more than the number of bombs that impacted inside or out-
side the target area. It does not generally provide detailed
information as to damage....
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"...It is alleged that the principal benefits from the
B-52 strikes is a psychological one, witness the number
of ralliers, always on the increase each month, who
attribute their change of heart to fear of the B-52,
Refugees and captives are also quoted in the same man-
ner. However, there is no statistical basis for attrib-
uting the flow of a given number of ralliers or. refugees
to B-52 strikes, since, in many cases, they expressed the
same fear of aerial attack in general; this, of course,
includes tactical air as well as B-52 strikes....

"...In summary, evaluation of the effectiveness of B-52
strikes remains an unknown quantity. The merits of em-
ploying such a strategic weapons system against the types
of targets that have been selected are still debatable.
The expenditure of ordnance by B-52g does not appear to
be justified either on the basis of target selection
'...reliable information indicates major elements of
Viet Cong division are located in the area. Study of the
terrain in the area of these targets, and their location
along province boundaries indicate they are ideally
suited as a base area for the Viet Cong....', or on the
basis of BDA which presumgbly should provide justification
for subsequent B-52 strikes. Thus, several hundred tons of
bombs are dropped into.a small area, and are perhaps wasted,
whereas the same tonnage could be parcelled out among a
“greater number of fighter bomber sorties tailored and
directed against a wider spectrum of targets. Furthermore,
in the latter instance there is a much better probability
of acquiring meaningful BDA, and thus rendering a more
substantive evaluation of effectiveness of Tactical Air
Forces in this theater. There are proper targets for
B-52 mass, saturation attacks; but these no longer exist
in-country. Whereas once such targets as base camps were
considered suitable B-52 targets, they have now become so
- small as to warrant only tactical air strikes...."

During August the ARC LIGHT program flew 467 sorties in Laos, the DMZ,
and in South Vietnam. A total of 8563.1 tons of bombs were delivered by
the B-532' bombers from Guam. This height of effort consisted of 9728x500-

22/
pound bombs, 9704x1,000-pound bombs and 7329xADU-253 canisters.

Near the end of August, the Commander of the 3d Air Division summarized
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23/
the B-52 activity:

"...We've flown a total to date of 4,590 sorties and
dropped a total munitions load of 222.1 million pounds.
Our missions delivered versus missions requested stands
at 98.1%. We have flown ARC LIGHT strikes on 381 days
and hit 531 targets, of which 40% were for troop support...."
Eight of the strikes were flown in Quang Tri Province (1 CTZ).‘”Thréé
B-52 strikes were made in Quang Tin Province (I CTZ). One strike was made
" in the Quang'Ngai Province (I CTZ). Four strikes were made in the Binh Dinh
Province (IT CTZ). Six strikes were carried out in Phu Yen Province (II ~
CTZ) and five in Pleiku Province (II CTZ). Six strikes were flown in Binh
Tuy (III CTZ), six in Phuoc Tuy Province (III CIZ), one in Long Kanh Province
(111, CTZ), three in Binh Duong Province (II1 CTZ), 14 in Tay Ninh Province

(III7CTZ),}and three in IV CIZ.

kTWo of the i CTZ strikes were within the DMZ but south of théﬁdemérca—
tion 1iné;‘ SeVefal ﬁafgets in III CIZ were restruck, for a total of 34
strikéé in that area. Targets for the strikes were enemy fegimeht, divi—r
sion, and military region headquarters; troop concentrations; base and
training camps; storage areas and antiaircraft positions; ordnancgﬁand227m-
munications facilities; infiltration routes and field fortifications. T
In addition to the preplanned strikes, ARC LIGHT providedﬁdiregt support
and quick reaction strikes for the following U.S. groundwpperation$3
Hastings, Prairie, and Colorado in I Corps; Paul Reve:e and Emerson in»II
Corps; and Toledo, Oahu, and Deck House III in III Corps. 2/

During September, the program flew 433 sorties in Laos, the’DMZ,‘No:th
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Vietnam and South Vietnam. A total of 8069.7 tons of bombs were dropped.
Ordnance expended consisted of 9036x500-pound bombs, 9,283x1,000-pound
bombs, and 6,336xADU-253 canisters. 2/

The ARC LIGHT program flew a total of 42 missions in September. Twenty-
three of these were against targets in the Quang Tri Province-DMZ area and
connecting infiltration routes. Two were in direct support of ground troops
on Operation Prairie, in northern Quang Tri Province. Ground follow—ﬁp was
scheduled for six missions; Red Beet, Wet Rat, Gold Coin, Blue Yarn, Fan
Tail I and Black Bear II. 2/

During October, ARC LIGHT flew a total of 416 sorties. The B-52s from
Guam flew 65 sorties in Laos, 32 in the DMZ, 24 in NVN and the remaiﬁing 295
in RVN. The total sortie figure, since the program began, reached 5,864,
During the month a total of 8347.5 tons of bombs were dropped, 10,158x500~
pound bombs, 42x750-pound bombs, 9,706x1,000-pound bombs, and 2,157xADU-

253 canisters. Total ordnance expended reached 114,485 tons by the end
of October. 2/

During November, B-52 sorties flown from Guam increased over 25 percent
from previous monthly levels when 542 sorties were flown. Twenty-seven
were flown in Laos and 515 in South Vietnam. A total of 10,677 tons of
bombs were dropped. Ordnance consisted of 12,900x500-pound bombs, 12,674x
1,000-pound bombs, and 1296xADU-253 canisters. 2/

During December, the B-52s flew 659 sorties in North Vietnam, Laos, and

the DMZ and South Vietnam. Thirty-five were flown in NVN, 42 in Laos, 78 in

296




the DMZ, and 504 in South Vietnam. These sorties made up 68 ARC LIGHT

strikes in North Vietnam proper and two in the DMZ, north of the provisional
military demarcation line, There were seven strikes in the DMZ, south of
the provisional military demarcation line, and 20 in I CTZ proper, 20 in

II CTZ, 15 in III CTZ, and none in IV CTZ, Of the targets struck, 4] were
nominated by U.S, field commanders, three by ARVN, one by 7th Air Force,

and 23 by MACV J-2. 2/

The four strikes in North Vietnam were conducted against infiltration
routes and storage areas, The two strikes in the DMZ, north of thé érbvi4
sional military demarcation line, were conducted against bivouac areas, in-
filtrétion routes,’and staging areas. td

The seven strikes in the DMZ, south of the provisional military‘demarca—
tion line, were conducted against bivouac areas, infiltration routes, storage
areas logistical routes, staging areas, troop concentrations, and CICV
Base Area 512, Of the 20 strikes wholly within I CTZ, eight Wefe in~Qﬁaﬁg
Tin Province, seven in Quang Tri Province, two in Quang Ngai Province, and
three in Thua Thien Province, including one in support of Operation Chinook.
The strikes in I CTZ were directed against logistical routes, staging areas,
support and command facilities, bivouac areas, infiltration routes,’training
areas, base campé, supply facilities and troop concentrations; 2/

Of the 20 strikes in II CTZ, nine were in Kontum Province including one
Quick Run strike. Three strikes in Kontum Prévince, inéluding one‘Quick
’Run, were in support of Operation Paul Revere IV. Thefe were five stfikes

in Binh Dinh Province, including two Quick Run strikes. Three strikes in
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Binh Dinh Province, “including the two Quick Runs, were in support of ‘Opera-
‘tion Thayer II. There were two strikes in Phu Yen Province, one in Binh-
Thuan Province in support of Operation Byrd, one in Pleiku Province in
support of Operation Paul Revere IV, and two in Darlac Province as MSQ-77
alternates. The strikes in II CTZ were directed against staging areas,
weapons éites, rest areas, defensive positions, infiltration routes, base
eamps, troop concentrations and withdrawal routes. Of the 15 strikes in
III CTZ, five were in Tay Ninh Province, including two Quick Run strikes.
One strike in Ta§ Ninh Provinee was in support of Operation Fairfax and
Qﬁe in suppo¥t~of Operation Ala Moana. There were five’strikee in Binh
Duong Province, one in support of Ala ﬁoana, There were three stfikes iﬁ
Phuoc Long Province and two in Bien Hoa Province. The strikes in III CTZ
were directed against hard installations, base camps, infiltrations routes,

. 33/
and troop concentrations.

Sortie Requirements

CINCPAC, on 4 February, had restricted MACV to 400 sorties for the
34/

month of March, 50 of which would be BLU-3B sorties.

SAC, on 18 March, stated that problems with the newly-modified Hayes
Weapon Dispenser System had dictated suspension, with an unknown "get-well"

35/ ' : : ‘

date.

COMUSMACV told CINCPAC that MACV's current planning would require ap-

proximately 15 iron-bomb sorties each day during the period 25 thru 31 March.

Total monthly sorties would be approximately 35 over the H.E. iron-bomb
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allocation, as stated by CINCPAC on 4 February. In-view of the sorties
lost, due to the Hayes Dispenser, COMUSMACV requested MACV's sorties alloca-
tion be revised to approximately 385 for March. %/

CINCPAC approved COMUSMACV's request for 385 ARC LIGHTkSorties in
March. COMUSMACV, however, saw the need for greater expenditure of B—Sé
effort noting that, by mid-March, the number of suitable strategic—type
targets and requests for B-52 support had greatly exceeded the éortie rates.
This was so, he indicated, even though the sortie rates had gone up since
January 1966 and would be increased from 450, in April, to 600 in July

and the following months. Further increase in sortie requirements was

~anticipated with the expansion of U.S. ground forces in SVN. Because

requests exceeded the availability of sorties, COMUSMACV wanted field
commanders to personally review each strike request to assure that use of
the ARC LIGHT force was Warranted. After that, the order of priority would
be determined by COMUSMACV, based on his evaluation of all competing strike

31/
requirements.

JCS told CINCSAC, in May, that allocations provided by CINCPAC on 24
April to CINCSAC, called for 450 sorties per month, during the period
April through October 1966. This monthly allocation would include 50
BLU-3B sorties. Moreover, starting in June, the M-117 bomb (for external
carriage) would be replaced by the MK-82. 2/

On 18 May, COMUSMACV justified a proposed target in the Quang Ngai

Province, just south of ARC LIGHT Zone Bravo. He told CINCPAC this was a
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section of the Do Xa MR-5 base area and contained their major command and
control elements. General Westmoreland noted that these elements had oc-
cupied the area in 1963 and 1964; in 1965 they had moved into ARC LIGHT

Zone Bravo; however, repeated B-52 hits in August—-September 1965 in Zone
Bravo, had forced the MR-5 elements to move back to the old location.
COMUSMACV, felt that every effort ha& to be made to disrupt or destroy‘the
MR~-5 capabiiity to comﬁand and contf@l the strengthened units under their
control. The ARC ﬁIGHT strikes were needed to upset aﬁy offensi&e operation
: 39/

the enemy may have had in mind%gd?

CINCPAC, on 28 July 1966, had ocutlined his requirement for 600 iron-
bomb sorties and 200 ADU-253/272 sorties. At that time, CINCPAC provided
the conversion factors for equating iron-bomb to ADU sorties. JCS queried
SAC, on 1 August, re the capability to support sorties desired by CINCPAC.
On 4 August, DIA informed CINCPAC that SAC had the capability to exceed the
planned 800/month -sortie rate. 2/

JCS wanted more information on the operational requirements to support
the ARC LIGHT program and requested clarification as to the exact number of
B-52 sorties required per month during 1967. CINCPAC, by "Rule of Thumb",
advised JCS on 9 August that with three HE sorties per one ADU sortie, an
additional 315 HE sorties would be generated to offset the shortage of 125
ADU sorties. This would increase the total ARC LIGHT effort to 1,050
sorties per month, of which 75 would be ADU. In order to generate 1,050

41/
sorties per month, accomplishment of the following would be necessary:




*...Relocation of the Young Tiger KC-135 tanker forces.
to Thailand; the availability of adequate air munitions;
Kadena AB to become bomber capable in March 1967; Ban-U-
Tapao to become support capable in March 1967; Ching Chuan
Kang AB to be tanker capable including single point re-
fueling by March 1967; and support by Air Force Logistics
Command (AFLC) of the increased supply and POL requirements
at the operating locations....

CINCPAC could not substantiate the requirement for more than 800 ARC
LIGHT sorties per month for CY 1967, It appeared that selective tafgeting
and JudiClous use of 800 ARC LIGHT sorties would satlsfy the requlrement for
thls type of bomblngo Initially, these sorties would be dlvided 1nto
725 HE and 75 ADU sorties. As ‘additional ADUs became available in CY’1967,
they could be reduced on a one-for-one basis until reaching the desired level
of 600 HE and 200 ADU sorties per month. CINCPAC concluded that, while
800 ARC LIGHT sorties would appear sufficient, steps should be taken to

, 42/
provide a capability for 1,050 sorties per month as soon as possible.

By the end of July,,MACV was prepared for a continuing increase in
employment of the B-52 heavy weapons system. The sortie allocation of
450 each month, through October 1966, and 600 for November and December,‘
was expected'to go even higher in 1967. MACV estimated a mlnlmom sortle
requirement of 800 (600'HE and 200 CBU) per month to allow the flexibility
necessary to get the greatest possible effectlveness out of the B- 52
program. 4/ o

COMUSMACV told CINCPAC that, kas of the second quarter 1966 the ARC
LIGHT program had a monthly sortie allocation of 450, of which only 127
were used. General Westmoreland gave the following reasons for this

L4/

variation:
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"...The American Embassy in Vientiane had disapproved

‘25 sortiess Strikes were being carried out only on

those targets that offered a high probability of

yielding the best results consistent with munitions

expended,..." '

CINCSAC noted it was most desirable to maintain a steady average of 20

sorties per day. He told COMUSMACV this pattern should be scheduled for
a two-launch period per day, approximately 12 hours apart, and consist of
9-12 aircraft each. He felt this would provide an even flow of recovery
and regeneration actions. He realized there would be times when the tac-

tical situation dictated larger forces; however, strike size and frequency

capability was governed, primarily, by the force size and the time elapsed
| 45/

since the previous strike.

COMUSMACV wanted to augment the ARC LIGHT program with the B-52s
being employed, on a timely basis, in the RVN. This concept was related to
the fact that the 7th Air Force had increased, appreciably, its all-weather
aif supporf.énd bomﬁiﬁg capabilities with the deployment of MSQ—77-fadar
units, operation of ground long-range weather detection radar, B—66ﬁ Péth—
finder Buddy Bombing System, the F-4C UHF/DF Homing Capability, and X-Band
Radar beacons. Thefefore, General Westmoreland approached CINCPAC on the.
idea of ébtaining’abB;SZ surge cépability - a single ARC LIGHT effort |
consisting of 100 B-52 sorties. </

On 25 October, CINCPAC told COMUSMACV he rgquired amplification on the
meaning of this term and that further information would have to be developed,
particuiarly regarding the time fréme. He‘noted that a surge could mean

the involvement of more aircraft, i.e. a surge of 100 sorties would mean
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100 aircraft, However, this wbuld'mean the configuration of approximately
118 aircraft in WESTPAC, a figure far above the planned number of 70
B-52s to meet the requirements of the 800-monthly ARC LIGHT sortie rate.
He observed that basing could be closer to the target area and, if the time
frame for the hundred sortie surge was within a 24-hour period, it might
even be possible to do the job with fewer aircraft. o

CINCPAC observed that the surge capability desired by COMUSMACV was of
a great magnitude and felt that explicit and detailed justification would
be‘required. The requiremeﬁt would have to be measured againSt the factors
of aircraft assets, construction requirements, and supporting forces. Jus-
tification would have to be based on potential targets, experience, intel-
ligence capability to develop targets. Moreover, a concept of operational
employment would have to be given. &/

Increased sortie rates for ARC LIGHT continued to be discussed in
November. JCS noted he had presented, on 3 September, a planning date of
1 January 1967 for reaching COMUSMACV's desired goal of 800 sorties per
month, He further observed that the Secretary of Defense had approved
this rate for 1967 for planning purposes., On 18 November, he informed
both CINCPAC and CINCSAC he was changing the implementation date to 1 Feb-
ruary 1967. =2/

COMUSMACV, on 25 November, noted CINCPAC had authorized the substi-

tution of HE sorties for BLU sorties, on a one-for-one basis, for the

month of November (CINCPAC 232250Z). COMUSMACV, therefore, reqﬁested that
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future ARC LIGHT sortie allocations be adjusted in the same manner to
allow MACV greater flexibility in scheduling. 2/

Authorization for 520 sorties to be flown during November was actually
received from CINCPAC on the 23rd. Ordnance loads were to be all HE boﬁbs or
a mix of HE and up to 50 BLU-3B sorties. On 25 November, COMUSMACV réquested
future sortie allocations be adjusted in the same manner which would.give
him greater scheduling flexibility. 3

Admiral Sharp observed, on 3 December, that during the ll-month périod
from January to November 1966, 525 BLU-3B sorties were authorized and 218,
or 42 percent, were flown. This was an average of 18 sorties per month.

He noted that Guam had assets to support 156 BLU-3B sorties. He added that
the ADU-272 (BLU-26) sorties Were programmed to commence in January 1967.
The BLU-26 bomblet was common to the ADU-272 canister carried by thebB—52
aircraft and the CBU-24 anti-pan cluster bomb used by the tactical aircraft.
Each B-52 sortie loaded with ADU-272 canisters equated to 38 CBU-24 bombs.
Admiral Sharp told COMUSMACV that there was an urgent requirement for sig-
nificantly greater quantities of CBU-24 munitions by the tactical aircraft
as compared to ADU-272 requirements; that he might recommend a diversion

of some BLU-26 from ADU-272 to CBU-24 production until the overall BLU-26
availability improved. He said, "The tactical requirement for CBU-24 and
the historical underexpenditure of BLU-3B munitions by ARC LIGHT indicate
that the COMUSMACV CY67 requirement for ADU-253/272 sorties should be

52/
reviewed."




On 9 December 1966, JCS»presented the JCS rationale for de1ayipg
implementation of the 800 sortie rate until April-June 1967. CQMUSMACV'S
comments on this delay was requested by CINCPAC on 10 December. CINCPAC
also requested COMUSMACV to give his comments on the requirements for an
800 sortie rate before April-June 1967. On 12 August 1966, COMUSMACV had
presentgd his rationale for increased B—52’sof£ies and the:forward basing

of B-52s.

COMUSMACV, on 15 December, again reiterated to CINCPAC that he needed
to attain the 800 per month ARC LIGHT sortie rate at the earlieét‘pbésiblé
date as being essential to maintéining the initiative in South Vieénam. The
expanded sortie rate was also required to support the large-scale ground
operationg phat_h;d‘been planned in_anticipation of attaining the 800
sortiekcapability. At the same time, the augmented sortie rate was needed
to provide the,sqrgercapability needed to combat any large scale enemy
of fensive or massing of troops. 2

COMUSMACV noted that spoiling attacks and operations, such as Attleboro
in War Zone C, had been successful; that these successes, coupléd to the
buildup of friendly ground forces, permitted him to plan for a general
ground offensive in the immediate future in both the II and IIT CTZs. In
addition, plans were in the making for other offensives. COMUSMACV‘Was
concerned with the fact the enemy would benefit by any diminution of the
incréaéing friendly pressure. Such diminution at this juncture would allow
the enemy the respite needed to recover from the friendly g£§ensive."8uch

a recovery, he felt, would prolong this stage of the war.

[
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COMUSMACV noted he did not have the requiréd flexibility of action
because the sortie rate was inadequate to his needs and, because of this,
he could not maintain a sustaihed attack on known enemy base camps, lines
of communications and supply points and, at the same tiﬁe, pfovide the’
weight of effort required to support pianned major offensives. General
Westmoreland informed CINCPAC it was his intention to continue to increase
the ‘offensive pressures, aimed at the early destruction of the major'Viet
Cong/NVA forces in South Vietnam. Denial of the required ARC LIGHTvsorties
woﬁldkresult in increased personnel casualties sinée this would require him
to conduct assault operations of areas without the esseptial ARC.LIGHT

35/
support.

COMUSMACV noted that the most effective and desirable support would
56/

be realized if he could obtain the 800 sortie rate by 1 January 1967.

On 16 December, CINCPAC told JCS that the attainment of that sortie rate

for ARC LIGHT was deemed essential and concurred with General Westmoreland's
. 57/
justifications.

CINCPAC, in support of COMUSMACV's position, recommended to JCS that,

effective 1 January 1967, authorization be given for 800 B-52 strikes’ and
that forces required for the implementation of this sortie rate be deployed

58/ o
to PACOM.

On 29 December, CINCPAC authorized COMUSMACV to exceed the 650 sorties
| 59/
allocated for December as required.

SAC informed COMUSMACV, on 6 January 1967, that SAC planned to deploy
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additional ARC LIGHT forces bétween 10 and 20 January, and that-a total of
725 sorties were authorized for that month. Thereafter a total of 800
sorties would be authorized, out of which, he said, he would authorize 20

60/
BLU munitions sorties each month.

307




CHAPTER I

. (TS) SSO MACV to 2d AD, MAC 1145, 041600Z, Mar 65.

(TS) Ibid.

(TS) Msg MACV to CINCPAC, MACJ 312 16006, 140805Z, May 65.
(TS) Msg MACV to CINCPAC, MACJ 312 16006, 140805Z, May 65.
- (TS) Ibid.

(TS) Ibid.

(TS) Ibid.

(TS) Msg PACAF to 2AD, DOP 02053, 142150Z, May 65.

(TS) Msg 2AD to PACAF, C 9694, 30 May 66.

(TS) Ibid.

(TS) JCS to SAC, JCS 005000, 111440z, Feb 65.

(TS) JCS Msg 041459Z Mar 65.

(TS) CSAF to PACAF, AFXDC 81338, 042016Z, Jan 65.

(TS) Msg JCS 292141Z, Apr 65.

(TS) CINCPAC 040405Z May 65.

(TS) Msg MACV to CINCPAC, MAC J312 16346, 171103z, May 65.
(TS) MACV to CINCPAC, 21071, 201204Z, Jun 65.

(TS) Msg MACV to CINCPAC, 22042, 270816Z, Jun 65.

(TS) Msg MACV to CINCPAC, 22299, 2910277, Jun 65,

(TS) Ibid.

(TS) Ibid.

(TS) Ibid.

" (This page is UNCLASSIFIED)




23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31,
32,
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40,
41.

42,

43.

44,

45,

(TS)
(TS)
(TS)

(TS)

(T8)

(T8)

(TS)

(Ts).

(TS)

(TS)

(T8)
(TS)

(TS)

(T8)
(18)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8)
(T8S)
(TS)
(TS)

(TS)
(T8)

(TS)

UNCLASSIFIED |

Msg MACV to CINCPAC, 21538, 300245, Jun 65,

Ibid.

Ibid.

2AD to PACAF, Telecon Nbr 77, Jul 65f

Ibid.

Ibid.

Msg 23 ABG to 2AD, TS-65-009G, 050500Z, Jul 65.
Msg AMEMBASSY, Bangkok to CINCPAC, 080830Z, Jul 65. :
Msg MACV to CINCPAC, 24375, 140835Z, Jul 65.

2AD to PACAF, Telecon Nbr 373, 170392Z, Jul 65.
Msg 2AD to PACAF, Telecon Nbr 392, 191312z, Jul 65.
Msg SAC to CINCPAC, DO 05071, 021706Z, Jul 66.
Ibid.

Msg SAC to'MACV, ZIPPO 07 707, 142200Z, Jul 65.v’
Msg CINCPAC to JCS, 240440Z, Jul 65.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV 18722/161147Z Aug 65:

COMUSMACV 34560/020642Z Oct 65;

CINCPAC 180341Z Aug 65.

COMUSMACV 161147Z, Aug 65.

COMUSMACV 31622/090320Z Sep 65;
JCS 9077/212237Z Dec 65.

Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 4 Sep 65. -

309

UNCLASSIFIED




(TS)
(s)
(TS)

l”1‘5v(S)
1. (s)

- (8)
(s)
- (8)
()
(s)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8)
(TS)
(TS)

(TS)

- (19)
(18)
(T8)
(18)

(TS)

UNCLASSIFIED

Msg COMUSMACV, 171336Z, Sep 65.

Effects of Air Operations, 2 Sep 66, DI PACAF.
JCS 3448/061325Z Oct 65.

AFEO Msg 2AD to CSAF, 00546, 13 Sep 65.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Msg COMUSMACV, MAC 4679, 18 Sep 65,

Msg COMUSMACV, MAC 4479, 18 Sep 65.

Effects of Air Operations, SEA, PACAF DI, 11 Nov 65.

JCS 4630/202244Z Oct 65.

Msg JCS, 051859Z, Oct 65.

Msg COMUSMACV, 310137Z, Oct 65.

Monthly Historical Summary, Hq MACV, November 1965.
Msg COMUSMACV 40314/160457Z Nov 65.

Msg JCS 6459/16124Z Nov 65.

Msg CINCPAC 170011Z, Nov 65.

Msg COMUSMACV 38777/310137Z Oct 65;
CINCPAC 060140Z, Nov 65.

Ibid.

Msg CINCPAC 060140Z, Nov 65.

Msg CINCSAC CS100087/092130Z Nov 65.
Msg COMUSMACV, 6211502 Nov 65.
Telecon, CINCPAC, 170010Z, Nov 65;

Msg SAC No. 07654, 161325Z, Nov 65,
Msg JCS No. 6459, 161624 Nov 65.

UNCLASSIFIED




70.

71.

72.

73.
74,
75.
76.

77.

78.
79.

80.

81.
82.
83,
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.

91.

92.

(T8)
(T8)

(TS)
(TS)

(T8)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)

(TS)
(18)

(T8)
(TS)

(T8)
(TS)

(TS)
(T8)
(T8)
(TS)
(TS)
(18)
(T8)
(TS)
(T8)
(TS)

(TS)

(T8)

UNCLASSIFIED

Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 21 Nov 65.
Briefing, COMUSMACV, 28 Nov 65.

Briefing, COMUSMACV, 28 Nov 65;
Msg CSAF 162054z, Nov 65.

Briefing COMUSMACV, 28 Nov 65.

Ibid.

Msg SAC to JCS 011900 Dec TS DO 97882 DEC 65 ARC LIGHT/Limdis.
Msg JCS 011656Z, Dec 65.

Monthly History Summary, MACJ3, Dec 65;

Interview, Maj H. A. Morris, USAF, Proj Off, ARC LIGHT by Lt Col
Stokes. :

Msg CG, III MAF, 1311132, Dec 65.

Project CHECO Report "Tiger Hound," 30 Jun 66.

CINCSAC 2117117 Dec 65;
CINCSAC 180015Z, Dec 65.

Msg COMUSMACV to CINCSAC DTG 231205Z Dec TS Limdis 44901.

Msg CINCPAC to JCS 242245Z Dec TS Limdis.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 30 Dec 653.

Msg COMUSMACV, 270836Z, Dec 65.

CINCPAC 222255Z, Dec 65.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC DTG 270836 Dec 65 TS LIMDIS 45228. ;
Ibid.

Ibid.

From AMCONSUL HONGKONG to Secretary of State DTG 090524Z Dec 65,
Subj: Additional B~52 Bases.

Ibid.

311

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Effects of B-52 Raids, Hq MACV, 8 April 1966.

Ibid.

UNCLASSIFIED




10.

11.

12.
13.
14,
15.

16,

(8)
(s)
(1S)
(8)
(s)
(8)
(TS)

(s)
(s)

(s)
(s)
s)
)
(v

UNCLASSIFIED

FOOINOTES

——— — — — — — i —

CHAPTER II .
Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 10 Aug 66.
CINCPAC to JCS, 202233Z, Dec 66.
7th AF Highlights 1966, DO, 7AF.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 230745Z Jul 66,
Working Paper, MACV History.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 291949Z, Dec 66.
COMUSMACV to CG I FFORCEV, 011005Z, Jan 67.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 130317Z, Oct 66.
COMUSMACV to DIA, 231329Z, Aug 66.

JAF Highlights, 1966, DO, 7AF.

CINCPAC to JCS, 160155, Dec 66.-

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 271947Z, Oct 66.
CINCPAC to AMEMB Vientiane, 210345Z, Oct 66.
COMUSMACV to VMAC, 100140Z, Dec 66.

CINCPAC to JCS, 160155, Dec 66.

CINCPACAF to CINCSAC, 110015Z, Feb 67.
MACJ 02 Ltr to DEPCOMUSMACV, 12 Jan 67.

7AF Highlights 1966, DO, PACAF.

AFSSO 7AF to AFSSO PACAF, 01780, 6 Oct 66, AF EYES ONLY.
MACJ 343, 1 Dec 66, (Working Paper).

Ibid.

Statement of the Hon. Harold Brown, Secretary of the Air Force,
on "Posture and the FY 1968 Air Force Budget," 2 Feb 67.

313

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

FOOTINOTES

CHAPTER III

MACJO03 Memo for Record: '"Ops in War Zone C," dtd 24 Feb 6c.
Ibid.

SAC to COMUSMACV gnd,CINCPAC 01610/1822202 Feby66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to JCS, 040037, Feb 66.

Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 15 Mar 66.

COMUSMACV Staff Conference, 2 Mar 66.

JCS to CINCPAC, COMUSMACV, 3AD and Others 5453, 051657Z Mar 66.

Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
JCS to CINCPAC, CINCSAC, 6125, 151932Z Mar 66.

SAC to JCS, CSAF, AMMCC, CINCPAC, COMUSMACV, 2AD and Others,
02715, 212210Z, Mar 66.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, JCS, 7AF and Others, 130448Z, Apr 66.
Ibid.

~ibid.

_lhig.

Msg CINCPAC, 130448Z, Apr 66.

CICV Special Rpt; Effects of B-52 Raids, dtd 8 Apr 66.

Ibid.

314

UNCLASSIFIED




23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29,

30.

31.
32,
33,
34,
35,
36.
37.
38,
39.
40.
41,
42,
43.
44,
45,
46.

47.

(s)
(8)
(s)
(8)
(TS)
(s).
(s)
(s)

(18)
(TS)
(18S)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8)
(T8)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(s)

(s)

(8)

(15)

(8)

(18)

(8)

UNCLASSIFIED

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

SECDEF to JCS/AMEMB SAIGON, 5349, 041657Z, Apr 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 12817, 131340Z, Apr 66.

CICV Special Rpt Nr. LO: Effects of B-52 Raids, 8 Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to CG, I and II FFORCEV and Others, 14865/301246Z
Apr 66.

Ibid,
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CMDR 7AF, 15408, 050913Z, May 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 070309Z, Jun 66.

7AF Reg. Nr. 55-37, dtd 29 June 1966.

COMUSMACY to AMEMB Vientiane 46944, 241156Z, Oct 66.

SAC to CINCPAC, 022115Z, Nov 66.

315

UNCLASSIFIED




(s)
(s)
(TS)
- (T8)
(T8)
(s)
()
(8)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
()
(8)
(s)
(8)

UNCLASSIFIED

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV and Others, 020709, Nov 66.

CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT, CINCPACAF and COMUSMACV, 270027Z, Nov 66.
Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 53766, 190648Z, Dec 66.

-Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CG I FFORCEV 011005Z, Dec 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to JCS 202233Z, Dec 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

7AF Cmdr to AFXPD, USAF 00602, 22 Sep 66.
Ibid.

Gen. Momyer to Gen. McConnell, 00766, 11 Nov 66, AF EYES ONLY.

Memo for Record, Gen. Momyer: Command and Control of B¥525,‘30
Oct 66. ~

Gen. McConnell to Gen. Momyer, AFCCS 12-01, 1 Nov 66, Subject:
B-52 ADVON, AF EYES ONLY.

Ibid.

316

UNCLASSIFIED




~.

~

72,

73.

74.

75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87,
88.
89.
90.
91.
92,
93.

94.

(8)

(TS)

(s)

(s)
(€)
(s)
(8)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(T8)
(T8)
(18)
(T8)
(s)
s)
(s)
(S)
(s)
(s)
(8)

UNCLASSIFIED

Memo for Record, Gen. Momyer, subj: Command and Control of B-52s,
30 Oct 66. ’

Project CHECO Report: Air Operations in the DMZ Area - 1966.

Memo for Record by Gen. Momyer, Subj: Command and Control of
B-52s, 30 Oct 66. i '

Ibid.

JCS to COMUSMACV, 7AF, CINCPAC and Others, 1918, 211713Z, Dec 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC 54554, 261157Z, Dec 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

JCS to COMUSMACV and Others, 2981, 061805Z, Jan 66.
Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC LIMDIS, 16210, 11205, May 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, LIMDIS TANGO 19, 15 May 66.
COMUSMACV to CMDR 7AF, 1844, 291043Z, May 66.
CINCPAC to JCS and Others, 240404, Jun 66.

CINCPAC to JCS and Others, 240404, Jun 66.

3AD to COMUSMACV, 7AF, 2822502, Jun 66,

COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 22279, 290708Z, Jun‘66.

SAC to CINCPAC, COMUSMACV, JCS, CSAF and Others, 06147, .282355Z,
Jun 66. ' ' .- '




UNCLASSIFIED

ADMINO CINCPAC to USDAO CONVERRA, JCS,COMUSMACV, CINCSAC,
292329, Jun 66. :

COMUSMACV to AIF, 7041, 22279, 290708Z, Jun 66.
CINCPAC to JCS and Others, 292329, Jun 66.

3AD to AIG 673, CINCPAC, COMUSMACV, 7AF and Others, 67596,
290700Z, Jun 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

SAC to CINCPAC, 06217, 301705, Jun 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

SAC to 7AF, 1999, 072300, Jun 66.

5AF Chronology, 1 July - 31 Dec 66.
COMUSMACV to CG I FFORCEV, 141255Z, Jul 66.
SAC to CINCPAC, 06217, 301705, Jun 66.
COMUSMACV to CG I FFORCEV, 141255Z, Jul 66.
CG I FFORCEV to Cmdr 3 AD, 111045Z, Jul 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 181630z, Jul 66.

CG I FFORCEV to Cmdr 3AD, 111045Z, Jul 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 181630z, Jul 66.

Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 10 Jul 66.
CG I FFORCEV to Cmdr 3AD, 111045Z, Jul 66.
5AF Chronology, 1 Jul - 31 Dec 66.

Effects of Air Operations SEA Quarterly Review (1 Apr - 30 Jun
66) DI, PACAF.

318

UNCLASSIFIED




118.
119.
120.
121.
122,
123.
124,
125.
126.
127,
128.

129 .

130,-

131.
132.
133.
134.
135.
136.

137.

(s)
(s)
(TS)
(s)
(TS)
(TS)
(s)
(TS)
(TS)

(18)

(TS)

(TS)
(s)
(8)
(s)
(TS)
(TS)
(18)
(TS)

(s)

UNCLASSIFIED

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC and CINCSAC 30777, 020502Z, Sep 66.
CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 052052, Sep 66.

USMACV, MACJ3, Historical Summary, Jul and Aug 66.
SECSTATE /Defense, 030150Z, Aug 66.

CINCPAC to JCS, 050530Z, Aug 66.

CINCPAC to JCS, 050430Z, Aug 66.

AMEMB BANGKOK to CINCPAC and JCS, 151111Z, Aug 66,
Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 10 Aug 66.
Ibid.

JCS to CINCPAC and CINCSAC 9468, 182225Z, Aug 66.
CINCPAC to JCS,. 280325Z, Aug 66.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 25 October 66.

. JCS-to CINCPAC, 2722258Z, Oct 66.

Ibid.

CINCPACAF to 7AF and Others, 5472, 6 Dec 080513Z, Dec 66.
CINCPAC to JCS 160155Z, Dec 66. . ”

Ibid.

CINCPAC to CJCS, 230338Z, Dec 66.

a

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, COMUSMACTHAI and CINCPACAF, 130441Z,
Jan 67.. : ~ ,

319

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

FOOTNOTES

CHAPTER IV

Gen. DePuy to COMUSMACV, 0564, 28 Jan 66.

Gen. DePuy to COMUSMACV: HWA 0418, 30 Jan 66.

Ibid.

Effects of Air Operations SEA (1 Jan - 31 Mar 66), PACAF.
7AF to PACAF, 06371/080910Z, Apr 66 Air Force Eyes Only.
CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 249728Z, Apr 66.

COMUSMACV

CICV Special Rpt Nr. 10: Effects of B-52 Raids, 8 Apr 66.
Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 18 May 66.

CofS, MACV to COMUSMACV MAC, 5076, 19 Jun 66, REF: HWA 1888,
18 Jun 66,

COMUSMACV Staff Meeting, 24 Jun 66.

COMUSMACV to AIG 7041 14230, 250928Z, Apr 66.

SAC to CINCPAC, COMUMSACV, 02611, 172240Z, Mar 66.
COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 14230, 250928Z,Apr 66.

SAC to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV 1002, 231803, Apr 66.
COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 14230, 250928Z, Apr 66.
CINCPAC to COMUSMACV and CINCSAC, 260705Z, Apr 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

7AF to CINCPACAF, C66-TS-07699, 281132Z, Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 18706, 010145Z, Jun 66.

320

UNCLASSIFIED




22,
23,
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29,
30.
31.
32,
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38,
39.
40,
41.
42,
43.
44,
45.

46.

(8)
(s)
(s)
(8)
(s)

(s)

(s)
(s)
(8)
(s)
(8)
(8)
(s)
(8)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(8)
(8)
(8)
(s)
(s)
(8)
(s)
s)

UNCLASSIFIED

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to CINCSAC, 030327Z, Jun 66.

CSAF to COMUSMACV, 93520, 031935, Jun 66.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 132305Z, Jun 66,

SAC to CINCPAC, 05600, 102300Z, Jun 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

SAC to COMUSMACV, 05735, 152220Z, Jun 66.

COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, AMEMB VIENTIANE, 20572, 160652Z, Jun 66.
CINCSAC to COMUSMACV, CINCPAC and Others, 222125, Jun 66,
SAC to JCS, CSAF, 02115, 042228, Mar 66.

SAC to CINCPAC, 02635, 182210Z, Mar 66.

Ibid.

Effects of Air Operations, SEA (1 Jan - 31 Mar 66), PACAF.
JCS to CINCSAC and COMUSMACV, 6121, 151825Z, Mar 66,

CSAF to SAC, 80060, 3121102Z, Mar 66.

CICV Special Rpt Nr 10: Effects of B~52 Raids, 8 Apr 66.
USAF to SAC, 12102Z, Mar 66.

COMUSMACV Staff Conference, 15 Apr 66.

SAC to JCS, MACV and Others, 00281, 130147Z Jan 66.

321

UNCLASSIFIED °




UNCLASSIFIED

Ibid.,
SAC to AFSC and Others, 05552, 092120Z, Jun 66.
COMUSMACYV to CINCPAC, 21983, 270612Z, Jun 66.

Ibid,

322

UNCLASSIFIED




10.

11.

i2.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

(€)
(TS)‘
(s)
(8)
(8)
()
(s)
(8)
(8)
(8)
()
(s)
(8)
(8)
(TS)
(T8)
(s)
(8)
(8)
(TS)
(8)
(8)
(8)

UNCLASSIFIED

FOOTNOTES

CHAPTER V

COMUSMACV to DIA, 06706/021701Z, Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC and Others, 05994/2412002—Febk66.
Effects of Air Ops SEA (29 Apr - 12 May 66), PACAF.
Ibid.

JCSto CINCPAC and Others, 4860, 252253Z, Feb 66.
COMUSMACV to ZAD SACLO and Others, 06510, 011123 Mar 66.
SAC to COMUSMACV, 0808, 162245Z, Mar 66.

Ibid.

6922 SCTYWG CLARK AB to SAC 210302Z, Mar 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCSAC to CINCPAC and 7AF, 0998, 231655Z, Apr 66.
COMUSMACV Staff Conference, 25 Apr 66.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV Staff Conference, 29 Apr 66, General Moore presiding.
Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 221119Z, Aug 66.

Summary of Air Operations, Aug 66, Hq PACAF.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 221119Z, Aug 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

323

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.

CG 1st Inf Div (FWD) Lai Khe RVN to CG II FFORCEV, Long Binh,
RVN 250100 Oct 66.

SAC to CINCPACAF, 0981, 122130Z, Oct 66.
- CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 03233Z, Dec 66.

COMUSMACV to Comdr 7th AF, 15408, 050913z, May 66.
Ibid.

ISUM DASC, Bien Hoa DTG 11415Z, Jun 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC 05314, 181720Z, Feb 66.

SAC to COMUSMACV, 1276/251917Z, Feb 66.

Briefing, COMUSMACV, 28 Nov 66.

324

UNCLASSIFIED




10.
11.
12,
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.

(TS)
(TS)
(TS)

(TS)

(TS)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)

(TS)

(TS)
(TS)
(s)

UNCLASSIFIED -~ -

FOOTNOTES

— e m— — — mam_ — -

CHAPTER VI

Project CHECO Report Tiger Hound, 30 Jun 66.

Msg CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 232210, Dec 65.

Msg AMEMB Vientiane to CINCPAC, 230930Z, Dec 65.
SECSTATE to AMEMBASSY Vientiane, 110033, Jan 66.
Ibid,

Honolulu Conference CY 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV, 160630Z Feb 66.

CHECO Study: Operations Birmingham, dated 29 Jan 66.
Msg MACV to DIA, MACJ 236-1, 061023Z, May 66.
COMUSMACV to AIC 7041, 15840, 080222Z, May 66.

MACV to DIA, MACJ 236-1, 061023Z, May 66.

7AF to CSAF, 3007463, 23 May 66.

MACJ02 Memo: CIIC Briefing, 26 Feb 66, Dtd 27 Feb 66.
COMUSMACV to AMEMB Vientiane, MAC 1656, 28 Feb 66.
Memo, USMACV, MACJ-03, 10 Mar 66: '"Udorn Conference'.
Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, MAC 2054, 13 Mar 66.

CMDR 2AD to COMUSMACV, 131106, Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC/AMEMB Vientiane, 261400Z, Mar 66.

325

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, MAC 2054, 13 Mar 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC AMEMB Vientiane, 09587, 261400Z, Mar 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to JCS, 271000Z, Mar 66.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, AMEMB Vientiane, 09356, 2501062, Mar 66.
Ibid.

AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE to CINCPAC, 251054Z, Mar 66.
AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE to CINCPAC, 270545Z, Mar 66.
CINCPAC to JCS, 271000Z, Mar 66.

CINGSAC, 301712Z, Mar 66.

COMUSMACYV to CINCSAC, 10297, 010717, Apr 66.
CINCPAC to JCS and CINCSAC, 311320Z, Mar 66.

MACV to CINCSAC 10297, 010714, Apr 66.

Msg CINCPAC to Acting CJCS, 032150Z, Apr 66.
AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE to SECSTATE, 070300, Apr 66.
Gen. Weétmoreland's Historical Briefing, 9 Apr 66.
éOMUSMACV to Cmdr 7AF, 12432/100116Z, Apr 66.
COMUSMACYV to CINCPAC, 13308, 171110Z, Apr 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 171110Z, Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to Cmdr 7AF, 180816Z, Apr 66.

326

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

48, (S) COMUSMACV Staff Conference, 18 Apr 66.
49. (S) COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 13564, 191101, Apr 66.
50. (TS) COMUSMACV to ciNCPAc, MAC 3129, 20 Apr 66.
51. (S) JCS to CINCPAC, 1521272, Apr 66;
(S) COMUSMACV to CINCPAC 13067, 151303Z, Apr 66;
(S) CINCSAC to COMUSMACV, 152336Z, Apr 66.
52. (S) CINCSAC to COMUSMACV, 152225Z, Apr 66.
53. (TS) COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, ﬁAc 3129, 20 Apr 66.
54, (S) CINCPAC to JCS, 210545Z, Apr 66.
55.  (S) CINCPAC CC tovMACV, 2323457, Apr 66.
56. (S) COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 14056, 231159Z, Apr 66.

57. (S) COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 14187, 250010Z, Apr 66,

58. (s) JCS to CINCPAC ‘and CINCSAC, 221733Z, Apr 66;
CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 222125 Apr 66.

59. (S) USMACV Staff Conference MACJ031 29 Apr 66.

60. (TS) COMUSMACV to CINCPAC 14620 280943 Apr 66

61. (S) 7AF to NMCC and CINCPAC and Others, 18485 2706372 Apr 66,
62. (s) CINCSAC to CINCPAC, COMUSMACV and 7AF, 0998, 2316552 Apr 66,
63. (TS) 7AF to Det3 505th TCG Nakhon Phanom, 07511, 2607402, Apr 66.
64. (S)  SAC, 291910Z, Apr 66. |

65. (S) CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 7AF and Others, 292242, Apr 66.

66, (TS) CINCPAC to JCS, COMUSMACV, CINCSAC and Others, 300405, Apr 66,

67. Ibid.
68. Ibid.
69. Ibid.
70. Ibid.
71. ;g;g;

327

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

(TS) CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 302239Z, Apr 66.
Ibid. |

(S)  COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, MAC 303423Z, Apr 66.
Ibid.
Ibid.
CINCPAC to JCS, 300405Z, Apr 66.
CINCPAC to JCS, 300405Z, Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC (MACCOC), 14735, 290745Z, Apr 66;
JCS J3 9629, 291503Z, Apr 66.

CINCPAC to JCS, 300405Z, Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 15060, 021217Z, May 66.
COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 021217Z, 15060, May 66.
CINCPAC to CINCSAC, 042045, May 66.

CINCPAC to CINCSAC, 042045Z, May 66.

SAC to CINCPAC, 04402, 071650Z, May 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, LIMDIS, 16210, 111205, May 66.
Ibid.

COMUSMACY to CINCPAC, 17968, 251015Z, May 66.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to MACV, CINCSAC, 7AF, JCS CSAF, 310110Z, May 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 251015Z, May 66.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 310110Z, May 66.

Ibid.

AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE to SECSTATE, 300320, May 66.

328

UNCLASSIFIED




96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102,

103.

104,
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114,
115,
116.
117.
118.

119.

(TS)
(TS)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(8)

(8)
(s)
(s)
(TS)
(T8)
(s)
(s)
(8)

Ibid.

UNCLASSIFIED

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, CINCSAC, 7AF, 310110Z, May 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 251225Z, Apr 66.

USMACV, MACJ02, Memo:

CIIC Briefing, 26 Feb 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, AMEMB VIENTIANE, 15023, 020340, May 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, AMEMB VIENTIANE, 18151, 270305Z, May 66.

COMUSMACV

to DIA, CINCPAC AMEMB VIENTIANE, 151138Z, Jul 66.

SAC to CINCPAC, JCS, COMUSMACV, 7AF and Others 05747, 152245,

Jun 66.

COMUSMACV

to CINCPAC and AMEMB VIENTIANE, 20569, 160636Z, Jun 66.

AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE to CINCPAC, 300600, Jun 66.

COMUSMACV

to CINCPAC, 22416, 301125Z, Jun 66.

CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT, 062135, Sep 66.

CJCS to CINCPAC COMUSMACV JCS 6143, 212007Z, Oct 66,

COMUSMACV
COMUSMACV
COMUSMACV

Ibid.

- Ibid.

(s)

(T8)

(8)
(8)

Ibid.
COMUSMACV
AMEMBASSY
Ibid.

COMUSMACY

COMUSMACYV

Staff Conference, 30 Mar 66.
Staff Conference, 11 Apr 66.

to CINCPAC and Amemb Vientiane, 12569/111343Z, Apr 66.

to CINCPAC, 12572, 111359Z, Apr 66.

VIENTIANE to CINCPAC, 120600Z, Apr 66.

Staff Conference, 18 Apr 66.

to CINCPAC, 14051, 231107Z, Apr

329

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

MACJ 236-1 to CINCPAC, 14062/231107Z, Apr 66.
SECSTATE to CINCPAC, 261650Z, Apr 66.

7AF TACC to CINCPAC and Others, 280945Z, Apr 66.
SECSTATE to CINCPAC, 261650Z, Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 14620, 280943Z, Apr 66.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 300402Z, Apr 66;
MACV MAC 236, 14052/231107Z, Apr 66.

.Gen; Westmoreland's Historicél Briefing, 3 May 66.
COMUSMACY to ATG 7041, 14083/011213Z, Mar 66.
USMACV Command History 1966.

Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 24 Jul 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 160950Z, Jul 66.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 8841, 18 Jul 66.

Project CHECO Report 'Tally Ho" for the period, 20 Jul-28 Aug 66,
15 Sep 66.

Ibid.

7AF Ltr to MACV (J-211), B-52 Nominations, 26 Jul 66.

Project CHECO Study, Tally Ho, Jul-Aug 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 6548, 301110Z, Jul 66.

Ibid.

330

UNCLASSIFIED




143.
144,
145,
146.
147.
148.
149,
150.
151.
152.
153.
154,
155.
156.
157.
158.
159.
160.
161.

162.

163.

164.

165.

166,

167,

(8)
(8)
(s)
(TS)
(s)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)

(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8)
(T8)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8S)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8)
(Ts)

(T8)

UNCLASSIFIED

CG III MAF to Cmdr 3AD, 031110A, Aug 66.

Command Status Report, Hq 7AF, Jul 66.

MACV Moneval, Aug 66.

CHECO Tally Ho, Jul-Aug 66,

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 010045Z Aug 66.

Memo, MACJ 02, CIIC Meeting 27 Aug 66 dtd 28 Aug 66.
USMACV Command History 1966.

COMUSMACV to CG III MAF, 30750, 2 Sep 66.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 082128, Sep 66.

JCS to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 533-66, 082133Z Sep 66.

“Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 082128Z, Sep 66.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 9 Sep 66, on file in MACJO31.
COMUSMACYV to CINCPAC,41191, 130420Z Sep 66.
COMUSMACV to CG III MAF, 30750, 2 Sep 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 41191, 130420Z, Sep 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to JCS, "Air Operations SEA," 9 Sep 66.
CINCPAC 082128Z Sep 66.

Ibid,

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 112302Z, Sep 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 41191, 130420Z, Sep 66.

Ibid.

331

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 41564, 15 Sep 66.

7AF Operations Order, 458-65, undated.

Ibid.

CHECO Study.

CINCPAC to JCS, 172146 Sep 66.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to Cmdr 7AF, CG III MAF and COMNAVFORV, 43048 26 Sep 66.
Memo, Lt, Gen., Walt, CG III MAF, 3 Oct 66.
USMACV Command History 1966,

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CG III MAF and Others, MACCOCl12, 231231Z Oct 66.
Ibid.

USMACV Command History 1966.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 48437, 050941Z Nov 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 41675, 160618Z Sep 66.
SLAM Oper, 7AF, TACC.

Annex C To MACV Practice Nine Requirements Plan, dtd 26 Nov 66
Hq USMACV; Subj: Intensified Interdiction Operatioms.

Ibid.

332

UNCLASSIFIED




192.
193.
194,
195.
196.
197.

198.

199,
200.
201.
202.
203.

204,

206.
207.
208.
209.
210.
211.
212.
213.
214,

215.

(s)
(TS)
(s)
(s)
(8)
(s)
(s)

(TS)
()

(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8S)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8)
(s)

(8)

(s)

UNCLASSIFIED

AMEMBASSY Vientiane to CINCPAC, 300535 May 66.
Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 22416, 301125 31 Jun 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 8841, 18 Jul 66.

SECSTATE to CINCPAC, COMUSMACV and AMEMB VIENTIANE, 210100Z
Jul 66,

Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 24 Jul 66.

MACVJ 236-1 to DI, 7AF Memo dated 9 Aug 66, “ﬁ~*’
SECSTATE TO AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE, 45705, 131634Z Sep 66. —"‘ Y
Ibid.

Ibid.

AMEMBASSY VIENTIANE to SECSTATE, 1581, 160616Z Sep 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC and AMEMB VIENTIANE, 46629, 22032Z Oct 66.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV and AMEMB VIENTIANE, 292155 Oct 66,

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to JCS, 251928Z Mar 66.

COMUSMACY to AMEMB VIENTIANE, 13901, 220809 Apr 66.

AMEMB VIENTIANE to COMUSMACV, 230400Z Apr 66.

333

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

(TS) AMEMB VIENTIANE to COMUSMACV, 190450Z, Feb 66.

w Don Oberdorfer, Washington Post, 7 Feb 66.

(S)  COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 30796 MACJ 236-1, 020658Z Sep 66.
(S)  CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 160156, Mar 66.

(8) CINCPAC to CINCPACAF, 222014Z Dec 66,

(8)  Ibid.

(TS) CINCPACAF to 7AF, 30006, 100321 Jan 67.

(TS) Ibid.

334

UNCLASSIFIED




10.
11.
12,
13.

14.

15.
16.
17,
18.
19.

20.

(s)
(s)
(s)

(8)

(s)

- (T8)

(s)
(s)
(8)

(s)
(8)
(8)

(18)

(8)

(8)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(8)

UNCLASSIFIED

FOOTNOTES

— . —— - — - S T— -

CHAPTER VII

Effects of Air Operations SEA (1 Jan - 31 Mar 66), PACAF.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 042346Z, Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 22280/174222, Mar 66.
CICV Special Rpt Nr 10: Effects of B-52 Strikes, 8 Apr 66.

Evaluation of B-52 Operations in SEA, Initial Progress Report,
Mar 66, Operations Analysis Office, Hq USAF.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.
Msg COMUSMACV to JCS 3 Sep 65.

Evaluation of B-52 Operations in SEA, Initial Progress Report,
Mar 66, Operations Analysis Office, Hq USAF. '

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

DIA to CINCPAC, 251539Z, Apr 66.

CICV Special Rpt Nr 10: Effects of B-52 Raids, 8 Apr 66.

MACV~-CICV Briefing with Lt Col J. C. Stokes, MACV Historjian,
30 Apr 66. ‘

335

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

CICV Special Rpt Nr 10: Effects of B-52 Raids, 8 Apr 66.

MACV - CICV Briefing with Lt Col J. C. Stokes, MACV Historian,
30 Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 15013, 010237Z May 66.
COMUSMACV to DIA and CINCPAC, 15599, 060852Z, May 66.
Ibid.
COMUSMACV to DIA and CINCPAC, 15875, MACJ 236-1, 081044Z, May 66.
COMUSMACV to CG II FFORCEV, 16662, 150239Z, May 66.
COMUSMACV to DIA, CINCPAC, AMEMB VIENTIANE, 20158, 030732Z, Jun 66.
Ibid.
Ibid.
© Ibid.
Ibid,

Ibid,

COMUSMACV to CG III MAF and Others, 21985, 270700Z, Jun 66.

Ibid.

USMACV Special Rpt 25-66.

chUSMAcv to‘CG III MAF and Others, 21985, 270700Z, jun 66.
CG III MAF to COMUSMACV, Jun 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CG I FFORCEV, 5595, 130815Z, Jun 66.

Ibid. -

Ibid.

336

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

45. (S) CG, II FFORCEV to COMUSMACV, 70270, Jun 66.

46. (8)  Ibid.

47. (S)  Ibid.

48. (S)  Ibid.

49, (s)  Ibid.

50. (S) Southeast Asia Trip Report, 25 Jun - 1 September 1966, Lt Col Carl
A. Pacharzina Jr., Limited War Division, Operations Analysis
Office, Vice Chief of Staff, Hq USAF.

51. (8)  Ibid.

52. (S)  Ibid.

53. (8) Ibid.

54. (8) 7AF Ltr to AFGOA, Hq USAF, dtd 14 Nov 66.

55. (TS) NMCC to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 301435, Dec 66.

56. (S) COMUSMACV to NMCC and CINCPAC 00431, 050513Z, Jan 67.

57. (S) Ibid.

58. (S) Ibid.

59. (8) Ibid.

60. (s) Ibid.

61. (S) Ibid.

62. (8) COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 087, 011435Z, Jan 67.

63. (8) Ibid.

64. (U) Howard Silber, OMAHA WORLD HERALD, 6 Jan 66.

65. (8) Summary of Effects of Air Operations, DI, PACAF, Jan 66.

66. (8) Ibid.
67. (S) Ibid.

68. (S) Ibid.

337

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

CICV Special Rpt Nr 10: Effects of B-52 Strikes, 8 Apr 66.
COMUSMACV to DIA, MACJ 236, 310245Z, Jan 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 00440, 051808Z, Jan 66.

MACV 341 MONEVAL, Jan 66.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to DIA, JCS, CINCPAC 05494, 200704Z Feb 66.
MACV 341 MONEVAL, Jan 66.

Gen. Westmoreland's HIstorical Briefing, 1 Feb 66.
COMUSMACV' to DIA, 06706, 021701Z Mar 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to DIA, JCS, CINCPAC, 05493/200703Z, Feb 66.
Effects of Air Operations SEA (29 Apr - 12 May 66), PACAF.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 1 Feb 66.

Study of Air Strike Sortie Effectiveness, 6 Feb 66, DO, 7AF.

Weekly Air Intelligence Summary, 2AD, 25 Feb 66.

338

UNCLASSIFIED




9.
95,
96.
97.
98.
99,
100.
101.

102,

103,
104,

105.

106.
107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112,
113.
114,
115.

116,

(V)
(s)
)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)

©

(S)
®

(v
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(s)

(s)

(s)
()

@

UNCLASSIFIED

Don Oberdorfer, Washington Post, 7 Feb 66.
Weekly Intelligence Summary, 4 Feb 66,
Don Oberdorfer, Washington Post, 7 Feb 66.

Effects of Air Operations SEA (29 Apr - 12 May 66), DI, PACAF.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

MACJ 341 MONEVAL, Feb 66.

COMUSMACV to DIA, 010918Z, 010916z, 010917z, 010856Z, 010859Z,

0109152 0108582 0108472 010855Z, Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to DIA and CINCPAC 15795 MACJ 236 l 071415z, May 66.
Effects of Air Operations SEA (29 Apr - 12 May 66) , Hq PACAF.
Effects of B-52 Bombings-Cong Truong 9 Division, Clrﬂular Number

10-N5, Classified Secret, dated 26 Mar 66, s1gned by Phan Thanh
Tong, Chief Engineer Section of Cong Truong 9 Division and Ta

Mlnh Kham, c/s.

US News and World Report, 28 Mar 66.

Effects of Air Operations SEA (1 Jan - 31 Mar 66),vPACAF.
Effects of Air Operations SEA (29 Apr - 12 May 66); PACAF.
Effects of Air Operations SEA (1 Jan - 31 Mar 66),\PACAF.
COMUSMACGV to ciNCPAc, 15013, 0123372, May 66. |
CICV Special Rpt Nr’10: Effects of B-52 Strikes, 8 Apr 66.
", G : o : ,
Ib1d

Telecon Item, NMCC to MACV 241500, Apr 66 Taped Intexview

339

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

‘ CICV Special Rpt Nr 10: Effects of B-52 Raids, 8 Apr 66.
Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibid.
COMUSMACV to DIA, CINCPAC, 19712, 091348Z, Jun 66.
COMUSMACV to DIA, CINCPAC, AMEMB VIENTIANE, 20519, 130740Z, Jun 66.
COMUSMACV to CG I FORCEV, 20413, 150151Z, Jun 66.
COMUSMACV to DIA, CINCPAC,AMEMB VIENTIANE, 20156, 130727, Jun 66.
Effects of Air Operations SEA (10 - 30 Jun 66), DI, PACAF.
MACJ 2361-1: Effects of B-52 Strikes, dated 27 Jul 66.
News Release: Special Announcement, 7AF Rei Jun 66 - 076, 18 Jun 66.
Msg 3AD to USAF, 240808, Jun 66, News Release.

Aviation Wéek, 6 Jun 66, Harold D. Watkins: Yardstick for Viet
- Effectiveness Sought.

COMUSMACY to JCS and CINCPAC, 26628, MACJ 236-1, 021034Z, Aug 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 27891, 12 Aug 66.

.Bzisi-‘

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to JCS, 280325Z, Aug 66.

MACV Commanders Conference, 28 August 1966.

Summary of Air Operations SEA, Aug 66, Hq PACAF.

MACJ‘OZ Memo: CIIC Meéting on 27 Aug 66, dtd 28 Aug 66.

DPL;7AF to CINCPACAF, 15696, 29 Aug 66.

Memo, Gen. Momyer to Gen. Jones: B-52 Concept, 7 Aug 66.

340

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

141. (TS) Ibid.

142, (TS) Ibid.

143, (TS) Summary of Air Operatioﬁs SEA, Sep 66, Hq PACAF.

144. (TS) Ibid.

145, (C) Tally Ho DISUM, 20 Sep 66.

146, (C) Tally Ho DISUM, 23 Sep 66.

147. (S) COMUSMACV to DIA and CINCPAC, 49007, 100651Z, Nov 66.

148. (S)  COMUSMACV to DIA and CINCPAC, 25724, 100717Z, Dec 66.

149, (8) COMUSMACV  to DIA and CINCPAC, 54480, 2511547, Dec 66.

150, (S) Hq USMACV, Project Nine, 26 Nov 66.

151. (S) Effects of Air Operations SEA, Nov 66, Hq PACAF.

152. (8)  Ibid.

153. (S) Lﬂi_

154, (S)  Ibid.

155, (S) JCS to CINCPAC, 7582, 092221Z, Nov 66.

156, (8)  Ibid.

157. (TS) MACV Commanders Conference, 29 Nov 66.

158.: (8) Effects of Air Operations SEA, Oct 66.

159. (S)  Ibid.

160. (C) COMUSMACV to JCS, DIA, CINCPAC, CINCSAC, 54692, 270950Z, Dec 66,
161. (C) COMUSMACY to DIA, CINCPAC, 51968, 040713Z, Dec 66.

162. (C) COMUSMACV to JCS, DIA, CINCPAC, CINCSAC, 54850, 290237Z, Dec 66.
163. (C) COMUSMACV to JCS, DIA, CINCPAC, CINCSAC, 54853, 290241Z, Dec 66.
164. (C) COMUSMACV to DIA, CINCPAC, 52102, 051229Z, Dec 66.

165. (C) COMUSMACV to JCS, DIA, CINCPAC, CINCSAC, 54734, 280143Z, Dec 66.

166. (TS) MACV Commanders Conference, 24 Apr 66.

UNCLASSIFIED




10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19,
20.
21.

22.

(C)
()
(s)
(C)
(s)
(TS)
(TS)
(s)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(T8)
(8)
(8)
(8)
(T8)
(8)
(8)
(8)
()
(s)
(s)

UNCLASSIFIED

CHAPTER VIII

Msg COMUSMACV, 020035Z Jan 66.

MACV Briefing, undated.

JCS to CINCPAC, 3273, 051642Z Feb 66.

USMACV, MACJ 236-1, 20 Feb 66.

MACJ02, Memo for J-3: Appraisal of B-52 Strike Program, 21 Feb 66.
Study of Air Strike Sortie Effectiveness, 6 Feb 66, DO, 7AF.
Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CG FFORCE V, 06350, 280903Z Feb 66.

Study of Air Strike Sortie Effectiveness, 6 Feb 66, DO, 7AF.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CG FFORCEV to COMUSMACV 1628, 101050Z Mar 66,

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CG FFORCEV I and II and CG III MAF, 201000Z Mar 66.
Gen. Westmoreland's Historical Briefing, 9 Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 12930, 141139Z, Apr 66.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to AIG, 7041, 13435/181055Z Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 14390, 261430Z Apr 66.

COMUSMACV to CG III MAF, 14338/260933Z Apr 66.

342

UNCLASSIFIED




23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28,
29,
30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.

37.

38.
39.

40.

41.
42,
43.
4,
45,

46.

()
(8)
(8)
(s)
(8)
(s)
(s)
(8)
(s)
(s)
(s)
(8)
(8)
(s)
©

(©)
(s)
(©)

()
(8)
(8)

- (T8)

()
(s)

UNCLASSIFIED

COMUSMACV to CG II FFORCEV, 14497/271212Z Apr 66.
CICV Special Rpt Nr 10: Effects of B-52 Raids, 8 Apr 66.
CINCPAC to COMUSMACV 030345Z Jun 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, MAC 4572, 4 Jun 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

MACV Directive 301-22: Development of Targets in RVN for Strike
by SAC (B-52), 13 Jun 66, Hq USMACV.

Ibid.
MACJ 343, B-52 Study-Working Paper, dtd 1 Dec 66.

MACV Dir 301-22: Development of Targets in RVN for Strike by
SAC (B-52), 13 Jun 66, Hq USMACV. :

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCSAC CP 22250, 290320Z Jun 66.

Working Papers, MACV Briefing on Arc Light, Jul 66.

MACJO2 Memo: Actions Emanating from CIIC Meeting, 16 Jul 66.
MACJ 236-1 (CICV), 1 Jul 66: Arc Light Strike Results.

7AF Suggested Corrections to B-52 Study by Hq USMACV, Dec 66.

343

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

Ibid.

CG II FFORCEV Long Binh to COMUSMACV, 80054, 040010Z Aug 66.
Briefing by MACV Chief of Staff, 13 Aug 66, MACV0O3 Memo.
SAC to CINCPAC 10599, 012225Z, Nov 66.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 48326, 041205Z, Nov 66,

Ibid,

JIbid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 210739Z Mar 66.

‘COMUSMACV to DIA, JCS, CINCPAC, 020636Z Mar 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 061054Z Mar 66.

DIAAP-2 060506Z Mar 66. |

COMUSﬁACV to FFORCEV, 070933Z Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 07604, 101101 Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to DIA, JCS, CINCPAC 111140Z Mar 66.
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC 230922Z Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC 061052Z Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to JCS, CSAF, CINCPAC, 3AD and Others, 051123Z Mar 66.
MACV Commanders Conference, 5 Jun 66.

CG' I FFORCEV, 011019Z Jun 66,

344

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

72.  (8) COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 080719E Jun 66.

73. (s COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 110413Z Jun 66.

74. (S) MACJ 236-1 Study: Effects of B-52 Strikes, 27 Jun 66.
75. (TS) MACV Commanders Conference, 24 Jul 66.

76.  (TS) Ibid.

77.  (S)  COMUSMACV msg, SPHINK Nr 21626, 240835 Jun 66.

78. (S) Project CHECO Study: Birmingham, 8 Sep 66,

79. (S) USMACV Staff Meeting Memo, 24 Jun 66.

80. (TS) COMUSMACV Strategy Conference, MACJO3 Memo,‘l3 Jun 66.
81. (8) COMUSMACV to DIA, JCS, CINCSAC, 7AF and Others, 141043, Jun 66.
82, (S) COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 031125 Jun 66.

83. (S) COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 20135, 130355Z Jun 66.

84. (S) Ibid.

85. (s) Ibid.

345

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

FOOTNOTES

CHAPTER IX

1. (S) Moneval Dec 66, MACY 341,
2. (S) Rpt, CICV History of Arc Light, USMACV, 30 Apr 66f
3. (s) CICV Special Rpt, Nr 10: Effects of B-52 Raids, 8 Apr 66.
4, (s) MACJ 341 Moneval, Apr 66,
5. (TS) Summary of Air Operations, SEA, Apr 66, DI, PACAF.
6. (s) MCS to CINCPAC and CINCSAC 311802Z Apr 66.
7. (TS) Summary of Air Operations, SEA, DI, PACAF, May 66.»
8. (s) COMUSMACV to DIA, CINCPAC, AMEMB VIENTIANE, 151138 Jul 66.
9. (s) Ibid.
10. (S) Ibid.
11. (IS) Summary of Air Operations, SEA Hq PACAF, Jul 66.
12. (8) MACJ 236-1 (CICV) Jul 66: Arc Light Strike Results.
13, (8) Effects of Air Operations, SEA 1-31 Jul 66, Hq PACAF.
14. (s) MACV 236-1 (CICV) Jul 66: Arc Light Strike Results.
15. (8) Effects of Air Operations, SEA, 1-31 Jul 66, Hq PACAF.
16. (s) MACJ 236-1 (CICV), Jul 66; Arc Light Strike Results.
17.  (S)  Ibid.
18. (s) Effects of Air Operations SEA, 1-31 Jul 66, Hq PACAF.
19. (8)  MACJ 236-1 (CICV), Jul 66: Arc Light Strike Results.
20, (S) Effects of Air Operations SEA, 1-31 Jul 66, Hq PACAF.
21. (s) DIT, 7AF: Effectiveness of B-52 Strikes in SEA, 25 Jun 66.

22. (TS) Summary of Air Operations SEA, Aug 66, Hq PACAF.

346

UNCLASSIFIED




23.

24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
bt
45.

46.

(TS)
(TS)

(TS)
(T8)
(TS)
(T8)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
(18)
(s)
(s)
(s
(s)
()
(8)
(TS)
(TS)
(TS)
()
(TS)
(s)

(T8)

UNCLASSIFIED

MACV Commanders Conference, 28 Aug 66.
Effects of Air Operations, Aug 66, DI, PACAF.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Summary of Air Operations SEA, Sep 66, Hq PACAF.
Ibig. |
Summary of Air Operations SEA, Oct 66, Hq PACAF.
Summary of Air Operations SEA, Nov 66, Hq ?ACAF.
Summary of Air Operations SEA, Dec 66, Hq PACAF.
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV 230004Z Mar 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC 220930Z Mar 66,

Ibid,

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 230004Z, Mar 66.

JCS to CINCSAC, 101950Z May 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 180733Z, May 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC 160950Z Jul 66.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 8841, 18 Jul 66,

7AF Suggested Corrections to B-52 Study by Hq USMACV, undated,
COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 081630 Jul 66.

SAC to COMUSMACV 262320, Oct 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 16210, 28 May 66.

347

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 250251Z Oct 66.

Ibid.

JCS to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 18223Z Nov 66.

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 251216Z Nov 66.
CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 030046Z Dec 66.
Ibid,

COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 1502257 Dec
Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to JCS, 160155Z Dec 66.

Ibid.

CINCPAC to COMUSMACV,‘291949Z Dec 66.

CINPAC to COMUSMACV, 061925Z Jan 67.

348

UNCLASSIFIED




AAA
AW
ABCCC
ACofS
ADU
ADVON
AFR
ALO
AMEMB
ARVN

BDA
Bde
Bn

CEA

CEP

CICV

CIIC
CINCPAC
CINCPACAF
CINCPACREP
CINCSAC
cJCS
COMNAVFORV
COMUSMACTHAI
COMUSMACV
COSVN

CP

CSAF

CTZ

cY

DASC
DEPCOMUSMACV
DIA

DMZ

DRV

ECM
ELINT

FAA
FAC
FFV

- UNCLASSIFIED

GLOSSARY

Antiaircraft artillery

Automatic weapons

Airborne Command & Control Center
Assistant Chief of Staff

Air defense unit

Advance echelon

Air Force Regulation

Air liaison officer

American Embassy

Army of the Republic of Vietnam (SVN)

Bomb damage assessment
Brigade
Battalion

Circular error, average

Circular error, probable

Combined Intelligence Center, Vietnam

Combined Intelligence Interpretation Center
Commander—-in-Chief, Pacific

Commander—in-Chief, Pacific Air Forces
Commander-in-Chief, Pacific, Representative
Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Air Command
Chairman, Joint Chief of Staff

Commander, Naval Forces, Vietnam

Commander, US Military Assistance Command, Thailand
Commander, US Military Assistance Command, Vietnam
Central Office, South Vietnam (Viet Cong Hq)
Command post

Chief of Staff, US Air Force

Corps tactical zone

Calendar year

Direct air support center

Deputy Comdr, US Military Assistance Command, Vietnam

Defense Intelligence Agency
Demilitarized Zome -
Democratic Republic of Vietnam (North Vietnam)

Electronic countermeasures
Electronic intelligence

Federal Aviation Agency
Forward air controller
Free World Free Force, Vietnam
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MAF

NM
NVA

PAVN
Plt
POL
POW
PPF

QR
QRF

Recon
Regt
RTG
RVNAF

SACLO
SAM
SEA
SecDef
SLAR
SVN

TACC
TACS
TOT
TRANSEC

UHF/DF
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- Ground-controlled intercept (radar)

Ground diverted force
Government of the Republic of Vietnam (South Vietnam)

International Control Commission (Geneva)
In-flight diverted force
Intelligence report

Joint Air-Ground Operation
Joint General Staff

Killed in action

Limited distribution
Line(s) of communication

Marine Amphibious Force

Nautical miles
North Vietnamese Army

Peoples' Army of Vietnam (See NVA)
Platoon

Petroleum, 0il and Lubricants
Prisoner of war

Pre-Planned force

"Quick Run"
Quick reaction force

Reconnaissance

Regiment

Royal Thai Government (Thailand)
South Vietnamese Air Force

Strategic Air Command Liaison Officer
Surface-to-air missile

Southeast Asia

Secretary of Defense

Side-looking airborne radar

. South Vietnam

Tactical Air Control Center
Tactical Air Control System
Time over target
Transmission Security

Ultra-High Frequency/Directicn Finding
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vC Viet Cong
VR Visual reconnaissance

WIA Wounded in action
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