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VIETNAM RULES OF
ENGAGEMENT—1969-1972

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
the Pentagon Papers reveal that the
Joint Chiefs of Staff repeatedly
argued against the artificial limita-
tions, known as the rules of engage-
ment, that impeded the oblectives of
our Nation in the Vietnam war. The
Chiefs pointed out that these self-Im-
posed restraints allowed North Viet-
nam to receive war supporting materi-
al from extermal sources through

routes which for the most part were
immune from attack and then to dis-
perse and store this material in politi-
cally assured sanctuaries [rom which
it was Infiltrated to South Vietnam
and Laos. The relatively unmolested
receipt of supplies [rom Russia, China,
and Soviet satellite countries contrib-
uted to Hanoi's belief [n ultimate vie-

tory.

A few civilian advisers, such as Walt
Rostow, reasoned that systematic and
sustained bombing of war-making re-
sources in North Vietnam would have
decisive results, but Secretaries of De-
fense McNamara and Clifford, espe-
cially, continued to argue for strict
limitations on military operations. The
results of these restraints were de-
scribed by the Joint Chiefs In Oct.ober
1967 as follows:

First, the attacks on the enemy mm-
tary targets have been on such a pro-
longed, graduated basis that the
enemy has adjusted psychologically,
economically, and militarily; for exam-
ple, Inured themselves to the difflcul-
ties and hardships accompanying the
war, dispersed their logistic support
system, and developed alternate trans-
port routes and a signiﬂcant air de-
fense system.

‘Second, areas of sanctuary, contain- -

ing Important military targels, have
been afforded the enemy.

. _Third, covert operations in Camho-;
dh and Laos have been restricted. *
Fourth, major importation of sup-‘

ples into NVN by sea has been permib
ted.

On March 31, 1968, when President
Johnson announced to the American
people he would not seek reelection,
he also restricted alr strikes on North
Vietnam above a line that was soon set
at the 18th parallel. Then, on Novem-
ber, 1, 1988, - President Johnson or-
dered the complete cessation of bomb-
ing in North Vietnam. Only defensive
air operations were permitted untll
the resumption of strategic bombing
in May of 1872,

During this bombing halt, US. air-
craft were prohibited from even
making protective reaction strikes into
North Vietnam unless the strike was
both below the 19th parallel and an
immedicate response agalnst enemy
afreraft or SAM/AAA which had flrst
taken aggressive action against our
alreraft. Requests for one time pre-
emptive sirikes against the maturing
North Vietnamese air defense system
south of the 20th paralled were turned
down. This permitted the system to
reach a high level of sophistication in
which the North Vietnamese linked
GCI radars with the lock on radar ca-
pability of SAM sites to gulde Mig at-
tacks on US. aircraft and to aim
SAM's undetected until the instant of
firing against our aircraft.

The rules of engagement were so
tight that during the last week of
March 1972, General Lavelle, com-
mander of the Seventh Air Force, was
relleved of duty for allegedly ordering
unauthorized raids against North Viet-
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namese airfields and radar sites. Iron-
ically, during the same week General
Lavelle was recalled, North Vietham
launched a major offensive against
South Vietnam and by the first week
of April the rules which he was ac-
cused of violating were already obso-
lete. Authority was granted In April to
use tactical airstrikes against SAM's,
artillery and other military targets to
the 18th parallei and protective reac-
tion strikes were suthorized as far as
the 20th parallel.

When President Nixon ordered the
mining of Halphong Harbor in May
1972, offensive alr operations were re-
opened throughout North Vietnam
except for a buffer zone at the Com-
munist Chinese border. There was &
short suspension of bombing north of
the 20th parallel in late October, but
President Nixon resumed the bombing
on December 18, by ordering 12 con-
secutive days of strikes and using B-
25's on a sustained basis for the first
time over the northern part of North
Vietham. Hanol reacted immediately
by returning to negotiations in Paris
and signing the peace agreement
within 8 weeks.

Mr. President, on March 8 and 14, 1
placed two documents in the Recorp
that were declassified recently at my
request. These materials were Air
Force reports examining the impact of
the rules of engagement during the

" periods of 1960-85 and 1966-689, respec-

tively. Today I wish to make available
to my colleagues and the wide audi-
ence served by the Recorp, the third
and final of these repdrts, known as
Project Checo. The last report is enti--
tled “Rules of Engagement November
1869-September 1972.”

These rules unquestionably denled a
military victory to allied forces In
South Vietnam, and I hope that histo-
rians will come to recognize the impor-
tance of these self-defeating restric-
tions in preventing the successful cul-
mination of military activities, an arti-
ficial handicap which must never
again cripple our Armed Forces.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
REconRp, as follows:

Prorzcr CoNTEMPORARY HISTORICAL EXAMI-

WATION of CURRENT OPERATIONS REPORT

(Rules of engagement, November 1969-

September 1872)
(1 March 1973, HQ PACAF, Directorate of
Operations Analysis, CEECO/Corona

Harvest Division)

(Prepared by Capt. Paul W. Elder and Capt.
Peter J. Melly)
PROJECT CHECO REFORTS

The counterinsurgency and unconvention-
al warfare environment of Southeast Asia
has resulted in USAF wer belng em-
ployed to meet & multitude of requirements.
These varied applications have Involved the
full apectrum of UBAF saerospace vehicles,
support equipment, and manpower. As &
result, operational data and experlences
have accumulated which should be collect-
ed, documented, and ansiyzed for current
and future Impact upon USAF policled, con- -
cepts, and doctrine.
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Fortunately, the value of collecting and
documenting our SEA expericnces was rec-
ognized at an early date. In 1962, Hq USAF
directed CINCPACAPF to establish an activi-
Ly which would provide timely and analyti-
cal studies of USAF combat operntions in
SEA and would be primarily responsive to

Alr Staff requirements and direction. *
Project CHECO, an acronym for Contem-
porary Hlstorical Examination of Current
Operations, was established to meet the Alr
Staff directive. Managed by Hq PACAPF,
with elements In Southeast Asia, Project
CHECO provides n scholarly "on-golng™ his-
torical examination, documentation, and re-
porting on USAF pollcies, concepts, and doe-
trine in PACOM. This CHECO report is
part of the overall documentation and ex.
emination which is being accomplished. It is
an authentic source for an assessment of
the effectiveness of USAFP airpower in
PACOM when used In proper context. The
reader must view the study In relation to
the events and circumstances at the time of
ils preparation—recognizing that it was pre-
pared on a contemporary basis which re-
stricted perspective and that the author's
research was limited to records available

within hls iocal headquartiers area.
RoBeRT E. HILLER,
Director of Operations Analysis,
DCS/Operations.
FOREWORD .

(U) The Rules of Engagement (ROE) are
the controls governing the eonduct of all
U.S. military operations In Southeast Asia
(SEA). On the grand scale they represent
the operational interpretations of U.S. poli-
cies and goals with respect to the limited
SEA conflict. On the operating level, they
are & detailed set of rules to be followed
closely by all comrnanders, alr planners,
control personnel, and combat crewmem-
bera in the actual pkmnl.nc and l'lyinz of
combat missions. :

.. {J) At the time of this writing the ROE
- were In the limelight in the United States

. because of possible deviations authorized by
the military command in. S8EA. In April
1872, the Sevenlh Alr Force (7AF) Com-
mander, General john D, Levelle, was re-

moved from command amid allegations that
he personally had permitted air strikes not

authorized under the ROE in North Viet-
nam {NVN) from November 1971 through
March 1972, Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee hearings on these charges were con-
tinuing into the fall of 1972.}

(U) This report presents the ROE for air
operations !n SEA from November 1969
through September 1972, It is the third ina
serles of CHECO reports on ROE. The first
report traced the evolution of the air ROE
from 1960 through 1965. The second report
discussed the changes In the ROE for SEA
il;;m 1 January 1966 through 1 November

0.

(U) All ROE are essentially restrictive In
nature and, as such, they Increase the diffi-
culty of conducting an overall sir war. The
purpose of this report, however, {8 not to
analyze the impact of the ROE on the abili-
ty and success of commanders In conducting
military operations. Rather, this report pre-
sents the significant events and changes
peértaining to the ROE since the last report
and, whenever possible, relates them to the
political or military eonditions which pro-
duced the requirements for the changes.

CHAFTER I—OVERVIEW

(U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) pro-
mulgated mutharizations for the conduct of

*The ROE for the November 1971-March 1872
period in NYN are presented in Chapter V under
“Protective Reaclion Strikes.”
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all milltary air operations in SEA In mes-
sage form as Alr Operating Authorities.
These messages to the Commader-in-Chief,
Pacific (CINCPAC) essentially identified an
air resource that could be used for a specific
purpose in s given area for a specified
period of time. The eir authorities provided
the guidelines from which CINCPAC, in
consultation with his subordinate command-
ers in SEA, synthesized the detailed Basic

‘Operation Orders for air operations in SEA.

Ordinarily CINCPAC assigned nicknames
to the basic operation orders identifying the
operations with the various geographical
areas of SEA. CINCPAC Basic Operation
Order Barrel Roll/Steel Tiger/Yankee
‘Team divided Laos Into five operating areas
and outlined the various responsibilities for
the eccomplishment of air operations In
those areas. CINCPAC Basic Operation
Order Freedom Deal governed U.S. air
interdiction operations in eastern Cembo-
dia. The air campaign in North Vietnam
prior to Lthe bombing halt in November 1968
was nicknamed Rolling Thunder/Biue Tree.
The defensive air operations during the
bombing halt were eventually termed “pro-
tective recation strikes.” but after the re-
sumption of strategic bombing in May 1972,
the campaign in NVN was named Lineback-
er. The protracted alr operations In Scuth
Vietnam had no genersl nickname.

(U) The Rules of Engagement were
grounded in the JCS Alr Operating Authori-
ties and promulgated in the CINCPAC Basie
Operation Orders. They were never more
permissive than the JCS authorities but
could be made more restrictive by lower ech-
elon commanders In response to special situ-
ations or conditions. For example, repre-
sentatives of the National Armed Forces of
Cambodia, the Republic of Vietnam Armed
Force {(RVNAF), and the U.S. Military As-

. Sistance Command, Vietnam (USMACYV) ne-’

gotiated the ROE for Cambodia within the
JCS guidelines. They then were made a part
of the Freedom Deal operation order.

(0) In South Vietnam, were no single op- .
eration order governing alr operations exist-:
ed, the ROE for both air and surface oper-_

ations  had been specified in MACV Direc-
tive 525-13, dated 12 Oct 1988, and subse-
quent revisions. Seventh Air Porce reiterat-
ed the ROE for alr operations alone In
TAFR 55-49, 14 Nov 19868. Thus, for all of
SEA, the air operationg planners and the
aircrews had to refer to at least four basle

sources and subsequent change messages Lo

find the applicable ROE. Seventh Air Force
corrected this situation on 8 December 1971
when it published TAF Operation Order 71-
17 as the single source document providing
ROE for conducting air operations in.all
areas of SEA,

(U) By the time TAF Operation Order T1-
17 was published, the ROE had evolved into
an extensive, detalled set of rules—not a set
easily committed to memory. Still TAF re-
quired all strike aircrews, Forward Afr Con-
trollers {(FACs), air liaison officers, mission
control, and mission planning personnel to
demonstrate & thorough knowledge of the
ROE before assuming operational duties. In
the Tactical Alr Control Center (TACC)
which allocated all TAF strike sorties, the
Target Management Officer (TMO)} com-
piled the ROE as they were promulgated at
higher echelons and distributed them to the
operational units via 7AF OPORD T1-17
supplements. Also, mission planners coordi-
nated requests for alr strikes with the TMO
to insure that the targets were within the
ROE before allocating sorties.

(U} In the operational units, the ROE
formed an integral part of the training
given newly arrived aircrew members, as
well as refresher training for experienced
airmen. Scventh Air Force required all

strike controllers and crew members to ¢com-
plete a wTitten examination on the ROE ap-
plicable to the Individual's operational
areas,

(U) Besides their oun ROE training, the
strike crew's most important safeguard
against violations of the ROE was communi-
cation with thelr controllers. FACs, for ex--
ample, after flying over the same limited
areas for many hours, were intimately fa-
miliar with the ROE In theif areas. Since
FACs controlled most alr strikes in South
Vietnam. Laos, and Cambodia, the likell- .
hood of an ROE violation was further di-
minished. Even so, strike pilots were to
abort the mission rather than chance a vio-
lation of the ROE, regardless of the FAC's
tnstructions. In addition, to prevent border
violations, TAF defined positive control
areas and required aircraft directed into the
areas to establish positive radio contract
with radar control egencies before entering.
The radar control agencies monitored air-
craft positions and transmitted border wam-
Ings as necessary. .

(U) The tralning, procedures, and safe-
guards to prevent ROE violations reflect
the Important role the ROE played in the
SEA air operations. During the period from
late 1969 until September 1972 those oper-
ations expanded to Include, for the first
time, Camhbodia and, egain. all of North
Vietnam. The expansion was in response to
the increasing North Vietnamese threat to
the Vietnamization program and to the
dwinding U.S. forces in South Vietnam. Ac-
companing this expansion were the signifi-
cant modifications ln the ROE which are
presented in this report.

. CHAPTER II—SOUTH VIETNAM o
(U) The ROE for South Vietnam were de-.
signed primarily to avoid Injury to noncom-; -
batants and friendly troops. The 30 Decem-
beér 1971 revision of MACV Directive 52.5-13

emphasized this point In relationship to; - =

U.S. withdrawals from South Vietnam. - 7 :

“The changing nature of operations in the
RVN [(Republle of Vietnam/South Vietnam]. .
has recessitated a new approach to the ROE.
for the employment of firepower. The shllt.l
to predominantly Republic of Vietriam' .
Armed Forces {RVNAF) operations support-
ed and advised by U.S. forces, coupled with
& clvilian populace that is less inclined to
observe curfews and restricted areas, makes
it imperative to ensure against the indis-
criminate use of firepower. While the goal is.-
maximum effectiveness in combat oper-
ations, every effort must be made to avoid
civllian casuaities, minimize the destruction
of private property, and conserve diminish- .
Ing resources. Accomplishment of these ob-
jectives requires that the ROE be adhered
to by all friendly armed forces.”

This guidance pertained to both ground
and ajr firepower, but a3 more and more
US. ground forces were withdrawn from
South Vietnam, the thrust of the MACV di-
rective was Increasingly focused on the ap-
plication of U.S. alr power.

“Short rounds,” the inadvertent air deliv-
ery of munitions onto friendly or noncom-
batant positions, was a contlnuing problem.
Although short rounds did not necessarily
result from violations of the ROE, strict ad-
herence to the ROE was certainly one
factor that could help prevent them. CO-
MUSMACY focused on the problem on 17
September 1970,

“] am becoming increasingly concerned
over the significant increase in the number
of lncidents in which friendly Vietnamese
civilians have been killed or injured by U.S,
aircraft. Since 2 September 1970, seven inci.
dents have been reported. Six involved US.
Army aircraft and one Involved a USAF air-
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craft. Such incidents are counterproductive
to .S, goals in SEA. The alarming number
of incidents occurring since 2 September
1970 indicates a need for more thorough
target evaluation and clearance prior to en-
gagement. ROE applicable to the operation
of U.S. aircraft are clearly defined in MACV
Directive 525-13. To impose further restric.
tion on the tactical employment of U.S. air-
craft could have an adverse effect on
combat operations and jeopardize the safety
of alr crewmembers and passengers.”

The ROE for the DMZ were modified in
1970 in response to the North Vietnamese
milltary build-up there. After the 1968 ces-
sation of offensive air operations against
NVN, the ROE prohibited U.S. aircraft op-
erating in South Vietnam from entering the
DMZ except In hot pursuit of hostile air-
eraft or in immediate reponse to firings of
surface-to-air mlissiles (SAMs) and antiair-
craft artillery {AAA). Thus, the enemy was
essentially free to move men and equipment
into the DMZ. To counter this threat
against Allied forces in South Vietnam, tac-
tical air support and B-52 strikes were au-
thorized in the southern half of the DMZ
beginning In August 1870. However, the
enemy preparation continued in and above
the DMZ and culminated In the Spring 1972
offensive agalnst South Vietnam. .

(U) There were no other significant
changes in the ROE in South Vietnam. The
specific rules are given (n the previous
Project CHECO, report on ROE and in 7
i . CHAPTER II1—LAOS . .
+The dual U.S, goals in Laos were to sup-

" port the neutrality of Laos and to hinder
. the Inflitration of North Vietnamese men

and supplies Into South Vietnam via the
many-fingered Ho Chi Minh Trall In eastern
Lacs. While supporting these goals, the US.
was Lrying to keep a low profile in deference
to the 1962 Geneva Accords and to avold
damage to Prime Minister Souvanna Phou-
ma's bmage among the Lao people. Compll-
cating the American task were the ostenta-
tious Chinese Communist road construction
effort in northern Laos and a scnsitive Thal
ally to the west.

The seasonal nature of the conflict in
Laocs further added to the complexity of the
situatlon. The North Vietnamese transport-
ed most of their men and supplies through
eastern Laos during the dry season (ap-
proximately November through April)
During the wet season when large portions
of the Ho Chi Minh Trall became bmpassa-
ble, the enemy stockplled materiel, im-
proved and expanded routes, and prepared
for the next dry season. These dry season
surges of NVN men and equlpment down
the Ho Chi Minh Trull were accompanied in
Northern Laos by North Vietnamese Army
(NVA) and Pathet Lao offensives onto the
Plalne des Jarres where they were met by
the government forces of General Vang
Pao's Meo guerrillas.

The role of U.S. air power In northern
Laos during the dry season was interdlction
of NVN supply routes and close afr support
of Vang Pao's guerrillas; during the wet
season, it was strategic bombing of the NVN
staging areas and harassment of the road-
work crews. This was to be accomplished
without focusing unwanted attention on the
U.8. presence in Laos.

In consonance with the delicate political

"and military situstion, theater responsibil-

ity for all US. military operations in Laoca
was vested [n the American Embassy, Vien-

tiane (AMEMBYV), which validated all tar-

gets and areas of opération. To permit im-
mediate air strikes, the Ambassador to Laos
had delegated part of his authority to the
Alr Attache in Vientlane, to Forward Air

#—,
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Guides (FAGs), and to FACs with Laotian
observers aboard (Raven FACs) However,
he retained validation authority for some
air operations, primarily B-52 drops, use of
area denial munittons, and preplanned tar-
gets not in specifically prevailed areas.

In efforts to make the air support of U.S,
goals in Laos compatible with the various
conditions, AMEMBY and U.S. air planners
had partitioned Laos into various configura-
tions of named areas, each of which had its
own ROE, the most recent realignment
completed in September 1869, It designated
five operating areas: Barrel Roil North,
Barrel Roll West, Barrel Roll East, Steel
Tiger East, and Steel Tiger West.

The ROE in each operating area reflected
the logic of the subdivision. Barrel Rol
(BR) North was a convenlent buffer zone
between active Allied operating areas and
the People's Republic of China (PRC), The
southern boundary of BR North was slight-
1y south of the Chinese-built road across
northern Laos, at least as far as the road
had progressed In 1968, Accordingly., the
ROE were the most restrictive in that area
Any U.S. air strikes or tactical air reconnais-
sance missions required JCS approval. Even
ground fire could not be returned without
specific AMEMEY approval.

The ROE in BR West and Steel Tiger
(SL) West were simlilar, reflecting relatively
moderate military actions. the presence of
friendly troops, cities, and noncombatants,
and thelr common borders with Thailand
In line with these realities, modified by the
necessity for alr support of the friendly
troops and interdiction of infiltration routes
into Thalland, the ROE were less restrictive
than in BR North but more restrictive than
in BR East and SL East where the enemy
presence was greatest. In general, all air
strikes In BR West and SL West, including
the return of ground fire, had to be under
FAC/FAG control. This was not so in BR
East and SL East where the ROE author-
ized ground fire to be returned aga!nst any
location (except the town of Sam Neua)
without FAC/FAQ control and armed Te-
connaissance without FAC/FAG control
within 200 meters of alt lines of communica-
tion (LOCs) up to the buffer zone along the
NVN border. Stiikes outside the 200 meter
limit, however, had to be FAC/FAG con-
trolled. The ROE for these areas are de-
tailed in the preceding CHECO report on
ROE and in TAF OPORD T1-17.

BR East contained the buffer zone along
the Laos/NVN border and the staging areas
from which the NVA moved across the
Plaine des Jarres during the dry season. The
buffer zone was 10 NM wide extending from
19°N to the BR North boundary, All strikes
there required JCS approval. At the end of
1869, the Ambassador to Laos, G. McMur-
trie Godley, wanted to sirike the enemy
LOCs In the buffer zone as supplies were
being transported from NVN to the staging
aress. While the JCS had approved some
strikes, Ambassador QGodley, supported by
CINCPAC, wanted an extension of the au-
thority. The JCS quoted Secretary of De-
fense Melvin R. Lalrd as not wanting teo
grant broader authority “to conduct mili-
tary operations that have polltical sensitivi-
ty. e.g.. an adverse impact on U.S. NVN dls-
cussions in Paris, international and domestic
political repercussions, or possibilities of sig-
niffcant adverse publicity.” Any expansion
of existing authorities would have to be ex-
tremely well justified.

In his justification, Ambassador Godley
described the Plaine des Jarres as “an Im-
portant objective In which airpower will
again play a vital role.” He considered the
“risks worth the gamble to destroy 100,000
lbs/day of encmy ammunition and supplies
that transit LOCs In the buffer zone.”
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The result of the Ambassalor’s efforts
wns a special operating zone established
within the buffer zone. The zone, initiaily
approved until 28 February 1970, essentially
reduced the southern half of the buffer
zone Lo a four NM strip along the Laos/
NVN border. Strikes were also authorized in
the northern half of the buffer zone along
Route 65 east of Sam Neua to within four
NM of the NVN border. The JCS extended
these buffer zone authorities until 31 March
1970, and permitted armed reconnaissance
within 200 meters either side of Route 7toa
point 2600 meters [rom the NVN border. In
all cases, the targets had to be validated by
AMEMBY and the strikes conducted under
FAC control. The ROE directed U.S. pilots
to take every feasible precaution to preciude
the Inadvertent penetration of the NVN
border. However, the rules permitted laser
{lluminator aireraft and aircraft delivering
laser guided bombs to overfly NVN within
three NM of the border in order to guide
ordnance onto targets in Laos. IRON HAND
SAM/AAA suppression alreraft were also al-
lowed to cross the NVN border from Laos to
position themselves between BSAM/AAA
sites In NVN and the strike aircraft deliver-
Ing ordnance in Laos. :

The buffer zone rules were later relaxed
to include armed reconalssance within 2000
meters either side of Route 7 up to four NM
from the NVN border, FAC controlled
armed reconnaissance and tactical air
strikes within 200 meters of Route 7 (includ-
ing all connecting roads) up to 200 meters of
the border, and air strikes in support of
temporary aircraft landing. sites. Actuelly,
with the resumption of the interdiction
bombing of NVN, the buffer zone existed in
name only. In May 1972, the JCS authorized
air strikes against all AMEMBYV valldated
targets in the Barrel Roll East buffer zone
effective until the termination of the Line-
backer campalgn In NVN, | -

An Increase in the number of Special Op-
erating Arean (S0OAs) throughout Laos ac-
companied the changes in the ROE along
the Laos/NVN border. SOAs were areas vali-
dated by AMEMBYV for alr strikes without
FAC control against all forms of enemy
military activity. At the end 1969, there
were only two SOAs—located just inside the
western boundary of BR East. By June
1972, the list had been expanded to seven
areas, The ROE differed slightly in each
SOA, primarily regarding the type of ord-
nance that could be used. The differences in
allowable ordnance generally involved
napalm, milning munitions, and area denfal
munitions, all of which would be hazardous
to friendly troops in the typleal see-saw
ground action In Laos. .

Following the ebb and flow of the ground
conflict, the boundaries of the SOAs varied,
especially in the case of SOA #2 which en-
compassed the northern half of the Plaine
des Jarres and the sites of the seasonal
clashes between the NVA and the Meo guer-
rillas. The fluctuation of the SOA bound-
aries simply reflected the tle between the
ROE and the suppori of ground troops.
This also applied to the creation, expansion,
and contraction of the Raven control boxes,
where friendly ground forces were operat-
{ng. Raven FACs, or FAGs, or fixed wing
gunships in contact with FAGs controlled
all air strikes within the boxes. The
AMEMBYV had authorized FAGs and the
Laotian observers flylng with Raven FACs
to vailldate targets of opportunity. Since
Raven boxes and SBOAs were contiguous,
changes In any single area’s boundaries usu-
ally led to changes in adjoining areas.
Raven bdxes advanced and retreated with
the friendly troops while the SOAs moved
in the opposite way. At one time during
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Pebruary 1872, a special night S8OA existed
within the Raven box on the southern half
of the Plalne des Jarres. There, the ROE
for S0A #2 governed salr operntions at
night but the rules for the Raven box ap-
plied durlng daylight hours. Figure 3 shows
the location of the Raven boxes and SOAs
as of 14 September 1872, Ther Raven box
and S0As in southern Laos encompass the
major LOCs from Laos into Cambodla.

At the same time that the ROE in BR
East were becoming less restrictive, those in
BR West were being tightened. The Chinese
had begun a southwesterly spur from the
east-west road they had been constructing
within the southern boundary of BR North.
Late in 1969, the spur began to emerge from
BR West in the Nam Beng Valley where
U.S. anir ¢perations were authorized. While
the Royal Lactian Government was decid-
ing its policy toward the road, an Interim
ban was piaced on low levei reconnaissance
and combat strikes within five kilometers
either side of the road. Apparently the Lao-
tian policy was to avoid the road because,
early in 1970, the restriction became perma-
nent from Muong Sal to Muong Houn
Later, In July 1971, rather than continually
extend the restriction as road construction
progressed and new Chinese positions ap-
peared. the JCS8 simply extended the re-
strictive BR North ROE to encompass all
known or suspected Chinese positions In
northern Laos. No alr operations were per-
mitted within 5600 meters of those positions
unless specifically requested by AMEMBY
and approved by CINCPAC and the JCS. By
September 1972, the road had progressed to
within 25 miles of Pak Beng on the Mekong
Rlver—20 miles frora the Thal border,

Conslstent with the policy to avoid at-
tracting attention to the U.S. alr operations
In Laos and damaging Souvanna Phouma's
Image, there were altitude and radil restrie-
tions around certain cities, mainly in SL
West and BR West. The ROE generally an-
thoriged alr strikes within 200 meters either
side of the enemy’s LOCs, sometimes with
validation and FAC control required and.
sometimes without, depending upon the
area. Alr strikes more than 200 meters from”
a8 LOC and not In an SDA requlred valida-
tion and FAC control. Validation authority’
and peomissible ordnance varied depending
upon the Ilve main operating areas and the
SOAz within them. Strikes could not be
made within 500 meters of an active village
unless ground fire was received Irom the vil-
lage. In October 1971, this last restriction
was modified for SL West to require that
the ground fire be of 14.5 caliber or higher
before strikes could be made within 500
meters of & village.

.Prom 1970 through 1972, the most signifi-
cant chenges.in the ROE for Laos were the
gradual elimination of the BR East buffer
zone and an Increase in the number of
SOAs. As in the past, many of the changes
Involved the BR East operating area where
the enemy and his logistic networks were
concentrated. However, the appearance of
the Rzven box and SOAs just north of the
Cambodian border were evidence of the in-
creased US., involvement in Cambodia.

CHAPTER IV—CAMBODIA

Since 1866, Prince Norodom Sihanouk had
permiltted the North Vietnamese to ship
supplies into Cambodia through the port of
Sihanoukville. The North Vietnamese trans-
ported the supplies to the Cambodia/RVN
border and stockpiled them at bases there
for later use in South Vietnam. At the same
time, Prince Sihanouk refused the use of
Cambodian airspace for U.S. air operations.
Consequently, the ROE for Cambodia
hinged upon the often emphasized *'reguire-
ment of a mllitary commander to defend his
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forces against armed attack with all means
at his disposgl.” The ROE permitted U.S.
ground commanders n RVN who came
under fire from enemy positions in Cambo-
dia to employ all available artillery and air
strikes agninst positively identified sources
ol fire. The responsive fire was to be dellv-
ered in a “timely manner” and reconnais-
sance by fire was strictly forbidden.

-On 18 March 1970, a group of Cambodian
generals led by Prime Minister Lon Nol de-
poused Prince Sihanouk. Lon Nol had stated
earlier that he Intended to follow a strictly
peutralist policy. Therefore, the Viet Cong
(¥C) and the NVA, with Sihanouk’s bless-
Ing, initiated pro-Sihanouk demonstrations
and began military operations to protect
thelr LOCs and to jeopardize the Lon Nol
government. When it became obvious to Lon
Nol that his national army (Forces Armeées
Nationale Khmer) could not stand alone
agalnst the VC/NVA. he requested help
from the United States.

Lon Nol's request for help dovetailed con-
veniently with U.8. military advisors’ desires
to clean out the VC/NVA sanctuaries In
Cambodia which represented a threat to the
Vietnamlization program In South Vietnam.
Therefore, with the dual objectives of sup-
porting & non-communist government In
Cambodia and of enhaneing our efforts In
Vietnam, President Richard M. Nixon su-
thorized the 1 May 1870 incursion into Cam-
bodia.

The Cambodian incursion plan was a
clogely held secret timed to coincide with
the President’s announcement. It was not
untll 27 April that TAF was told to start de-
finitlve planning. Thus, there was no time
to coordinate a rew set of ROE for Cambo-
dia. Instead TAP instructed its pllots to
follow the normal Tules for South Vietnam
and to exercise extreme vigilance to avoid
dropping ordnance on the noncombatant
populace.

~Support of ground troops along the RVN/
Cambodia border was the initial role of alr
in Cambodia. However, within the first two
weeks of May, “higher suthority” requested
the JCS prepare an putline plan for air
interdiction operations in eastern Cambo-
dia. This apparently was motivated by Intel-
ligence estimates that the enemy would at-
tempt o consolidate his positions in north-
esstern Cembodia and extend hils LOCs
from Laos into Cambodia in preparation for
renewed efforts in Bouth Vietnam.

“The plan drafted by JCS called for Inter-
diction againet enemy base areas, stored
supplies, and movements of men and materi-
el along the LOCs; alr support of friendly
troope In contact; and reconnaisshnee. The
JC8 had patterned the target validation
procedure after that for Laos in that the
UXB. Embassy In Phnom Penh, or its desig-
rmated representatives, was to validate all
targets and areas of operation. The JCS
speclfied some ROE but there were few spe-
cific ones. Phnom Fenh would be a restrict-
ed area. Ordinarily, FACs would control all
strikes but fighter aircraft would be allowed
to.strike any sites in Cambodia firing at U.8.
afrcraft. ARC LIGHT strikes wotild be con-
ducted against targets & minlmum of one
kilometer from the nearest combatants and
not leas than three kilometers from friendly
troops. B-52 targel aress could not contain
monuments, temples, or other historical
landmarks. .

In a message to CINCPAC regarding the
JCS outline pian, General Creighton
Abrams, COMUSMACY, envisioned valida-
tion and FAC procedures much like those in
South Vietnam, except that U.8. FACS
might require FANK (Forces Armtes Na-
tionale Khmer) to fly with them to elimi-
nate any language problems. He reasoned
that the expanded air operations woulid

entafl more close air support than lnterdic-“
tion because the Allied forces had oven'un,
the maljority of the enemy base areas In the
incursion and the enemy had not yet estab-
lished new ones, Finally, Genersl Abrama
recommended & meeting between FANK,
RVNAPF, and MACYV representatives be held
In Saigon to implement target validation
procedures,

The JCS transmitted the execute message
for the operation plan on 24 May. The inter-
diction ares, later nicknamed Freedom Deal,
was that part of Cambodia bounded by &
line 200 meters west of the Mekong River
on the west, the Laotian ‘border on the
north, the RVN border &n the east, and
Route 13 on the south. Strikes outside that
area wotlld require prior approval of the
JCS. The plan as transmitted in the execute
message was still an interdiction plan but
the JSC had modified it to reflect General
Abrams’ recommendations. Thus, the Amer-
jean Embassy was removed from the normal
targer validation procedure. The JCS con-
curred In the requirement for a coordina-
tion meeting between FANK, RVNAF, and
MACYV representatives to develop target
identification procedures and means to pre-
vent noncombatant casualties, S8uch B meet-
ing was held on 29 May 1970 in Saigon. The
result was a memorandum of agreement,
“Rules of Engagement—Cambodla.”

The ROE promulgated In the memoran-
dum were very simllar to those for South
Vietnam. FACs would control all tactlcal
figher strikes except for properly cleared
radar controljed attacks. The FANK would
validate all targets Aircraft could return
ground fire Immedlately If not from an
urban area, town, village or hamiet, in
which case FANK approval was required. In-
general, air strikes could not be directed at
an Inhahited area unless the area contained
only enemy forces and ‘was validated for
strike by the FANK/As in South Vietnam™™
and Loaa, the ROE provided for spectal op--
ernting areas wherein all targets were preva—
lidated by the FANK and alrcraft could-
attack any enemy t.nrsa Iﬂthnut. furt.hcr
approval. '

Unique to Cambodlm ROE were pnmu
dated Category A and B'lines of eom.munlel—
tion along which enemy targeta could be at-*
tacked without further -approval. Category’
A LOCs were those along which there were
no friendiy personnel, traffic, installations,:
or dwellings. Along those LOCs, alrcrait
could expend ordnance on targets or sus--
pected targets within 1000 meters on either
side of the road or waterway. Cutegory B
LOCs were those used by friendiies as well
as the enemy, Within 500 meters either side
of Category B LOCs, alrcraft could strike
motor vehicles or moving watercraft at
night and motor-powered baats and vehicles
during the day. Prior to the first strikeona
Category B LOC and periodically thereaf-
ter, psychological warfare aircraft were to
drop leaflets and use loudspeakers to warn
friendly personnel not to travel at night and
not to use motor-powered wehicles or boats
at any time, Az an added mafety measure,
the ROE prohibited strikes within 500
meters of an inhabited village or hamlet.
The rules permitted the use of area denjal
munitions along Category A LOCs and In
special operating areas.

To facllitate target validation outside spe-
cinl operating areas and not along Category
A/B LOCs, &« FANK liaison officer with vali-
dation muthority was always on duty with
the TACC at Hg TAF. Also, at least three
English speaking PANK liaison officers
were stationed at Pleiku AB, RVN. They
rode a5 observers with the U.S. FACs and,
with the authority to validate targets of op-
portunity, they [acilitated immediate at-
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tacks against fleeting enemy targets. Later,
TAF further tightened the validation proce-
dure for strikes against bulit-up areas by te-
quiring that all such strikes be approved by
TAF TACC only. In that case, a Cambodian
observer's on-the-spot validation authority
was considered as merely a recommenda-
tion—the TAF TACC retained the final say.
With the beginning of U.S. military oper-
ations In Cambodla, the Secretary of State
head received Inquiries showing concern over
possible damage to art and archevlogical
treasures In Cambaodia. Secretary Rogers ob-
talned a prellminary list of such sites
through the American Embassy In Phnom
Penh and asked that an effort be made to
protect them even though the enemy would
probably use them as sanctuaries. Cambodi-
. an cultural authorities initially ldentitied 15
t such sites, which were incorporated Into the
. memorandum of agreement on ROE. Forty-
. three new sites were added in June 1870;
; eventually, they totaled 98. When they in-
corporated the original 15 site restrictions
into the ROE on 29 May, the drafters of the
memorandum stated that the sites would
not be atruck unless the strikes were re-
quested and the targets validated by the
. FANK. Within two weeks, however, the rule
was changed to direct that no alreraft would
make any strikes within 1000 meters of cul-
tural propertles. Aircraft were to depart
such areas rather than return ground fire.
. The originsl interdiction mission in Free-

i
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 using certain waterways and overland infil-
.tration routes to deliver war material and

’ personnel to thelr forces conducting aggres-
R -, slon agalnst South Vietnam and Cambodia
“and to strike enemy forces and base camps

ized U.S. alr power for that purpose effec-
tive untl 3¢ June 1970. Since late May, U.8.
- pircraft had conducted reconnaissance mis-
“xions east of the Mekong River except In
- the vicinity of Phnom Penh, On 9 June, the
JCS authorized tactical reconnaisance of all
Cambodia through 30 June 1970. In mid-
June, President Nixon met with his White
House Staff Advisory Group to consider
‘future courses of action In Cambodla. Ac-
cording to Admiral Thomas H. Moorer,
Acting Chairman, JCS, the President felt
that Cambodia could be saved from a com-
munist take-over and that a U.S. effort for
that purpose was worth the risks. Since U.S.
ground forces were to be out of Cambodla
by 1 July, the President wanted U.S. air
planners to be as imaginative as possible in
the employment of alr power In the critical
period following the ground withdrawal.
Seventh Air Force recelved the following
guidance on the Cambodian ROE on 24
June 1970:
ot “U.S, air power will be employed within
: Cambodian territory to maintain surveil-
- .* i lance of enemy activities iIn Cambodia east

of the Mekong River and attack those ac-
tivities as necessary to protect U.S. forces In
¥ the Republic of Vietnam.”

‘ Further, the JCS directed that tactieal air
interdlction be employed in any situation In-
volving a serlous threat to major Cambodi-
an positions whose loss would be a serious
military or psychological blow to Cambodia
Adding emphasis, the JCS requested COM-

N USMACY to conduct An aggressive U.S. and
VNAPF sir campalgn. At that time, however,
the authority for any and all alr operations
{n Cambodia was due to expire in just one
week. -

On 30 June, TAF received a revised au-
thority specifying alr operations in Cambo-
dia subsequent to 30 June 19870, The Free-

_ dom Deal Interdiction area was the same as
before. A new area, called Freedom Deal Ex-
tension, was defined south of and adjoining
Freedom Deal. Operations In Freedom Deal

dom Deal was to prevent the VC/NVA from -

" located in Cambodia. The JCS had author- -

Extension were to be against ‘“identified.
highly lucrative targets that pose a substan-
tial threat to Allied forces.” The ROE au-
thorized reconnaissance and search and
rescue throughout Cambodia although
armed reconnaissance was permitted in the
Freedomm Deal area only. Otherwise, the
ROE for Cambodia temained the same as in
June,

By the first week in November, the JCS
had further expanded the interdiction area,
primarily to the west to encompass new
enemy bulld-up aress Because of the denser
population there, strikes below Route 13
were still Umited to highly lucrative, threat.
ening targets. However, the ROE permitted
armed reconnaissance throughout the Inter-
diction area.

From November 1970 through the writing
of this report, the Interdiction area re-
mained constant. The total area and the
CINCPAC Basic Operation Order were
again nicknamed Preedom Deal. There were
few significant changes in the ROE within
the area during the next two years. In May
1971, the FANK valldated all motorable
land routes and waterways in the original
Freedom Deal area (bounded by Route 13
on the south, the Mekong River on the
west, and the Cambodian border on the east
and north) as Category B LOCs In order to
perm!t a rapid response against lucrative
targeta. This ROE change did not affect the
status of existing Category A LOCs. The
first two speclal operating areas entered the
ROE In February 1972 Their approximate
locations, both below Route 13, are shown
in Figure §... ... Lo e e
.. Significantly, BOA #1 was partially out-
side the interdiction area. Untll May 1871,
strikes outside the Freedom Deal ares had
required JCS approval except TAF had dis-
cretionary authority to eonduct alr strikes
in certain aress, in particular to support
FANEK ground elements defending the Eir-
irom Plateau and Route 4 areas. Then, in
May 1971, the JCS granted COMUSMACV
discretionary authority to’ employ US.
TACAIR interdiction anywhere In Cambo-
dis in any situation that posed a threat to
major Cambodian positions, such as & pro-
vincial capital,- whose loss would be a mili-
tary or psychological blow to the country.
The FANK had to validate all targets and
the ROE for Freedom Deal! applied to all
discretionary strikes. COMUSMACV dele-
gated the authority te the Commander,
7AF, In June 1871. The authority gave TAF
the needed flexibility to more effectively
counter the enemy’s Increasing belligerence
in Cambadia through 1872. In particular, it
was used to provide TACAIR and gunship
protection for Khmer convoys throughout
Cambodia.

At the end of September 1972, then, there
were two basic areas of operation in Cambo-
dia. Freedom Deal, the interdiction area, en-
compassed the eastern one-third of the
country. There, TACAIR, gunship, and B-52
{nterdiction strikes were authorized against
enemy troops and supplies. In the rest of
the country TAF had dlscretionary author-
ity to employ TACAIR and gunship Inter-
diction In any situation that posed a threat
to major Khmer positions. The growth of
the interdiction area from the originai Free-
dom Deal to the area as it existed in Sep-
tember 1972 and the discretionary authority
granted TAF reflect the spread of NVA ac-
tivity in Cambodia.

CHAPTER V—NORTH VIETNAM

The U.S. terminated offensive operations
agalnst NVN on 1 November 1968, but con-
tinued unarmed reconnalssance missions.
The ROE established at that time permit-
ted U.S. aircraft to enter North Vietnamese
territorial alrspace in pursult of any enemy

aircraft or vessel which had taken hostile
action against Allled forces or had demon-
strated by its actions that {t was operating
in support of VC/NVA insurgeney in South
Vietnam. Attacks were authorized against
SAM/AAA weapons, installations, and sup-
porting {acilities south of 19°N immediately
after such weapons were f{ired at Allled air-
craft operating over South Vietnam or Laocs.
The JCS further authorized armed escorts
to provide protection to manned reconnais-
sance aircraft below 19'N in the event those
alrcraft were attacked. However, in all cases,
aircraft engaged In immediate response
strikes were not authorized to attack other
unfriendly forces or Installations encoun-
tered, except In response to attack by them.

Although !mmediate defensive actions
were still authorized at the end of 1969, the
reins were tight on military operations that
eould be politically sensitive, e.g.. operations
that could Jeopardize the Paris peace dlscus-
sions or cause adverse publicity. An 11 De-
cember 1969 memorandum from Secretary
of Defense Laird promulgated policy guid-
ance on politically sensitive operations and
directed that the following information be
provided to justify any such operations:

“What sequence of military actions will
occur if the request is approved and what
broader implications might be involved?

“What are the military risks of these ac-
tions?

“What are the costs or penalties, respec-
tively, 1f the proposed actions are suthor-
ized or not authorized?

*What are the alternative means of ac-
complishing the objective and the cost of
each alternative? e -

O

“What specilic results will the pi'opnsed- -
‘actions achieve that the alternatives wil -

not? B -

Later in December a TAF request to con-
duct reconnalssance and retaliatory strikes
against & belligerent AAA site above 19'N at
Barthelemy Pass (see Figure 6) Indicated
that such strikes were considered politically
sensitive and outside the existing authori-
ties. Although U.S. pilota reported that the
site had been firing at U.S. aircraft operat-
ing In Laos, the JCS required TAF to justify
its reconnaissance and strike request within
the context of a politlcally sensitive oper-
ation. Approvali for such strikes was not
easy to obtain, .

Protectice regetion strikes

At the end of 1968 and in the early part of
1970, then. the necessary criteria for strike
authority into NVN were (1) the strike had
to be below 19°N and (2! the strike had to be
an !mmediate response against enemy alr-
cralt or SAM/AAA which had first taken
aggressive action agatnst Allled aircraft. In
a ¢ February 1970 message to General
George Brown, Commander of TAF, con-
cerning the ROE for the DMZ, General
Abrams clarified the second criterion, em-
phasizing that U.S, alrcraft could attack
only the SAM/AAA or aireraft which had
first fired at them—attacks on other un-
friendly forees or installations encountered
were prohibited.

During the same time period, however,
TAF was becoming more and more concer-
ened over the increasing threat to B-52 and
strike aircraft operating Iln Laos near the
KVN border and to manned reconnalssance
flights in NVN below 19'N. The threat was
in the form of SAM units deployed in the vi-

clpity of Mu Gia and Ban Earat passes .

below 18°N and Barthelemy Pasa above
19°N, (See Figure 6.) Seventh Air Force
wanted authority to conduct reconnalssance
and preplanned retaliatory strikes agalnst
these sites. .




S 3016

In March 1970, the JCS authorized TAF to
conduct tactical reconnaissance and a one-
time preplanned attack on occupied SAM
sites and logistic targets iIn NVN along
Route T east of Barthelemy Pass. The au-
thority for the one-time strike suggested a
slight relexation of the ROE, for later that
month the JCS advised TAFP that pre-
planned attacks against SAM sites in the
Route 7 area of NVN and Laos could not be
made unless a site fired at U.S. forces
during the course of normal U.5. operatlons,
Then on 1 April, CINCPAC advised that
strikes against SAM/AAA sites in NVN
south of 20 degrees were muthorized if the
site(s} fired at manned reconnaissance mis-
slons over NVN. This afforded added protec-
tion to aircraft flying tactical reconnais-
sance below 18'N.

At the beginning of May 1970 the JCS au-
thorized armed reconnaissance and strikes
against logistic targets in the Route 1036/
1039/1032 complex in NVN within 20 KM of
the Laotlan border. They also permitted a
few strikes along the routes in NVN leading
to the Mu Gia and Barthelemy passes and
against routes north of the DMZ. Secretary
of State William Rogers described the May
strikes as suppressive fire to protect recon-
najssance flights over NVN. He explained
that such strikes were part of an arrange-
ment with NVN dating from the 1868 bomb-
ing halt. The U.S. would conduct reconnals-
sance flights over NVN and, if the enemy at-
tacked, the U.S alrcraft would respond. It
was not a new policy at all. The term “pro-
tective reaction™” was not mentioned. Howev-
er, that term was applied to the next “spe-
cial mission” conducted in November 18570
under the nickmame Freedom Balt.

On 21 Rovember, TAF executed Operation
Freedom Bait against SAM sites, POL stor-

age areas and truck parks in NVN below'

18°N. The plan also called for armed recon
naissance elong heavily used infiltration
routes. A Department .0of Defense spokes-
man described the operations as “protective
reection strikes” in response to emems at-
tacks on our unarmed recopnsissance air-
craft. He noted that these strikes were con-
slstent with earller Secretary of Defense
statements that the U.8.-was ready to take
appropriate action in respanse to attacks on
unarmed U8 reconnaisssnce alreraft, to
major inflitration across the DMZ, and to
the shelling of major South Viethamese
cities. Salgon and Hue had been shelled in
November, X

Operation Freedom‘Balt was followed by a
series of protective reaction strikes against
an increasing SAM threat to B-52 and other
alreraft operating over Laos, and to recon-
naissance alrceraft over NVN. These oper-
ations, conducted below 19°N, each included
an armed reconnaissance effort followed by
2 one-time strlke on the site of any SAM/
AAA associated equipment and installations
located by the reconnalsgance. The series of
operations was nicknamed Louisville Slug-
ger.

The Loulsville Slugger authorities were
originally for strikes against SAM/AAA
sites in the Bah Karai/Route 137 area and
were to expire on 11 January 1871; however,
they were extended on a case by case baals
through February. Most of the targets were
located In Route Package 1 (RP 1)* where
the ROE permitted reconnaissance escorts
to strike only in response to hostlle fire.
However, the Louisville Slugger authorities
permitied armed reconnaissance to locate
and destroy SAMs and SAM associated
equipment in that prea of RP 1 within 26
NM of the lLaotian border. The TAF inter-

*RP 1 includes rmost of that area of NVN below
ta'N.
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pretation of these conflicting rules was that
escort alreraft could strike SAM targets
without first being [ired upon only if those
.escorts were directed into the authorized
area on one of the special armed reconnalis-
sance (Louisville Slugger) missions,

There were other preplanned protective
‘reaction strikes similar‘to Louisville Slugger
during 1971. Fracture Cross in March was
against air defense and logistic targets
south of 18°N and within 30 NM of the Lao-
tian border, Others were Prize Bull in Sep-
tember against all military and logistie tar-
gets in most of RP 1 and Proud Deep Alpha
in December against SAM sites and radar
sites nesr the Mu Gia and Barthelemy Pass
ATERS,

The ROE and Prize Bull were typical:

(1) Protective reaction strikes north of
the described arc [northern boundary of op-
erations] wre authorized when SAM/AAA
defenses pose a threat to the strike force.

“¢2) Necessary precautions will be taken
to avoid endangering third country ship-
Ping. Aim points will be located no closer
than 400 meters to any third country ship-
ping in the Dong Hol transshipment point
area.

“(3) Air-to-alr combat is authorized
against al] hostlle aircraft.

“{4) SAR operations in NVN are author-
1zed as requested for recovery of aircrews,

*(5) Attacks will be conducted so as to
minlmize danger to the civilian populace to
the extent feasible without compromising
effectiveness.

“(8) No strike will be targeted against
third country shipping.

“(T) To counter a MIG t.hrea.t. TALOS/
TERRIER {U.S. Navy ‘ship-launched] mis-
stles and fighter forces may engage in ac-
cordance with current operating suthorities.

“(8) Attacks will avoid mown POW com-
pounds (minimum distance of 500 meters
for visusl.strikes, 3000 meters for all weat.h-
er strikes),”

As U.S, alrcraft were conducting pre-
planned protective reaction strikes to new-
tralize the SAM/AAA threat in eastern RP
1, the MIG threat to B-52a, gunzhips and
other “soft” aireraft was increasing. In the
first Awo months of 1871, COMUSMACY,
CINCPACAF, and CINCPAC collectively

submitted Tequestz to engage MIGs (air-

borne or on the ground), alrfields, and
Ground Controlled Intercept (GCI) sites in
NVN below the 20th parallel. In April 1871,
Admiral Moorer, now Chairman, .JCS, recom-
mended to the Secretary of Defense that
the MIG defensive authority should be
modified to permit attacks against any MIG
which was (a) operating in NVN below 20°N,
or (b} operating within 20 NM of the
BARREL ROLL East area of Laos, or (¢) de-
ployed in NVN below 20°N, However, Secre-
tary Laird disapproved the request, stating
that he believed the then existing muthori-
ties were sdequate to handle the NVN air
defense threat.

Throughout the spring and into the
summer of 1971 the Secretary of Defense
disapproved all requests for one-time pre-
emptive strikes against the maturing NVN
alr defense system south of 20°N. When he
turned down a request at the end of July,
just & week before Geperal Lavelle took
command of TAF, Secretary Laird said, “as
stated previously in similar circumstances
by the SECDEF on 15 and 19 May and 17
June, existing authorities are considered to
be adequate.” Admiral Moorer passed the
Secretary’s statement on to Admiral John 8.
McCain, CINCPAC, with the message,
*@Given the above response, I Am certain
that you will continue to take full advan-
tage of current authorities. In relaying the
message to General Ahrams, Admiral
McCain made additional comments:

“The current air operating authority
allows iImmediate protective reaction strikes
upon any SAM or AAA site which fires at,
or s activated against, our aircraft, I urge
Yyou to make maximum use of this existing
authority for immediate reaction to SAMs
and AAA In NVN, as our requests for retali-
atory strike authority have consistently
been denied.”

On 1 August General Abrams advised
General Lavelle, who had been in comrmand
for three days, to makethe armed escort af
sufficient force level to protect U.S aircraft
and to achleve the impact desired for fully
punitive response to the enemy air defense
factics under the current authorities, He
further advised that “interlocking and mu-
tually supporting NVN air defenses consti-
tute an unacceptable hazard to alr crews at-
{empting to identify a particular SAM/AAA
firing site” and that it was “‘considered ap-
propriate for escort forces to direct immedi-
ate protective reaction strikes against any
ddentifiable element of the firing/sctivated
alr defense complex.” Later, an attempt by
A MIG to shoot down & B-52, Admiral
Moorer in November 1971 interpreted hos-
1ile intent of enemy atrcraft as follows:

“In my view there is no question that
MIG aircraft which depart NVN airfields
south of 18* North are suspect and if all
source collateral information correlates
with B-52 or other US/Allied alr operations
in NVN/Laos border area this would consti-
tute prima-facie evidence of hostile intent™

These messages, then, had the effect of
broadening the Interpretation of what
might be done within existing authorities,

Although Operation Prize Bull had been
executed In September, the enemy threat of
U.S. unarmed recormaissance aireraft and
American forces remaining in South Viet-
nam continued to grow. After a ¢ December
1271 conference on ROE, Admiral McCaln

mdvised that the reconnaissance escort pack-—

age could be enlarged and structured for in-
creased protective reaction capsbility and
that every effort should be made "to sn
employ our current authorities rs to maxi-

-mize protective reaction against elements nr

the MIG threat.”

(00 By ‘mid-December the NVN alr de-
fense system hed reached a new level of so-
phistication. In addition to using thelr GCI
radars to guide MIGs on intercepts of U8
alrcraft, the North Vietnamese had linked
the GCI radars with the lock-oh radar capa-
bility of SAM sites. Since few U.S. aircraft
were equipped to detect GCI tracking ms
they were SAM tracking, the enemy aimed
SAMs undetected untll the instant of firing.
According to General Lavelle, the system
eventually accounted for the loss of two alr-
creft and crews. The new enemy achieve-
ment was threatening TAF s aerial recon-
nalssance mission in RP 1 as well as air op-
erations in the border areas of South Viet-
nam and Laos.

On § January 1872, two F-105G aircraft
®*¢* expended anti-radiation misslles
agalnst EW/GCT radars iIn NVN north of
the 20th parallel * * * the strike caught the
attention of the JCS who requested immedi-
ate details of the mission. Both Admiral
McCain and the JCS concurred ln General
Abrams justification for the mission and his
request for further strike authority based
on the recent and continuing aggressive
MIG harassment of U.S. alrcraft operating
in northern Laocs. 1n an 8 January message
to his subordinate commanders, Admiral
McCain guoted Admiral Moorer on the
matter:

*{I1 appreciate the logic contalned in
[the] references relative to the need and
}ustlfication for continuation of such activi-
ty. A strong case for modifying existing au-

March 18, 1985




March 18, 1985

thorities to permit such operations was
made to higher authority using the infor-
mation you provided. As of this date we
have not been succesaful,

“The urgency of the situation we are
faced with is recognized and we will eontin-
ue pur efforts to obtain the needed authori-
ties. In the meantime, however, we are con-
strained by the specific operating authori-
ties as written: e.g.,

“A. Enemy EW/GCI sites In NVN are not
suthorized to be attacked at any time,
unless included us approved targets in oper-
ations such as PROUD DEEP,

“B. SAM/AAA sites and associated equip-
ment In NVN may be struck in immediate
protective reaction only when south of 20
degrees north.

“C. Incursions of NVN airspace north of
20 degrees North are not authorized with-
out JCS approval except when In Immediate
pursuit of hostile enemy aircraft as provid-
ed for In the basic Rules of Engagement for
Southeast Alsa. Immediate protective reac-
tion agninst SAM/AAA activity during such
authorized flights north of 20 degrees north
is authorized under the prudential rule.

" *Request you contlnue to take all possible
actions within the current rules and au-
thorities to minimize the risk to friendly
forces. 1 will keep you sdvised of any
progress we may make In the area of addi-
.tional authorities” : .

. At the beginning of 1872, then. the ROE
for NVN were the same as they were In

April 1970 except for the interpretationa re-
garding the hostile intent of activated
‘BAM/AAA sites and airborne MIGs. -

In December 1971 and January 1972, TAF
had applied the “more vigorcus protective
-reaction poature” adopted hy the SEA com-
manders at the 4 December 1971 conference
on ROE. By Imensifying the escort recon-
nalssance activity over NVN, TAF employed
the protective reaction authority to achieve
what the JCS referred to as “several highly
successful protective reaction strikes, exam-
ples being the attack on Quan Lang by U.S.
Naval air elements on 18 Dec 1971 and the
recent 11.S. Alr Force protective reaction
strikes on Dong Hot on 23 January.” At the
same time that he praised these strikes. Ad-
miral Moorer advised Admiral McCain and
General Abrams on 26 January that the de-
veloplng threat of an NVA offensive had
been fully discussed at the highest levels In
Washington and that Admiral MeCain's
desire for full standby suthorities to deal
with individual threats was understood. He
again advised that current protective reac-
tion muthorities permitted attacks on air-
fleld defenses when unmarmed reconnais-
sance alrcraft reconnoitering these facllities
were brought under enemy attack. He said
that “should the expected ground campaign
develop, you are suthorized to intensify the
reconnajssance activity in the vicinity of
Dong Hol, Vinh, and Quan Lang airfields, as
well as associated protective reaction strike
activity when such aireraft are fired on”
and “appropriate escort and defense sup-
pression force ahould be utilized to nsure
effective results.” With regard to enemy
GCI radar activity, he sald “current operat-
ing authorities permit ant-radiation missile
atiacks against SAM or AAA fire control
radars below 20 degrees N when activated

against friendly aircraft” but “because it I8

anticipated the enemy will attempt to
employ MIGs by GCI radars, as
well as SAMs and AAA to disrupt our air ac-
tivity in support of friendly forces In the
event of a major attack, you are suthorized
until 1 May 1973 to employ ant-radar mis-
siles against primary GCI =ites (Bar Lock/
S1Q Bar and associated height finders) out-
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side RP 61 when MIGs are airborne and In-
dicate hostile Intent.” On 29 January, Major
General Alton D. Slay, TAF DCS/Oper-
ations, informed all Air Force and Navy air
strike forces of this major new (Iron Hand}
authority.

Early In February General Abrams passed
to Genersl Lavelle the authority to intensi-
{fy reconnalssance and protective reaction
strike sctivity in the vieinity of the Dong
Hol, Vinh, and Quan Lang airflelds, MIQ
aireraft airborne from those airflelds were
to be assumed hostile and could be engaged
whenever encountered below the 18th paral-
lel.

In spite of the recent brosdening of the
protective reaction strike authorities, the
SEA commanders did not consider them
adequate. General Abrams and Admiral
McCain contlnued to request broader oper-
ating suthorities to counter the Increasing
enemy air and ground threat above the
DMZ; however, no changes in the ROE were
forthcoming through February and March.
Then. on the 21st of March, rather than
broadening the authorities, Admiral Moorer
sent a message of Admiral MeCain and Gen-
eral Abrams, information tc General La-
velle, implying that recent air strikes

the enemy air defenses may have
been outside the protectlve reaction su-
thorities. After referencing the initial 1968

suthorities for use of armed escorts to pro- .

tect reconnaissance aircraft and the various
changes to the suthority through February
1972, the Admiral sald in part:

“The {ncreased number of protective reac-
tion strikes since 1 January 1872 has at-
tracted & considerable amount of high level
tnterest here {Washington] and !s recelving
increasing attention from the press. Al-
though it is recognized that these stikes are
directly related to the increasing tempo of
enemy air defense activity it is extremely
important that such protective reactions be
conducted strictly mccording to current air
operating authorities. -

“In view of the extreme sensitivity of this
subject and the attention it is receiving, re-
quest you insure that sll crews are thor-
oughly briefed that current authority per-
mits protective reaction to be taken only
repeat only when enemy air defenses either
fire at or are activitied agalnst friendly
forces."

General Abarms on 24 March requested
General Lavelle to insure that all alr crews
were thoroughly briefed on the current
ROE for protective reaction.

The high level interest proved to be more
intense than Admiral Moorer's message had
implied. During the last week of March,
Genera] Lavelle was recalled to Washington
and relieved of duty for allegedly ordering
unauthorized air strikes in NVN during the
period November 1971 through March 1972,
The General was accused of conducting 28
raids agrinst NVN airfields and radar sites
in violation of White House rules and at a
time when the Administration was engaged
in dellcated peace negotiations with Hanol,
Furthermore, he was accused of having
strike reports falsifled to conceal the unau-
thorized strikes, After his actions were In-
vestigated by the Senate Armed Services
Committee, General Lavelle was reduced ln
rank and retired.

During the same week in March that Gen-
eral Lavelle was recalled, Hanol Initiated a
major offensive against South Vietnam. The
rules which Qeneral Lavelle had trans-
gressed were soon obsolete.

The VC/NVA launched a major Invasion
south of the DMZ on the night of 29/30

»RP 8 ls that ares of NVN north of 20°37N and
enst of 105°20'E. It contalna the Hanol/Halphong
[V 118

——ﬂ

S 3017

March 1872 On 1 April Admiral McCain
sent a strong plea for broader operating au-
thorities to the JCS. The result was author-
ity to use tactical air strikes against SAMSs,
artillery, and other military and logistic tar-
gets withn 23 NM north of the DMZ and au-
thority to use B-52 strikes within the DMZ.
THe 25 NM limit was extended to 17T°30'N
on 3 April and then to 18°N on 4 April.

On April, the JCS Advised Admiral
MeCain that the conflict hed entered a new
phase In Vietnam, and requested recommen-
dations for new initiatives. authorities, and
resources required. Subsequently, the JCS
suthorized tactical air operations In NVN
below 18°N which began on 8 April under
the nickname Freedom Train. Air strikes
south of 18°N would be categorized as Free-
dom Train missions, while any above 18°N
would be protective reaction sirikes. On ©
April, Freedom Train operations were ex-
tended to 18°N.

All through April the JCS steadily broad-
ened the air operating authorities for NVN
in response to requests from TAF, COMUS-
MACYV, and CINCPAC. The JCS granted au-
thority to attack any NVN military aircraft,
including helicopters, south of 20°N: During
any U.8. air operations In NVN north of
18'N beginning one hour before the first
time over target and ending with the last

-alreraft egress, U.S. aircraft could attack

airborne enemy flghter aircraft anywhere in
NVN exclusive of the PRC buffer zone 4 and
against primary

. missiles
.0CT sites throughout NVN. TACAIR was

authorized below 30°N after 20 April, TAF

‘began B-52 and TACAIR strikes against the

Thanh Hoa sarea, Routes 1A and 7, and the
Hanol-Vinh railroad south of 20°N under the
nickname Frelghter Captain. On 2 May, the
JCS authorized manned tactical reconnais-
zance south of 25°25'N. Then, on § May in
conjunction with President Nixon's an-
nouncement of the mining of Haiphong
Harbor, the JCS authorized offensive air op-
erations throughout NVN below the PRC
buifer zone. This marked the resumption of
the Interdiction bombing in NVN.

Linebacker

The air Interdiction campaign, nicknamed
Linebacker, was initiated on 10 May 1872
against the NVN transportation and supply
system. The overall goai of the new Line-
backer, like the old Rotling Thunder, was to
bring sufficient pressure on the government
of NVN to cause it to stop open aggression
and support of Insugent operations in South
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.

The alr operations sgainst NVN had been
developed during April under Freedom
Traln. Therefore, the initiation of Line-
backer was primarily a name change
rather than a massive Increase In the
breadth of air operations. The JCS author-
tzed TACAIR and B-52 support “to destroy
and disrupt enemy POL and transportation
resources and LOCs In NVN, e.g., POL stor-
age and pumping stations, rails and roads,
bridges, railroad yards, heavy repsir equip-
ment. railroad rolling stock and trucks.”
The JCS further authorized alr attacks to
neutralize the enemy's defenses, and armed
reconnalssance throughout NVN against
choke polnts and other time-gensitive trans-
portation/interdiction targets outslde of re-
stricted areas. -

The restricted areas were the PRC buffer
rone and the areas within 10 NM of the cen-
ters of Hanol and Haiphong, although the
JCS could validate targets within these

4 The PRC buffer zone was that area within 30
NM of the Chinese border from the Laotian border
east to 108°F and thence within 25 NM of the Chi-
nese border to the Tonkin Gulf,
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TEXT OF VIETNAM RULES OF
ENGAGEMENT

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
in the past 2 weeks I have placed in

the RECORD three Teports prepared by
the Air Force explaining the effect
and evolution of rules of engagement
which hampered and restricted oper-
ations by the Armed Forces in the
Vietham war. These reports reveal
that through 1968, the air campaign
against North Vietnam was centered
on attacking enemy lines of communi-
cation well below Hanoi and Hai-
phong, while primary targets in the
northeast, where the bulk of North Vi-
ethamese war supporting resources
were located, remained almost un-
touched.

The long delay in approving targets
in North Vietnam and plecemeal ap-
proval of such targets unquestionably
contributed to our sireraft and pilot
losses since it gave North Vietnam
time to build up massive air defenses
and to disperse its stocks of war sup-
plies, One point on which military ex-
perts disagreed most vehemently with
civilian managers, who dictated and
wrote the rules of engagement, was
the certainty among professional mill-
tary men that these self-imposed re-
strictions greatly Increased UXSA casu-
alties. .

Targets on the Joint Chiefs of Staff
list could not be hit without the ap-
proval of the Secretary of Defense and
other high ecivillan authority, As s
‘result, the afr eampalgn was less than

optimum. For example, In 1966, as a

result of this procedure, only 22 of 242
targets on the Joint Chiefs of Starf
list of recommended fixed targets were

The charge fs untrue, although I
know that some revisionist historians
are trying to argue it, that military
commanders did not press thelr views
clearly or persistently. Anyone who
takes the time to read book § of the
Pentagon Papers, relative to the air

war in North Vietnam, will find proof

enough that the Joint Chiefs and com-
manders in the fisld repeatedly trans-
mitted to the President and Secretary
of Defense proposals for putting more
pressure on North Vietnam. Over and
over the Chiefs protested the artificia)
Mmitations impeding the achievement
of our Nation's objectives in the war,
To refute critics who obviously do
not know what they are talking about,
I will place In the Rrcorn excerpts
from the Joint Chiefs’ bombing policy
paper submlitted by General Wheeler
to the Clifford group in 1968. This was
a senfor group of advisors convened by
Defense Secretary Clark Clifford {rom
the State and Defense Departments,
the CIA and the White House to
review U.S. involvement in Vietnam,
The cover memo for this paper noted
that “General Wheeler would favor
action to close the Port of Haiphong
through mining or otherwise,” but a
specific paper was not included since
the general had received word that
closing the ports was not an action
President Johnson was going to con-
sider, even as part of a comprehensive
review. This fact itself illusirates what
our military leadership was up against,

‘wel)

I ask that the paper written by the
Joint Chiefs be included in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

The excerpt followe:

EXCERPTS oF BoumRiNG PoLicy

"L The air campaign against Narth Viet-
nam is now entering the fourth year of op-

through October 1967, bowever, has a sig-
nmg:mr. weight of effort been applied
against the major target systems. During

to praweeute the war. Unfartunately, this
Impact waa rapidly overcome. The con-
straints an operations and the change in the
MONsoon weather provided North Vietnam
with numerous oppartunities to recaperate

Wwere rebullt and reconstituted and dispersal
of the massive material aig from communist
countries continued . . ,

“2 ... The viability of the North Viet-
beam military i

In the South . . .

“4. A coordinated and sustained air eam-
palgn could hamper severely the North
Vietnam war effort and the continued sup-

and_from the rest of North Vietnam To
achieve thizs objective, the following tasks
must be performed employing a properly
batanced welght of effort: . :
. "8 Destroy war supporting facflities as
a3 those prodocing items wital {o the

“b. Attack enemy defenses order to pro-
tect our strike forces, destroy enemy gun
crews and weapons, and force the expendi-
ture of munitons.

“c. Conduct air atftacks throughout as
large an area and as continuously as passi-
ble In order to destroy lines of communica-
tion targets and associated facilities, dis-
Persed material and supplies and to exert
maximum suppression of normal actlvities
because of the threat.

“d Altack and destroy railroad rolling
stock, vehicles and waterborme loglistics’
eraft throughout as large an area a5 possi-
ble, permitting minimum sanctuaries. .

“5. Targeting criteria for the effective ac-
complishment of a systematic air campaign

achieve the stated objective. The initia}
changes in operating authoritfes necessary
to the Initiation of an effective air campalgn
are; -
“a. Delete the 30/10NM Hanof Restricted/
Prohibited Area and estabilsh a JINM Hanoi
Congrol Area, '
“b. Delete the 10/4NM Halphong Restriet-
ed/Prohibited Area and establish a2 1L.5SNM
Haiphong Control Area, '
“c. Delete the Special Northeast Coastal
Armed Reconnaissance Area. ) .
“6. The present Restricted Areas around
Hanoi and Halphong have existed since
1965, The Prohibited Areas were created in
December 1866 . . . A reduction of the con-
trol areas would expose approximately 140
additional mlles of primary road, -rail and
waterway lines of communication to armed
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reconnalssance, as well as hundreds of miles
of secondary lines of communication, de-
pendent upon NVN reactions and usage, Ad-
ditional military targets would automatical-
ly become authorized for air strikes under
armed reconnalsgance operating authorities.
This would broaden the target base, spread
the defenses, and thus add to.the cumula-
tive effects of the Interdliction PIrogTam as
well as reducing risk of aircraft loss, . .

*“7. There have been repeated and reliable
intelligence reports that indleate civilians
not engaged in essential war supporting ac-
tivities have been evacuated from the cities
of Hanol end Haiphong. Photographic intel-
ligence, particularly of Halphong, clearly
shows that materials of war are stockpiled
In all open storage areas and along the
streets throughout almost one-half of the
city. Rather than an srea for urban living,
the city has become an armed camp and a
large logistics storage base. Consequently,
&ir strikes in and around these cities endan.
ger personnel primarily engaged directly or
indirectly in support of the war effort.

“8. The special coastal armed reconnais-
sance ared in the Northeast has Ilimited at-
tacks on NVN craft to those within 3 NM of
the NVN coast or coastal lslands. This con-
straint has provided another sanctuary to
assist NVN in accommodating to the inter-
diction effort. . .”

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
in order to assist interest Members,
the media, historians or individual citi-
zens in better understanding the rules
of engagement, I asked Secretary
Weinberger to declassify them. Earlier
this year he agreed and I am now able
to insert in the REcorp for study the
actual text of the rules of engagment
covering South Vietnarm. In the inter-
est of comparison, I will first insert
the rules applicable to air and surface
operations in South Vietnam, dated
June 28, 1968, with 1967 revisions, and
the same rules as they appeared 5
years later on December 30, 1971. Also,
I will insert directive 95-4, establishing
brocedures and responsibilities for
command, control and coordination of
U.S. military air operations in South
Vietnam, both as it was issued on June
28, 1966 and as revised on August 15,
1870. - :

The rules governing bombing in
North Vietnam were included in regu-
lar message traffic and were not in the
form of directives. That message traf-
fic was not retained and is no longer
available.

Mr. President, it must be remem-
bered that our pilots and fighting men
had to memortze every tiniest detafl of
these complicated and lengthy rules
and to implement them under extreme
moments of siress. If anyone ever
again foolishly criticlzes the perform-
ance of our military in the Vietnam
War after having reviewed these mate-
rials, he or she must not understand
the English language.

Mr. President, at this point T wish to
Insert the newly declassified docu-
ments described above.

The material follows:

RESTRICTIONS AND RULFES OF ENGAGFMENT,

RVYK

1. (U) Purpose. To dcfine specific oper-
ational restrictions and rules of engagement
for US eircraft in RVN.
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2.(C) General,

a. All targets selected for an air strike will
be approved by the Province Chief directly
or through higher ARVN authority.

b. All pllots will endeavor to minimize
non-combatant casualties and civilian prop-
erty damage. A strike will not be executed
where identification of friendly forces is in
doubt.

€. All pllots will have a knowledge of the
dispesition of friendly forces and/or civil-
ians prior Lo conducting a strike, This infor-
Enation may come from ground or air brief-
ing.

d. For purposes of this directive, refer-
ences to the Forward Alr Controller (FAC)
alzo encompass and apply to the Marine
Tactical Air Coordinator Alrborne (TACA).

e. USAF, USMC, and USN strike alrcraft
w111 normally be controlied by the following
in the order of preference as listed:

*(1) US Air Force ALO/FAC or Marine
TACA. .

*(2) VNAF FAC/PAQ, )

(3) USAF MSQ-17 (SKY SPOT) or USMC
TPQ-10.

f. In an emergency, when no qualified
means of control is avaliable, the following
personnel may designate the target for
strike aircraft:

(1) The commander of a ground unit or
US advisor engaged with the Viet Cong. .

{2} US pilot of an a{rplane or helicopter
supporting & ground unft, who has radio
contact with the ground unit involved and/
or can identify friendly positions in relation
to enemy positions, .

(3) US pllot of an airplane or helicopter
required to operate within the vicinity of a
hostile village or hamiet for the purpose of
conducting a medical evacuation or supply
mission, and where enemy fire presents an
immediate threat to the lives of the helicop-
ter or transport crew, T

€. Close Air Support missjons that Involve

strikes on hamlets or villages must always

be controlied by a FAC, If the attack on a
village or hamlet is deemed NECessary and is
executed in eonjunction with a ground oper-

ation involving movement of ground forces

through the area, the sttack may be made

" without warning; however, appropriate Us-

GVN-RVNAF sapproval is required, except
in emergencies. If the attack on g village or
hamiet is not in conjunction with any imme-
diate ground operation, the inhabitants
must be warmed by leafletse and/or loud-
speaker system prior to the attack and must
be given sufficient time to evacuate the
area.

3. (C) Specific Instructions for close air
suppert to include interdiction (day or
night).

. B. ALO/FAC will;

(1) Have thorough knowiedge of the
ground scheme of maneuver. *

{2) Make every effort to secure a VNAF
observer to assist in directing an air strike.
If a VNAF observer !s not available, an
ALO/FAC s authorized to direct the air
strike.

(3) Maintain reliable communications with
ground unilt and with strike aircraft.

(4) Make positive identification and mark
the target.

{5) Insure that strike pilots are aware of
friendly locations in relation to target, char-
acleristics of target ares, and local westher
conditions,

{6) Use 1:50.000 scale maps of target area,
and photographs when avalisble.

b. Strike Pilots will:

* Under VFR conditions. when a USAR. USMC,
or YNAF FAC 5 not available, & qualified Army
Target identifying Pliot (TIP) may designale the
target Lo be struck and the ftight ieader of the
strike sircraft wili control the strike.
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(1} Always be under the contro! and have
direct radio contact for a strike with a For-
ward Air Controller or designated control
agency (airborne or ground».

(2) Have visual contact with target or
target marker except as noted in paragraph
{8), below. o

(3) Always * ascertaln the position of
friendly troops {or civilians, when applica-
ble), '

(4) Ascertain local conditions regarding
weather, target area, and surrounding ter-
rain charactertstics. :

(5) Defend themselves against ground fire
providing:

. (a) Source of fire can be visually identi-
led,

(b) The strike can be positively oriented
against the source.

t¢) The fire Is of such intensity that
counter-action Is necessary.

(6) Strike at night only with flares, unless
under control of TPQ-10 or MSQ-17. -

4. (C) Border restrictions for aircraft con-
ducting assigned missions in RVN,

a, Aircraft will not cross the demilitarized
zone or Camboxifan border unless specifical-
1y authorized by COMUSMACY.

b. All FACs operating In the vicinity of
the border will have a 1:50,000 map of the
target aren. Maps, mosaics, and photos will
be made available to the pilots.

¢ Joint operations-intelligence facilities
will be established and complete prestrike
briefings and poststrike debriefings will be
conducted for strikes within 5000 meters of
the border, when practical.

d. Cambodian border restrictions which
are additional to the above: .

(1) Strike aireraft within 5000 meters of

the Cambodian border will be under postive
control of a Forward Air Controller or’
MSQ-71/TPQ-10. The authority to walve-
this requirement 1= restricted to COMUS. -
MACYV or his deslgnated representative. ' 7 -

(2) All organizations respansible for plan-

ning or execution of missions within 5 km of

the border will have posted In operatlons a

1:250,000 or larger scale map on which the

Cambodian border is distinetly marked, on -

the RVN side, to the depth of 5 km.

(3) Alrcraft supporting border outposts

{lre support, reconnaissance, supply, and
transportation) are sllowed to operate as
Decessary in the outpost area, but will nei-
ther cross nor fire across the border. .

(4) Appropriate radar stations will flight
follow alrcraft on missions within 5 km of
the border within equipment capability,

3. (C) Jettison.

2. Munitions will be jettisoned only in des-
ignated jettison areas.

b. During night or IFR conditions, aircraft
will be under positive radar control while
jettisoning.

¢. During day VFR, drops will be monij-
tored by radar whenever possible.

6. (C) US Armed Helicopters.

a US Army and US Marine armed helj-
coplers will be marked "US Army” or "US
Marine,” as appropriate, and may be
manned with all-US crews at the unit com-
manders discretion.

b. If the target involves non-combatants,
such as in & hamlet or village, whenever pos-
sible an RVNAF observer will be aboard the
helicopter and US-GVN-RVNAF approval
to fire must be obtained unless the situation
clearly presents an immediate threat to the
lives of the crew.

7. (C) USAF C-123 aircraft (Ranch Hand),
Ranch Hand aireraft flying Trail Dust mis-
sions in RVN for the purpose of crop de-
struction will be flown under “Farmgate”
rules which require Viethamese markings
on the nircraft and & Vietnamese observer
aboard.

| T
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& (C) Air reconnaissance and aerial sur-
veillance missions.

i Operational restrictions piaced upon re-
connaissance aircrafl nesr the RVN/Cam-
bodian border, for the D of insuring
that inadvertent overflights do not occur,
preclude aerial reconnaissance OVer large
areas within RVN where significant enemy

taking

areas Lo observation and photography, these
restrictions may be waived on a case-by-case

basis.

b. Reconnalssance requests for coverage in
arcas which present a danger of an over-
flight or barder violation will be forwarded
through normal reconnalssance requeat
channels to the TASE. Upon determination
that a waiver is justif jed, Lize request will be
executed. In the event of particularly sensi-
tive complications. coMUSMACY wilt be
the firal determinfng authority.

c. US Army OV-1 aircraft may be armed
with target marking ordniance while on sur-
vel missions. -

g, (U) Air to air restrictions. Commander,
Tth Alr Force, prescribes Rules of engage-
ment and Restrictions for air to alr combat
in RVN. These are published by that head-
quarters In Tactical Air Controf Center
CTACC) Cperating Instructions (O} No 55+
33, 30 March 1966, .

of
“eonduct of the air and surface operations
 ‘writhin the Republic of Vietnan (RVN).
i WA Applicability. This directive s appll-
cable to all MACY staff agencies and subor-
/dinate commands. :
' §.(0) General. -
+ig The changing nature of operations In
the RVN has necessitated & new approach

to the ROE for the employment of {irepow- :

er. The shift o predominantly Repubtle of
Yietnam Armed Forces (RVNAF) operstions
supported and advised by US forces, coupled
with a clvilian populace that Is less fnclined
to observe curfews and restricted areas,
makes it imperative to ensure against the
indiscriminate use of firepower. While the
i effectiveniess in combat
operations,
avoid civilian casualties,
struction of private property.
diminishing resources. Accomplishment of
these objectives requires that the ROE be
adnered to by all friendly armed forces.

b. This directive will not be modifted by
subordinate commanders nor will direetives
modifying of interpreting substantive rules
in this directive be published by subordinate
commands. Unit commanders are author-
zed o issue instructions to users, provided
such instructions do not circumvent the
gubstantive rules contained

¢. This directive will serve
standing operating D ures for the con-
duct of all fires to jnclude artillery, moTtar,
{ank, riverine, strike aircraft, armed hellcop-
ters, alr defense artillery, and maval gunfire.

d.ltlsnol.t.heintento.f this directive o °

restrict any commander from exercising the
ipnherent right and
fense ol his forces.
jons must establish a
force and weapons necessary to gccomptish
their mission yetl ensure safety of noncom-
patants who are in the area.

4. () Responstbility. :

a Advisors will take all necessary advisory
action to encourage RVNAF compllarnce
with these ROE.

b. Benior tsctical commanders and senior
advisors wilk:

‘doar guns are

to friendly forces
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() In coordination with their RVNAF
counterparis, where applicable, insure that
all units conduct operations in sccordance
with this and develop positive,

ractical, snd understandable target clear-
ance procedures to preclude error or misun-

the contents of this directive,
emphasis on procedures pertaining
ance for fires and air strikes. Periodic test-
ng of personnel o their knowledge of ROE
is encouraged.

in with this directive. 1f the re-
quest of & RVNAF unit {alls outside the pro-
yisions of thix directive. the advisor will take
u't.lonwsuspendt.heUS fire support which
iz I violation of the ROE

8, (U0 Definittons.

a Alr Strike. An attack on specific objec-
tives by fghter, bomber, or attack aircraft
on en olfensive -misslon. ARC LIGHT
strikes will be governed by MACYV Direclive
g5-T4(S) .

b. Armed Belicopters. For the purposes of
this dlrective, all helicopters having an at-
tached delivery system {ncluding
armed hellcopters.

e, Close Air Support. Alr attacka against
hostlle targets which are in close proximity

and which require de-
of eack alr mission with

direct or -ndirect fire
weapans. It does not nclude devloes guch as
mechanical ambushes, boohy twaps, and
mines unless command detonated.

{. Hostile Watereraft. A watercralft or
vessel (surface or subsurface} which is en-
gaged in one of the following acts:

(1) Attacking or actng fn a manner which
indicates within reasonable certainty as
ntent to attack US or friendly forces or In-
stallations, lreluding the unauthorized land-
g of troops or matertal or friendly terri-
tory.

¢2) Laying mines within triendly territorl-
al seas or inland waters without permission
of the Government of Vietnam (GVN).

(3r Direct support of artacks against
friendly forces :

g Inhabited Ares. Inctudes any dwelling
or group of gwellings as well as established
hamlets and vilages that do not quallfy as

Clearance Authority. The U.S.
military clearance authorities are the senlor
tactical commanders. senfor advisors or
their authorized representalives, The RVN
military clearsnce puthorities are the

ARVN corps ers of their author-
1zed representatives
L Political Clearance Authority. The RVN

province chiefs, or thelr authorized repre-
gentatives are the political clearance &u-
thority for their respective provinces.

{. Senior T Commanders and Senior
Advisors. Includes cG, XXav Corps/BA, 1
Corps and MR L5 DIR/SA., ERAG/USAR-
MYF MR 2; DEA/CG. USARMYF MR
CG, TRAC/SA, HI Corps and MR 3, CG.
DRAC/SA, TV Corps and MR 4. COMNAV-
FORVICHNAVADVGP and Cdr, 1th AF/
SA, Vietnamese Alr Force (VNAF).
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k. Specified Strike Zones (SSZ}) An area
designated for a specific period of Lime by
an ARVN corps commander in which there
are no friendly forces oOT populace and in
which targels may be attacked on the initia-
tive of US, Free World Military Aszistance
Forces ( 3, or RVNAP eommanders.
SSZ will not be referred to as ~{ree fire
zones.” Furthermore, the term *“free fire
zone” will not be used under any circum-
stances. -

1. Strike Afrcraft Fixed wing alreralt of
the fighter. bomber. and attack classifica-
tion capable of eonducting an air strike.

m. Troops In Contact ¢TIC)- A unit is con-
gidered In contact when it s engaged with
an enemy force, belng fired upon, and re-
turning {lre. The supperted unit command-
er 3 responsible for making the “in contact”
determination.

n Urtan Area. Those areas depicted as
built-up areas on an Army Map Service
1:50,0:00 scale map.

o Waters.

(1) Territorial. The beilt of sea adiacent 10
the RVN coast three miles wide measured
from the Jow water mark.

() Inland. Walers to landward of the ter-
ritorial sea. .

¢3? Internationat. Waters to seaward of
the territorial sea. - .

8. (C) General rules.

& All possible means will be employed to
limit the risx to the lives and property of
friendly forees and clvilians. In this respect,
& target must be clearly ldentified as hostile
rprmrwmakmtndeeﬂnnwmﬁtennn.
.- Precantionary messares will be taken to
avoid the violaiion of aperationa? and na--

tary targets are places of religlous or histar-
.iexl value and public or bulldings
and dwellings. When the epemy has shel-
tered himsell or defensive posl-
tions in mich places,
or higher commander must posttively ident-
fy the preparation for, or execution of, hos-
tlle enemy acts before ordering an attack.
During the attack, weapons and forces used
will be those which will insure prompt
defeat of enemy forces with minimum
damage to structures in the area.
& The exception to the above policy is the
palace compound in Hue Chtadel. For this
specilic area, commanders will empioy rlot
and take all other passible

commander's mission.
f. Riot contxol agents (HCAL will be used
to the maiimum extent possible. RCA can

tions, -
danger to civilians
struction of civilian property.

g. The ARVN corps commander in each
MR has the authority fo designate, modify,
suspend lemporarily, or cancel a SSZ. Noti-
fication of 58Z designation, maodification,
temporary n, or cancellation will
be disseminated by the ARVN corps coin-
mander to all commands operating in the
MR with a minimum ef 72 hours notifica-
tion prior to the change becoming effective.
Notlfication of US and will be
through US command channels. Requests
for 5S7 changes will be submitted to the
ARVN corps commander via sppropriate
gommand channels : ‘
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h. Specific ROE for the employment of
weapons and weapoh systems {n the RVN
are outlined at Annexes A through D.

7. (U) Reporta. This directive requires no
report.

8. (U) References.

a. MACYV Directive 95-4(C),

b. MACV Directive 85-14(5).

¢. MACV Directive 335-12(U).

d. MACV Directive 525-3(U).

e. MACV Directive 525-8.

{. MACV Directive 525-11(C).

E. MACV Directive 525-11(C).

h. MACV Directive 525-216(C).

{. 7th AF OPORD 71-%TS)

RULES OF ENGAGEMENT—SURFACE WEAFONS

1. () Purpose This annex provides guid-
ance for the control of organic weapons and
the artillery, mortar, tank, naval, and river-
ine gunfire provided to the surface com-
mander by US, FWMAF, and RVNAF.

2.(C) General.

&. These rules of engagement apply to the
conduct of surface operations to include the
employment of artillery, mortar, tank,
naval, and riverine gunfire by US, FWMAF,
and RVNAT In both offensive and defensive
situations within the RVN. These rules also
apply to the employment of US, FWMAP,
and RVNAF {ire support resources in cross
service support missions for all forces.

b. Artillery, mortar, tank, naval, and river-
ine gunfire requires that care and attention
be exercised In the formulation of fire re-
quests and the application of all gunnery
techniques. The exerclseof sound judgment
on the part of ali personnel involved in orig-
inating requests for fire, solving the gun-
nery problem, and exercising precise gun-
nery procedures will provide the best assur-
ance against endangering friendly forces
and noncombatanis or destroying civilian
property.

. ¢ Procedures npplicable to the econduct
and control of naval gunfire are contained
In the effective CTG 70.8 Operation Order
320. Market Time unites will comply with
the provisions of COMCOSURVFOR Oper-
ation Order 201. -

3. (C) Conaduct of Fire.

a. Every effort will be made to observe
fires regardless of the target location, Unob-
served fires will be employed only where ab-
solutely necessary for mission accomplish-
ment and will be in accordance with the erj-
teria outlined herein.

b. SSZ. Unobserved fire mey be directed
aguinst all targets and target areas located
within a SSZ after obtaining military clear-
ance,

c. Uninhabited Areas Qutside a SSZ.

{1) In uninhabited aresas, fire may be di-
rected against Viet Cong (VC)/North Viet-
namese Army (NVA) forces in contact with-
out obtaining mlilitary or political clearance.

(2) Observed fire may be direcled against
targets of opportunity which are clearly
jdentified as hostlle without obtaining mili-
tary or political clearance.

(3} Unobserved flres may be dlrected at
targets and target areas clearly identified as
hostile, other than VC/NVA forces in con-
tact, after obtaining military and political
clearance,

d. Inhabited Areas. Fire missions directed
ageinst known or suspected VC-NVA targets
in, or in the immediate vicinity of, inhabited
areas will be conducted as follows:

(1) Inhabited areas from which hostile
fire is received.

{a) Suriasce commanders of units engaged
in operations involving the maneuver of sur-
face forces in or through inhabited aress
may respond with direct fire without prior
warning and without prior ciearance if, in
the judgment of the comunander, his mis-

[
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sion or troops would be jeopardized by such
warning or delay. However, response should
be designed for self-protection and directed
only at the source of hostile fire,

{b} Indirect fire missions will be controlled
by an observer and may be executed after
approval of the political and military clear-

nace authority. The only exception to the’

clearance requirement would be a situation
in which the hostile fire presents an imme-
diate threat to friendly forces despite the
employment of direct fire.

{2) Inhabited areas contalning observed or
suspected VC/NVA targets but from which
hostile fire iz not received,

{a) Surface commanders may initiate
direct fire agsinst positively identified

enemy targets after securinz political and
military clearance,

{b) Indirect fire missions wlll be controlled
by an observer and executed only after po-
litical and mllitary clearance hes been
granted. Civilians will be given prior warn-
ing by leaflets, loudspeakers, or other ap-
propriate means and given sufficient time to
evacuate the area.

(3) Inhabited areas not immediately asso-
ciated with the maneuver of surface forces
will not be fired upon without prior warning
by leaflets, loudspeaker, or other eppropri-
ate means, even though' fire is received
therefrom. Should {riendly troops be placed
in jeopardy, the provisions of paragraph
ad(1), above, apply.

e, Urban Areas.

(1) Fire missions directed rgainst known
or suspected VC/NVA targets in urban
areas must preclude unnecessary danger to
clvilians and destruction of civilian proper-
ty.

(2) Fire support in urban areas will be gov-
erned by the following:

{(a) Approval by both the senlor tactical
commander and the ARVN corps command-
er is required to conduct fire missions in
urban areas. This authority will not be dele-

gated except for the buili-up areas of -

Saigan, Cholon, and Gia Dinh City. CG,

. TRAC, is authorized to delegate authority
to Commanding Officer, Capitol MDitary °
Assistance Team, for the employment of in- -

direct fire in these areas. No further delegn-

. tion 1s authorized.

(b}Allindlrectﬂremlslonswﬂlbemn
trolled by an observer. .

{¢) Direct fire, flat trajectory weapons are
authorized in & direct fire role in urban
areas at the discretion of a battalion or
higher commander without the prior ap-
proval of the senior tactical commander, or,
in the case of Saigon, Cholon, and Gia Dinh
City, Lhe Commanding Officer, Capital MiH-
tary Assistance Team. Direct fire weapons
will be used to the maximum in the elimina.
tion of enemy strong points or fortified
structures in urban areas. All types of muni-
tions, except Incendlary. may be used In
direct fire weapons including ﬂechett.e (bee-
hive), HEAT, and canister roun

(d) Maximum use will be lm.de of helicop-
ters to maneuver troops and heavy weapons
to roofs of key bulildings and other locations
to expedite cordoning.

{e) Prior to firing upon urban areas, leaf-
lets, loudspeakers, or other appropriate
means will be utilized to warn &nd secure
the cooperation and support of the civilian
populace even though fire Is received from
these areas,

{. Watercralt.

(1} Fire will not be employed against wa-
terborne craft in international or RVN terri-
torial (coastal) walers unless the craft is
positively identified as hostile and firing
clearunce Is granted by the appropriate
coastal zone commander or coastal survell-
lance center.

(2} Return of fire when fired upon and
firing in support of friendly forces receiving
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hostile fire In RVN territorial or interna.
tional waters 1s authorized if the watercraft
is positively identified as hostile,

{3) Nlumination rounds are nuthorized
over RVN territorial or internationa) waters
when specifically requested or cleared by a
coastal survelllance center.

g. Vicinity of the RVN Border. Fire rniu-
sions along or across the RVN border will be
in accordance with current MACV border
and eross-border authorities.

RULES OF ENGAGEMENT—STRIKE AIRCRAFT '

OPERATIONS

1. () Purpose. This annex defines ROE
for US, FWMAF, and RVNAF fixed wing
strike aireraft in the RVN.

2. {C) General.

a. All pilots will receive an alr or ground
briefing to determine the disposition of
{rlendly forces and civilians prior to inijtiat-
ing an air to ground attack.

b. Pilots will endeavor to minimize civilian
casualties and clvilian property damage. Air
attacks will not be. executed where identifi-
cation of friendly forces is in doubt.

¢. US strike afrcraft may be controlled by
any of the following:

(1) US Forward Air Controller (FAC).

(2) VNAF FAC/Forward Air Observer
(FAD).

(3) Flight leader controt utilizing US Air
Force LORAN or beacon-tracking, sensor-
equipped aircraft.

(4) US Alr Force NSQ-77 (SKY SPOT).

(5) US OV-10 alrcraft commanders. In an
emergency, US OV-10¢ aircraft commanders
may mark a targel for themselves and

expend their own ordnance. They may also - -

exercize FAC control of each other when
operating in elements of two or more.

d. In an emergency, when compllance with '

the provisions of paragraph 2c¢, above, is not.. _
possible, the following personnel may dslz-
nate the target for strike aireraft:

(1) The commander of & aompnny or
larger ground unit or U8 ndvisorolanyuni
engaged with enemy forces. :

{2) The US, FWMAP, or RVNA.F pllot of
&n alreraft supporting s ground unit, who

_has radio contact with the greund unit in-

volved and can identify friendly and enemy
positions.

(3) The US, FWMAF, or RVNAF pilot of .

an alreraft required t.o operate within the

vicinity of a host.ue Inhabited area for the-

purpose of conducting medical evacuation

or supply missions and where enemy fire ~

presents an immediate threat to the lives of
the aircraft crew.

e. commanders of units assigned strike alr-
craft will ensure that records of ordnance
expended are maintained a minimum of
three months. Records will include as & min-
Imum:

(1) Type and amount of ordinance expend-
ed on each target.

{2) Coordinates of target.

{3) Date and time of Initial and final en-
gagement of the target, -

{4) Unlt supported.

3. (C) Conduct of fire. .

& S5SZ. Air attacks against targets or
target areas in a SSZ. excluding the Demili-
tarized Zone, may be made under flight
leader control after obtalning military clear-
ance,

b. Uninhabited areas outside a 5SZ. Mill-
tary and politieal clearance are required for
airstrikes against targets in uninhabited
areas oulside g SSZ except:

(1) When in close support of friendly
troops In contact (paragraph 4, below).

(2) When returmning ground fire (para-
graph 4b(5), below),

c. Inhabited Areas. Fixed wing aireraft
close air support missions that involve
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strikes in inhabiled areas must de controfled
by a FAC and be initiated only after politi-
cal clearance has been obtaihied. The con-
duct of such air operations aiso must be ap-
proved by the attacking batialion or higher
commander.

(1> An attack deemed necessary on an in-
habited area may be made without warning
(prescribed in paragraph 3c(2) below) or
delay provided all three of the following re-
quirements are satisfied:

(a} Enemy fire s being received from the

area.

(b) The attack is executed !n coniunction
with a ground operation Involving the move-
ment of ground forces through the area.

tc) In the judgement of the battalion or
higher commander, his mission would be
jcopardized by prior warning.

¢2) If the attack on an inhabited area is
pot In conjunction with an immediate
ground operation, the inhabitants must be
warned by leaflets, loudspeakers, or other
appropriate means prior to the attack, and
given sufficient time to evacuate the aref.
Once the Inhabitants of 2 target area have
-been adequately warned that the area has
been selected as a targel and given suffi-
cient tine to evacuate, the ares may then be
gtruck without further warning. An excep-

.tion may be made for herbicide missions in
cases where prior warning may jeopardize
the safety of the spray aircraft (MACV Di-
_rective 525-216). .

d. Urban Areas. &ir attacks directed
agalnst known or suspected VC/NVA tar-

' gets in urban areas must preclude unneces-
“gary danger to eivillans and destruction of

and by their nature re-

- . " quire greater restrictions than the rules of

* " engagement for less populated areas There-

: ‘fore, the following gpecific U8, GVN, and
RVNAF clearance procedures and restric-

" _tlons must be strictly adhered to:

.51 Approval by both the senlor tactical
‘commander and the ARVN corps command-

‘er s required to conduct alr attacks in -

urban areas inciuding support of RVNAF.
“This authority will not be delegated except
for the built-up areas of Saigon, Cholon,
and Gia Dinh City. CG. TRAC, is author-
Ized to delegate authority to Commanding
Officer, Capitol Military Assistance Team,
for the employment of US and FWMAF tac-
tical zir in these areas. No further delega-
tion is authorized.

(2) Air attacks In urban areas wiil be con-
trolled by a FAC. :

(3) Prior to subjecting urban areas to an
air attack. even when fire is belng received
from the area, the \nhabitants must be
warned by leaflets, loudspeakers, or other
gppropriate means prior to the attack and
given sufficient time to evacuate the arca.

e. Watercraft.

(1) Fixed wing aircraft are nat authorized
to engage watercraft of any description in
international or RVN territorial {(coastal)
waters, except as authorized in paragraph
3e(3) below. This restriction does not deny
aircraft commanders the right to return
hostile fire in the exercise of self-defense.

(2) Watercraft on Inland waters may be
engaged after being positively identified as
hostile and with milltary and political clear-
ance granted. During hours of announced

. eurfews, &ny waterborne craft on inland
waters may be presumed hostile and en-
gaged after military and political clearance
has been granted. -

(3) Specific Instructions for engagement
of watercralt by, fixed wing alrcraft in the
Tran Hung Dac Filteen and Market Time
tactical area of responsibility {(TAOR):

(a) Tran Hung Dao Fiftcen and Market
Time TAOR is defined as the water area off
the coast of the RVN out to a distance of

. forty nautical miles. The northeastert

ed control agency,
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boundary iz 17 degrees North Latitude; and
the northwestern boundary is the seaward
extension of the RVN/GKR torder.

(b) Fixed wing aircraft will not engage wa-
tercrait in this TAOR except in support of
TRAN HUNG DAO FIFTEEN or MARKET
TIME surface forces.

(c) Surface craft must be positively identi-
fied as hostile and firing clearance must be
granted by the appropriate coastal zone
commander or coastal surveillance center
except when [iring is in support of a TRAN
HUNG DAQ FIFTEEN or MARKET TIME
unit under actual attack.

4. (C) Speciflc Instructions for Close Air
Support (Day or Night).

a. The FAC will: -

(1) Have a thorough knowledge of the
scheme of ground maneuver.

(2) Maintain reliable communications with
the ground unit and strike alrcraft.

(3) Make positive identification and mark
the tarzet.

(4) Insure that strike pilots are aware of
friendly locations in relation to target, char-
acteristics of target area, and jocal weather
conditions.

(5) Use 1:50,000 or larger scale maps of
target area and photographs when avail.
abie.

b. During a strike, pllots of strike alrcraft
will:

(1) Always be under the control of, and in
direct radlo contact with, & FAC or designat-
alrborne or ground,
except in & 8SZ when flight leader control is
authorized {see paragraph 3a. above).

. (2) Have visual contact with the target or

target marker. During night strikes, the

. target must be visually identified through

{llum!nation e.g., iumination flares, ground
marking flares, fires, lunar Hllumination, ete.
A waiver of this requirement 18 granted for
alrcraft equipped with night observation de-
vices.

.(3) Always ascertaln the position of

-friendly forces (or civilians when applica-

bie).

(4) Ascertain Jocal conditions regarding
weather, target area, and surrounding ter-
rain characteristics.

(5) Defend themselves against ground fire
provided: )

(a) The source of the fire can be visually
jdentified.

(b} The strike .can be positively oriented
against the source.

(¢} The fire is of such Intensity that coun-
teraction is necessary.

(8) Utilize LORAN or beacon-tracking
sensor systems for {nstrument flight rules
(IFR) deliveries. Alrcrews making LORAN
or beacon-tracking, sensor-directed strikes
will be in direct radio contact with a desig-
nated control agency, alrborne or ground,
except in an S8Z.

5. (TN Alr Interdiction. Air Interdiction
missions will be conducted and controlled in
accordance with paragraphs 3 and 4, above.

8. (C) Vicinity of the RVN border.

a. US and FWMAT military fixed wing alr-
craft will not penetrate the DMZ, Laotian,
or Khmer Republic airspace unless specifi-
cally suthorized by COMUSMACYV/DEP-
COMUSMACYV for Air, 7th AF.

b. All FAC operating in the vicinity of the
borders will have & 1:50,000 or Iarger scale
map of the target ares Maps, mosaies, and
photographs will be made available to the
pllots whenever possible.

7. {C) Jettison,

. Munitions will be jettisoned In designat-

ed jettison areas.
b, During nlght or IFR conditions, alreraft
will be under positive radar control while
jettison!ng, except during emergencies as in-
dicated in paragraph 7d, below.

o =
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¢. During day visual fiight ruies (VFRI,
jettisors will be monitored by radar when-
ever possible.

d. Aircraft may Jjettisen munitions in
other than designated areas during emier-
gencies when there is an immediate threat
of injury to the crew or damage to the air-
craft. Every effort will be made to insure
that munitions are not jettisoned so that
they impact into or near inhabited areas.

e. Emergency jettisoning of herbicides will
be reported immediately to the MACYV Com-
mand Center giving daie-time, coordinates,
agents, volume, and circumstances.

8. {C) Alr Reconnaissance and Aerial Sur-
velllance Missions, Aerial reconnaissance
and surveillance missions conducted In the
vicinity of the DMZ, Khmer Republic or
Laotian border, and in Khmer Republic, La-
otian, or North Vietnamese airspace will be
in accordance with authorities established
by separate MACYV directives.

9. (U7 Alr to Alr Restrictions. Tth AF rules
of engagement for air-to-alr combat In the
RVN are published in 7th AF OPORD 1T1-T.

RULES OF ENGAGEMENT— ARMED HELICOFTER
OPERATIONS

1. (U) Purpose. This annex defines spectfic
operational restrictions and rules of engage-
ment for US, FWMAF, and RVNAF armed
helicopters operating in the RVN.

2. (C) General. .

a Ordnance delivery systems in armed
helicopters will be fired only when author-

- ized by the aireraft commander. .

b. All pilots and gunirers will receive an air
-or ground briefing to determine the disposi-
“tion of friendly forces and clvilians prior to
" inftiating an air attack. . .

“e. Pllots and gunners will-endeavor to min-
imize civilian casualties and civilian proper-
ty damage. Air attacks will not be executed
where identification of friendly forces is In
doubt. ’ "

d, Commanders of unlts assigned helicop-
ters with an attached wespons aystem
which is fired by the pllot or copilot will
ensure that records of ordnance expended
are maintained for a minimum of three
months. Records will include as a minimum:

(1) Type and amount of ordnance expend-
ed on each target.

(2) Coordlnates of each target.

(3) Date and time of initial and final en-
gagement of the target.

(4> Unit supported.

e. Pllots of armed helicopters will:

(1) Fire only when all three of the follow-
ing reguirements are satisfied:

(8) They are under the control of, and in
direct radlo contact with the designated
control agency, airborne or ground, except
in a SSZ when a designated flight leader s
authorized to control. R

(b The target or target marker can be vis-
ually identiffed. '

tc) Friendly and civilian positions are post-
tively identifted.

(2) Ascertain local conditions regarding
weather, target area, and surrounding ter-
tain characteristics. .

(3) Defend themselves against ground fire
provided:

(a) The source of fire can be visually iden-
tified.

(b) The return fire can be positively ori-
ented against the source.

. L. The foliowing personnel may designate
targets for armed hellcopters. -

(I' The commander of a ground or VNN
surface unit or the US advisor of any unit In
eontact with enemy forces. -

(2) The US, . or RVNAF pilotof a

helicopter supporiing a ground unit. who
has radio contact-with the ground unit and

3
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can identify friendly positions in relation to
enemy positions.

(3) The US, FWMAF, or RVNAF pllot of &
helicopter required to operate in the vicini-
ty of a hostlle inhabited area for the pur-
pose of conducting medical evacuation or
supply missions, and where enemy fire pre-
gents an immediate threat to the lives of the
helicopter crew,

g Alrborne test firing of weapons will be
conducted only after obtaining military and
political clearance.

h. When appropriate, US Army, US Alr
Force and U8 Navy armed helicopter oper-
ations will be coordinated within the oper-
ationsel area with controller aircraft of the
other services,

. 3.4C) Conduct of fire.

8. SSZ. Armed helicopters may attack lar-
gets and target mareas in a SSZ, excluding
the DMZ, after obtalning military clear-
ance.

b. Uninhabited Areas Outside an SSZ
Military and political clearanhces Are re-
quired to engage targets in uninhabited
areas outside an SSZ except.

(1) When in close support of friendly
troops in contact.

(2) When returning ground fire (para-
graph 21(3), above).

¢. Inhabited Areas, .

(1) Armed helicopters involved In air at-
tacks on Inhabited areas must receive the
approval of, and always be In direct radio
contact with; the designated control agency
of the responsible ground commander. At-
tacks may be Initinted after military and po-
litical clearances have beeh obtained.

(2) If the attack on an inhabited area
from which enemy fire is being received is
deemed necessary, the attack may be made
without warning (as prescribed in para-
graph 3c(3), below) or delay provided all
three of the following requirements are sat-
‘Isfied.

{a) The enemy flre is belng received from
the area.

(b) The attack s executed in conjunction
with = ground operation involving the move-
ment of ground forces through the area, -

t¢c) In the judgement of the commander,
his mission would be jeopardized by prior

warning.

(3} If the attack on an inhabited area is
not in conjunction with an immediate
ground operstion, the inhabitants must be
warned by leaflets, loudspeakers, or some
other appropriate means prior to the attack
and given sufficlent thme to evacuate the
area. Onece tbe inhabitants of a target area
have been ndequately warned that the ares
has been selected a8 & target and glven suffl-
tlent time to evacuate, the area may then be
attacked without further warning.

d. Urban Areas.

(1) Air attacks directed against known or
suspected VC/NVA targets In urban areas
must preclude unnecessary danger to civil-
ians or destruction of civiliap property, and
by their nature require greater restrictions
than the rules of engagement for less popu-
ianted areas. Approval by both the senlor tac-
tical commander and the ARVN crops com-
mander Is required to conduct US and
FWMAPF alr attacks in urban areass, includ-
ing supporting RVNAF. This authority will
not be delegiated with the exception of the
bullt-up areas of Salgon, Cholon, and Gia
Dinh City. CG, TRAC, is authorized to dele-
gate suthority to Commarnding Officer,
Capital Military Assistance Team, for em-
ployment of armed helicopters in the bullt-
up areas of Saigon. Cholon, and Gia Dinh
City. No further delegation is authorized

(2) Only point targets. eg., a specific
building, will be engaged and these targets
must be positively identified to the pilot.
The engagement of area targets in urban
aress Is prohibited.
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€3) Prior to subjecting urban areas to air
attack, even when fire is received from the
area, the Inhabitants must be warned by
leaflets, loudspeakers, or some other appro-
priate means prior to the attack and given
sufficient time to evacuate the area

e, Watercraft.

{1) Helicopters are not authorized to
engage watercraft of any description iIn
international or RVN territorial {(coastal}
waters except as authorized in paragraph
3e(3), below. This restriction does not deny
alrcraft commanders the right to retumn
hostile fire in the exercise of self-defense.

<{2) Watercraft on Inland waters may be
engaged after belng positively identified as
hostlle and with military and political clear-
ance granted. During hours of announced
curfews, any waterborne ¢raft on inmnd
waters may be presumed hostile and en-
gaged after military and political clearances
have been granted. .

(3} Speclic Instructions for engagement
of watercruft by helicopters in the Tran
Hung Dao Fifteen and Market Time Taor:

{(a) Tran Hung Dag Fifteen and Market
Time Taor is defined as the water area off
the coast of the RVN out to a distance of
forty nauticel miles. The northeastern
boundary is 17 degrees North Latitude; and
the northwestern boundary is the seaward
extension of the RVN/GKR border.

(b) Helicopters 5111 not engage watercraft
in this Taor except in support of Tran Hung
Dao Fifteen or Market Time surface forces.

{¢) Surface c¢raft must be positively identi-
fied as hostile and firing clearance must be
granted by the appropriste coastal zone
commander or coastal surveillance center
except when firing is in support of & Tran
Hung Dao Fifteen or Market Time unit
under actual attack.

4, (C) Jettizon.

a Munitions will be jettizoned in designat-
ed jettizon areas.

b. During night or IFR conditions, aireraft
will be under positive radar control while
jettisoning, except during emergencies cov.
ered in paragraph 4¢, below. e

c. Afreraft may jettison munitions in other
than designated areas during emergencies
when there is an immediate threat of injury
to crew or damage to the alreraft. Every
effort will be made to ensure that munitions
are not jettisoned so0 that they impact into
or near inhabited areasg, .

4. Emergency jettisoning of herbicides will
be reported immediately to the MACV Com-
meand Center glving date-time, coordinates,
agent, volume, and clreumstances.

5. (C) Vieinity of the RVN Border.

a US and FWMAF mililary rotary wing
ajrcraft will not penetrate the DMZ, Lao-
tian, or Ehmer Republic alrspace unless
specifically authorized by COMUSMACV/
DEPCOMUSMACYV for Alr, Tth AF.

b. Aerial reconnalssance flights along or
near the Cambodian or Laotian border are
vital to the security of the RVN and US de-
fense efforts. However, extreme caré must
be exercised in planning and executing in-
country missions by reconnaissance aircraft
of all services to ensure that inadvertent
over{lights do not occur. All aircraft in-
volved in coordinating close alr support and
operating in the vicinity of the border will
have a 1:50,000 or larger scale map of the
target arean Maps, mosaics, and photo-
graphs will be made avallable to pilots
whenever possible.

RULEs or ENGAGEMERT—AIR DEFENEE

1. {UJ) Purpose. This annex provides guid-
ance for the interception and identification
of unknown aircraft, and the engagement of
hostiie aircraft in the territorial airspace of
the RVN.
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2. (C) Genersal.

a . In accordance with directives of the
services concerned, the individuals occupy-
ing the following positions have been dele-
gated authority to declare alrcraft hostlle
and to direct engagement:

(1) Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations, Tth.

AY, Tan Son Nhut, or his designated repre- .

sentative, for US actions.

(2) Commander, VNAF Tactical Alr Con-
trol Center (TACC), Tan Son Nhut, for
RVNAF actions,

b, Coordination will be maintain between
USAF TACC and VNAF TACC to avoid ac-

tions which may endanger friendly forces or -

Interfere with authorized operations.

¢. Caution and judgment will be exercised
in directing the engagement of unknown
aircraft. Consideration must to given to the
possibility that such engagement could be
contrary to US and RVN interests. Exam-
ples of such Instance Include:

(1) Civilian airetaft which intrude into
RVN airspace because of navigational error
or equipment malfunction

(2) Communist aircraft whose aircrews or
passengers desire to defect.

3, (C) Hostile Acts. The following or simi.
Iar acts of known enemy alrcraft, missiles,
and drones or aircraft which remain uniden-
tified shall be considered hostile uniess
other clrecumstances clearly show that such
act do not involve & clear and present
dahger:

a Aircraft releasing bombs, launching
missiles, or firing guns, rockets, torpedoes,
or other weapons at any water, alr, or
ground target other than on recognized
firing ranges.

b. Alreraft conducting minelaying oper- ’

ations nlong the approaches to or in territo-
rial (coastal) waters of the RVN, :
. Alreraft not obviously in distress, releas-

Ing parachutes or towing gliders over the -

territorial
the RVN. .
d. Alrcraft opening fire on interceplor air-

{¢toastal) waters of land masses of

craft maintaiping survellance, or engaging )

in other aggressive actions which indicate.

that the aircraft is preparing to attack
friendly aircraft, vessels, installations, or
personnel ’

e. Alrcraft opening bomb bay doors or per-
forming other actions which indicate that
bombs may be dropped or missles {ired, -

{. Missiles or drones not known to have

been fired or lsunched by {riendly forces or
whose track indicates a possible threat to
friendiy forces.
- g. Alrcraft visually identified as belonging
to s communist bloc country, operating
within the boundaries of territorial waters
or land masses where means of diverting or
bringing the afrcraft under contrel are not
feasible, unless it has proper clearance or is
obviously in distress.

4. {(C) Procedures.

. & Alrcraft, missiles and drones declared
hostile under the provision of paragraph 3,
rbove, will be engaged and destroyed. En-
gagement orders will be directed by the offi-
cers designated in paragraph 2a. above, and
passed to US or VNAYF interceptor alrcrews
by the senlor director of the appropriate
Contro! and Reporting Center (CRC). .

b. The engagement of hostile aircraft, mis-
siles, or arones by US Army of US Navy alr
defense artillery hatteries or surface to alr
missiles placed in defense of installations
will be as prescribed by the commander re-
sponsible for the air defense of the respec-
tive area

c. If an armed attack is initlated against
US, FWMAF, or RVNAF mlilitary or non-
military personnel, aircraft, vessels, or in.
stallations in RVN territory, interceptor air-

.
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' "'by the ground commander
* " - targets In close proximity to triendly forces
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crews will take immediate and aggressive
protective measures.

d. Visual identification of airborne objects
will be made before firlng unlesa the track
has been designated hostile by proper au-
thority or Indicates commitment of 3 hostile

act.

e. Precise location of triendly aircraft, ves-
gels. and ground forces will be ascertained
prior to lssulng a clearance to engage enemy
alreraft, misslles, or drones. Clearance will

. not be granted to engage slow speed targets

{f the track extends into an area occupied
by ships.

f. In those circumstances where an intrud-
Ing sircraft, missile, or drone is to be inter-
cepted and escorted, but not engaged, the
International Interception Signals and Pro-
cedures published In the Enroute Supple-
ment of the Flight Information Pubiication
(FLIP) will be used.

-

AviATION: U.S, OFERATIONS in RVN (T)
-1, (U) Purpose.

a. ‘To establish the procedures and respon-
sibilities for command, control, and coordl-
nation of United States (US) military alr oD~
eritions In the Republic of Vietnam (RVN}
"', To publish the rules of engagement and
restrictions for military air operations in

RVN.

2. (U) Definitions.
. a. Bpecified Strike Zones. Those areas ap-
proved by & province chief where strikes
may be conducted without additional politi-

, cal clearance. Whenever possible, a FPAC will

“support these strikes.
b, Close Alr Support. Alr action requested
against hos

and which requires integration of each air
“mission with the fire and movement of the
~ground forces. Due to the widespread inter-
mingling of friendly forces and populations

- with enemy forces, GVN political and tactl-

¢cal approval of all strikes within RVN Is Te-
quired, therefore harassment and interdle-

jons.

¢. Joint Alr Ground Operations System
(JAGOS). A compusite of integrated com-
mand and control systems which includes
the MACV Command and Control System,
the Army Alr Ground System (AAGS), and
the Alr Forces Tactical Alr Control System
{TACS).

3. (C) General.

Free World Milltary Assistance Forces (Us/
FWMAPFP

).

b. All services operate through portions of
the same air space and are frequently em-
ployed on joint and combined operations.
Each possesses to some degree the capabil-
ity to accomplish missions normally ss-
signed to another service. Therefore, close
cooperation and coordination are required
to assure that efforts are complementars,
integrated, and achieve the most elfective
results.

c. Enroute Air Traffic Control 18 a func-
tion of the Director of Civil Aviation. It is
exercised through the Jolnt VN/US Alr Co-
ordination Committee which coordinates
the use of civil and military communication
and navigation facilities and personnel. Ter-
minal Alr Fraffic Control i & function of
the supported force commander s defined
by MACV Directive 95-5, subject: Flight Fa-
cilities in the RVN. and MACYV Directive 95-
9, subject: Joint Airborne/Alrmobile Air-
strip Operations. Aircraft performing close
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air support are controlled as specified in ap-
propriate service Alr/Ground Qperations di-
rectives.

d. All US military pilots providing alr fire
support will endeavor to eliminate incidents
involving friendly forces, non-combatlants,
and damage to civilian property by adher-
ence to the Procedures, Restrictions, and
Rules of Engagement established Dby
RVNAF and thls headquarters (see Annex
D). While these restraints and procedures
are designed to losses to friemndly
forces and non-combatants, the objective
still remains to obtain the full productivity
of US alr capabilities with out appreciably
{nhibiting responsiveness or fexibility.

e. In the event of B malor emergency or
disaster, COMUSMACV may direct the
Commander, Tth Alr Force, Lo assume oped-
tional control over certain designated US air
resources. The responsibility for determin-
ing the existence of such =an emergency
rests with COMUSMACV and will not be

gpecified in this directive.

4.(C) Responsibiities. ..

4. Commander, Tth Alr Foree, in his ca-
pacity as MACV air Force Component Com-
mander, acls as coordinating authority for
all US/FWMAF air operations and Viet-
pamese Alr Force (VNAF) activities in the
MACV area of responsibility. For detailed
responsibilities see paragraph 3, Annex A

b. Commanding General, T11 Marine Am-

"phibious Force (IIL MAF), will conduct of-

fensive and defensive tactica] air operations

{n accordance with the established Rules of ~

Engegement and will sugment daily the us
Alr Force effort with resources not required
to support operations of prime concern to
o1 MAF. For detailed responsibilities, see
ph 3, Anpex B.:

¢. Commanding General, US Army Viet-
nam (USARV), will provide thase US Army
aviation resources necessary_to support both
US/FWMAF and ARVN ground operations
and will exercise ail functions of command,
except those gpecifically withdrawn by CO-
MUSMACYV, of all US Army aviation units
not assigned to US Divisions. For detailed
responsibilities, see paragraph 3, Annex C.

d. Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Fleet, will
provide strike alrcraft as directed by CINC-
PAC to operate in coordination with the
JAGOS.

8. (C) Operational Planning.

a. Joint operational planning for required
aviation support will be conducted on & con-

of the ground commander (G2/3 Alr or 82/3
Alp), Alr Lialson Officer, and Army aviation
respresentative will participate In the tacti-
¢cal ground planning to assure efficient utili-
zation of all air support and proper integra-
tion into the ground scheme of maneuver.
USMC and Tth Fleet liaison officers will be
provided to the JAGOS when aircraft of
these services are participating In joint op-
erations or providing ¢lose alr support. -

b. RVNAF advisors and US commanders
of ground and Naval units will assure that
planners conslder the use of air support for
all operations. Plans for movement of con-
voys and trains, ground reconnalssance pa-
trols, security forces, and quick reaction
forces will include provisions for ob
or using air support. During the execution
phase of operations, aerial fire support is es-
pecially appropriate to support efforts to
maintain contact with the enemy. In the
conduct of airmobile operations, alr cover of
lift elements and prestrikes on all landing
zones will be used as required where there is
a possibility of opposition.
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¢. Requests for close air support will be
processed through the Joint Air Ground
Operations System (JAGOS) (for 111 MAF/1
Corps/USAP relationship. see Annex B
Utilization of this system will insure that
application of close air support 15 in accord
with the ground commander’s plan and will
provide required responsiveness.

-d Army Aviation considerations: See
Annex C, this directive.

e. Planning coordination of air support re-
quirements will be achieved in the field
through the Combat Support Coordination
Center (see paragraph énl.

1. Herbicide operations (Trail Dust) must
be selective In nature and coordinated both
politically and militarily. Requests must be
lenit.iabed at province level (see paragraph

m).

g. SKY SPOT should be utilized to main-
tain close alr support or {nterdiction during
times of reduced visibility or darkness (see
Annex A, this directive).

h. Troop Airlift. See paragraphs 6d, ge, 81,
and 6g.

8. (U) References.

a. JCS Publication 1, Dictionary of United
States Military Terms for Joint Usage (JD).

b. JCS Publication 2, Unified Action
Armed Forces (UNAAF).

¢ Letter of Agreement between DCS,
VNAP, and MACV, MACJ311, HQ MACYV,
Berlal 395, 5 February 1065, subject: Special

* procedures for Tactlcal Operations Flights

d. MACV Directive §5-2 (C), subject

Movement of Units (U). :
e. MACV Directlve 65-4, subject: Move-
ment System In RVN. *

R ACY Directive 95-3 (C), subject: USA/

‘USMC Aviation Support [19) T
§. MACV Directive 95-5, gubject: Flght . ~

Facilities in the Republlc of Vietnam. _ - -

h. MACYV Directive 85-6 (C), subject: Joint
and Combined Helicopter Operations (U).

L MACV ' Directive 85-11 (C), subject:
Joint Alr Ground Operations System
(JAGOS (). -

j. MACV Directive 95-8, subject: Joint Alr-
borne-Alrmobile Alr Strip Operation.

k. MACV Directive 381-1 (C), subject:
Visual Aerlal Surveillance .

1 MACV Directive 381- (C), subject: Air-
borne Radio Direction Finding (ARDF) to
pe published).

m. MACV Directive 5251 (C), subject:
Herbicide Operations (U).

n. MACV Directive 525-12, subject:
Combat Support Coordination Center.

0. MACV LOI governing operations of IIT
MAF In RVN, 6 May 1965.

7ra Ama FORCE OPERATIONS

1. () Purpose. To establish responsibil-
fties of USAF for command. control. and co-
ordination of military alr operations in the
Republic of Vietnam. ) :

2. (1)) General. Command and control of
USAF strike aircraft and the coordination
of USMC/USN/VNAF strike alrcraft will be
accomplished through the Tactical Alr Con-
trol System.

3. (C) Responsibilities. Commander, Tth
Air Force, will: .

&. Conduct offensive and defensive tactical
alr operations to inelude maintenance of air
superiority, close air support, reconnais-
sance as requested by the ground command-
er or Corps Senlor Advisor, search and
rescue, air transport, and other supplemen-
tal air support as required. L

b. Provide essential training of VNAF In
offenseive and defensive tactical alr oper-
ations. . :

c. Provide tactical alr support through
SKY SPOT when darkness or Inclement
weather create such a requirement.
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d. Provide metercrological support for alr
operations, :

e. Establish, in conjuction with other US
and RVN agendes, an Air Traffic Control
System which provides normal processing
and flight following.

i. Prepare joint instructions in conjune-
tion with CG, USARV; CQ, II MAF, and
Commander, Tth Fleet, to assure integrated
and coordtnated alr operations.

4. (C) Operational Planning.

. Immediate and preplanned requests for
Close Alr Support will be processed through
the Joint Air Ground Operations System
(JAGOS) as outlined in reference 81, basic
directive. Tth Air Force will maintain tacti-
cal alreraft on ground alert to fulfill imme-
diate sir requests.

b. Coordination of alr activities will take
place at all levels of JAGOS to eliminate
conflict between participating forces and to
insure required support.

c. Sky Spot Control Points (Radar Direct-
ed Bombing) will be submitied from friendly
ground units to sppropriate Sky Spot unit
to insure complete preplanning for air sup-
port. Special Forces camps and outposts of
special political/strategic importance will
insure that thelr control point ccordinates
have been catalogued by nearest Sky Spot
unit so that points ¢an be verified by USAF
photo reconnaissance. .

d. In the event COMUSMACYV declares &
major emergency, 7th Air Force will agsume
operational contro! of certain air resources
as designeted by COMUSMACY,

IOI1 MAF AR OPERATIONS
% 1. (U) Purpose. To establish operating pro-
cedures and assign responsibilities for com-
mand, control, and coordination of US
Marine Corps aviation operations in the Re-
public of Vietnam: .

2. (C) General.

& Marine Corps aviation resources are or-
ganie to IIT MAP and are commanded and
directed in support of tacticsl operations as
designated by CQ, III MAF.
< b, The Marine Corps Tactical Air Control
System, a component of Marine aviation,

-, will exercise positive control over all USMC

alreraft In support of Marine Corpe oper-
ations and over other aricraft as may be as-
signed In gupport of such operations. The
Marine Corps Tactical Alr Control System
includes & Tactical Alr Direction Center,
Direct Alr Support Centers, radar surveil-
lance capability, and such terminal guidance
facilities as necessary to facllitate the order-
ly and expeditious handling of tactical air-
craft. This system will coordinate with the
TACS operated by VNAF/USAF and will be
prepared to supplement and integrate with
the existing Air Defense Control System.

3. (C) Responsibllities. Commanding Gen-
eral, ITT MAF, will:

a. Exercise operational control over all
USMC aviation resources except as provided
in paragraph 3e of the besic directive.

b. Conduct offensive and defensive tactical
alr operations, to include close gir support,
interdiction, reconnaissance, maintenance
of air superiority, air transport, search and
rescue, and other supplemental air support,
a5 required.

¢. Provide aircraft to support US Tth Fleet
operations as directed by COMUSMACY or
higher authority.

d. Establish joint and combined planning
coordination measures reguired in connec-
tion with III MAF/USAF/RVNAP air oper-
ations In I Corps and make provision for
apprising Tth Air Force (TACC) of futore
ground operations and possible USAF rein-
forcement requirements by the following
means:

(1) Prepare in conjunction with the Com-
mander, Tth Air Force, joint operating In-
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structions te insure an Integrated and co-
ordinated joint effort,

(2) Identify to the Commander, Tth Air
Force, for coordination and control through
the TACS, those resources in excess of cur-
rent requirement for support of 1II MAF
operatons so that such resources may be al-
1?cated In support of other forces or mis-
sions.

(3) Provide liaison with the Commander,
Tth Air Force, to facilitate the coordination
ard control of USMC aviation assets com-
mitted in support of Tth Air Force require-
ments and for purpose of keeping 7th Alr
Force abreast of III MAF ground oper-
ations.

{4) Provide liaison with the I Corps Tacti-
cal Operations Center and ¥ Corps Direct
Alr Support Center. This liaison effort will
facllitate the timely passing of information
on current and proposed military operations
in order that available aviation assets may
be most effectively utilized.

(5) In his capacity as I Corps Sentor Advi-
&0r, insure that the I Corps Advisory Group
establishes physical llaison with IIT MAF
for the purpose of Informing ITI MA¥ of Im-
pending and current I Corps operations and
required gir support.

€. In the event COMUNSMACYV declares 8
major emergency, be prepared to transfer to
Commander, Tth Alr Force, operational con-
trol of air resources as designated by CO-
MUNSMACYV.

ARMY AVIATIOR

1. (U) Purpose. To esteblish-operating pro-
cedures and assign responsibilities for com-
mand, contrel, and coordination of US Army
aviation operations in the Republie of Viet-
nam (RVN), . -~

2.{C» General.

8. US Army sviation resources not organic

to combat units will normally be allocated -

to Senlor Corps Advisors and US command-
ers for employment in support of ARVRN/
US/FWMAF operations, Aviation resources
80 allocated will be assigned, insofar as prac-
ticable, missions of direct support of ARVN
divisions and US/FWMAF divisions, bri-
gades, and regiments, Senlor Advisory will

establish and Army Aviation Element (AAE) -

within each ARVN Corps and Division Tac-
tical Operations Center (TOC). UB division

or higher commanders will estahlish an .

AAE at their TOCs,

b. Aviation assets will be allocated as -
rected by COMUSBMACVY. US Army re-
sources are subject to reallocation, recall, or

-diversion through the Army Aviation Divi-

slon (AAD), Combat Operations Center

(COC), to comply with priorities established .

by this headquarters,

¢. US Army aviation resources asgigned In
general suppert and not allocated to sup-
port a specific ARVN Corps or US unit will
remain under operational control of CO-
MUSMACYV. OV-1 units In this category are
under the operational control of MACV J2.
This control 1s exercised through HQ,
USARV. Other resources in this category
will be allocated by AAD, COC, MACV, In
accordance with priorities established by
thiz headquarters. When committed to oper-
ations, such resources exclusive of OV-1's
will be under operational control or in sup-
port of the commander of the US unit, or
the Senior US Advisor of the ARVN unft
concerned until released by the US com-
mander or advisor, or recalied by MACV
through the AAD.

d, US/FWMAF units assigned to a CTZ or
major US unit will request US Army avia-
tion support through the respective TOC.

3. (C) Responsibllities,

8. Commanding General, US Army Viet-
nam {USARYV), will;
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(1) Provide US Army aviation resources to
support ground operations incliding airmo-
blle operations, aerial reconnaissance and
surveillance, fire support, search and rescue,
air transport, and other supplemental gir
support, aa required,

(2) Exercise command, less operational
control, of US Army Aviation resources and
provide combat aviation support, as direct-
ed, to US/FWMAF/ARVN forces for the
conduct of combat, logistical, or other coun-

terinsurgency operations throughout the

RVN. .

(3) Provide qualified aviation personnel to
operate Army Aviation Elements at corps
and division TOC'a, ’

(4) Provide US Army aviation support for
Headquarters, Military Assistance Com-
mand, Vietnam.

{5) Establish and operate an Army Alr
Traffic Regulation and Identification
System, coordinated with and responsive to
the Air Traffic Control System.

(8) Prepare In conjunctlon with Com-
mander, 7th Air Force, joint operating in-
structions to amsure Integrated and coordi-
nated air operations,

b. US Commanders will:

(1) Exercise operational control over allo-
cated US Army aviation resources. -

(2) Exercise command over organic US
Army aviation resources.

e. Corps Senlor Advisors will:

(1) Exercise operational control over ailo-
cated US Army aviation resources.

(2) Within allocated resources, provide es-
gential aviation support for ARVN military
and paramiljtary forces in zone of responsi-
bility, including units of the General Re-
serve and Special Forces when committed.

Aviation: US. A OrzraTIiORS In RVN (TN

Directlve Number 834, this headquarters, _

dated 28 June 19686, ia changed as follows: .,

L] . . - - « o
Annex D ] I3 :
. . LI LR
2.(C)General. . -

[ ] L R re . » - -

8. (Superseded) Close Air Support mis-
sions that involve strikes on hamlets or vil-
lages must always be controlled by a FAC.

(1} If the attack on a village or hamlet is
deemed necessary and is executed In con-
junction with a ground operation involving
movement of ground forees through the
aren, the attack may be made without wam-
ing; however, approprate US/GVN/RVNAP
approval 18 required except in emergencies.

(2) If the attack on a village or hamlet is
not in conjunction with any immediate
ground operation, the Inhabitants must be
warned by Jeaflets and/or loudspeaker
system prior to the attack and must be
glven sufficient time to evacuate the aren
Once the inhabitants of & preplanned target
area have been adequately warned that the
area has been selected as & target and given
sufficient time to evacuate, the hamiet/vil-
lage may then be struck without further
warning

(3) Commanders initiating a request for
attack of & hamlel/village are responsible
for ensuring that US/GVN/RVNAF approv-
al ls obtalned and, in the case of preplanned
attack, that required warmning s given prior
to execution of the attack.

» L ] - - .
Aviariox: US A1k OPERATIONS IN RVN (1)

Directive Number 8#5-4. this headquarters.
dated 28 June 1966. is changed as follows:

gy B 5V e e AT RPN 15
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Annex B

3. (C) Responsibilities: Commanding Gen-
eral, TI1 MAF, will:

4 (Superseded) Establish jolnt and com-
bined planning coordination measures re-
quired in connection with III MAF/USAF/
RVNAF alr operztions in 1 Corps and In the
DMZ south of a line funning {rom the coaat
line west along the northern boundary of
the DMZ to NS grid line XD 90; then south
along the NS grid line XD 80 to the PMDLL
then west along the PMDL to the Laotian
border and make provision lor apprising Tth
Alr Force (TACC) of future ground oper-
ations and possible USAP re!nforcement re-
quirements by the following means

- » L] L] L 3

AviaTiOoN: US AIR OreraTIONS IN RVN Oy
1. (U) Purpose. This directive establishes
ures and reaponsibilities for com-

mand, control, and coordination of U3 milF
tary alr operations In the Republic of Viet-
nam {RVN).
B N1} Applicability. This directive ls applk
cable to all MACV stalf agencies and suboz-
dinate commands.

8. (0) Definitions. For the purpose of this
directive, the following definitions apply:
<. & The definitions in Joint Chiefs of Staft
(JCS) Publication 1 apply without modifica-

Hon. - .
.. b, Joint Alr Ground Operations System
_ (JAGOS). A composite of Integrated com-
inand and control systems which Includes
the MACV Command and Control Systeni,
the Army Alr Ground Bystem (AAGS), the
- Alr ‘Force Tactical Air Control System
¢TACS). and the Marine Tacthcal Air
trol System (MTACS).
¢. Mlission/Operational Direction. The au-
thority delegated to DEPCOMUSMACY for
Air Operations (Cdr, 7th AF) to assign spe-
elfic fixed wing air tasks to the CG, Il
MAF, on a periodic pasis as implementation
of a basic mission assigned by COMUS-

MACV,

4. (C) General.

& The mission of all US Military aviation
forces in the RVN Is to assist and provide
air support for the counterinsurgency effort
of the Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces
(RVNAF) and the US/Free World Military
Assistance Forces (FWMAF).

b. Alkservices operate through portions of
the same air space and are frequently em-
ployed on joint and combined operations.
Fach possesses to some degree the capabil-
ity to accomplish missions normally as
signed to another service, Therefore, ciose
- cooperation and coordination are required
to assure that efforts are complementary,
integrated, and achieve the most effective
resuits.

¢. En route air traffic control 1s a function
of the Dicector of Civil Aviation. It Is exer-
cised through the Joint RVN/US Air Co-
ordination Committee. which coordinates
the use of civll and military eommunications
and navigation facilities and personnel, Ter-
minal air traffic control is & function of the
supported force commander Bs defined by
MACV Directives g5-5 and 95-9.
performing close air support are controlled
as specified In appropriate service alr/
ground operations directives,

d. All U.S. military pilots providing air fire
support will endeavor Lo eliminate incidents
involving [dendly forces. noncombatants,
and damage to civilian property by adher-
ence to the procedures, restrictions, and
rules of engagement established by RVNAF
and this headquarters iIn MACV Directlve
525-13 ¢(C). While these restraints and pro-
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cedures are designed to minimize losses to
{riendly forces and nponcombatants, the ob-
jective still remains to obtain the full pro-
ductivity of US air capabllitles without &p-
preciably inhibiting responsiveness or flexi-
bility.

e. In the event of a major emergéncy or
disaster. COMUSMACV may direct the Cdr,
7th AF, to assume operational control over
certain designated US air resources. The re-
sponsibility for determining the existence of
such an emergency rests with COMUS-
MACV and will not be delegated. Upon ter-
mination of the emergency condition, oper-
atlopal control over US air resources will
revert to normal, as specified in this direc-

tive.
5. (C) Responsibllities.
a. Cdr. Tth AF, in his
MUSMACYV for Air

capacity as DEPCO-
Operations, acts, as co-

ordinating authority for all US/FWMAPF air -

operations and Vietnamese Air Force
(VNAP? activities in the MACYV area of re-
sponstbiltty. For detailed responsibilfties,
see Annex A. ° -

b. CG, LTI MAF, will exercise operational
controi of US Marine Corps (USMCY avia-
tiore resources, and will eonduct. offensive
and defensive alr operations In sccordance
with MACVY Directive 95-8, the established
rules of engagement, and Annex B.

e, CG, USARV, wilk provide those US
Army aviation resources necessary to sup-

respongibiiities, see ARDEX C.
A Commander-in-Chief, Pacitlc Fleet
(CINCPACFLT), will provide strike airgraft
as
(CINCPAC) to operate in coordinstion with
the JAGOS.

8. (C) Operational Planning.

s Joint operational planning for required
aviation support will be conducted on & con-
finuing basis at all jevels of command down
to and lncludins_ban.ﬂionfsquadron. Repre-
sentatives of the ground commander (G2/3
Alr or 82/3 AID, ar linison officer, and
Army aviation representative will partick

in the tactical groond planming to
assure efficlent atilization of all air support
and proper integration mto the ground
scheme of maneuver. USMC and Tth Fleet
Halson officers will be provided to the
JAGOS when areralt of these services are
participating in joint operations or provid-
ing close air support.

b, RVNAF advisors and US commanders
of ground and Naval units will insure that
planners consider the use of alr support for
all operations. Plans for movemment of corr

trols, security forces,
forces will include provisions
or using alr support. During the execution
phase of operations. aerinl fire support-is es-
pecially appropriate to support eiforts to
malntain contact with the enemy. In the
conduct of airmobile operations, alr cover of
Iift elements and prestrikes on all landing
zones will be used a8 required where there is
a possibllity of opposition.

¢. Reguests for close alr support will be
processed through the JAGOS In accord-
ance with MACY Directive 85-11. Utilization
of this system will insure that application of
close air support is in accord with the
ground commander’s plan and will provide
required responsiveness. For command rela-
tionships see MACV Directive 10-11(8)

d. Army aviation considerations
Annex C)-

. Planning coordination
quirements will be achieved

(see

of air support re-
in the field
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by Commander in Chief, Pacific -

- er or military region senior
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through the Combat Support Coordination
Center.

{. Herbicide operations (Trail Dust) must
pbe selective in nature and coordinated both
politically and militarlly. Requests must be
initiated at province level (see paragraph 8l.
below).

g. SKY SPOT and TPQ-10 should be uti-
lized to maintain close air support or inter-
diction during times of reduced visibility er
darkness (see Annex A).

h. Troop Alrlift: See paragraphs &d. e, and
h, below.

7 (U} Reports.
report.

8. (T) References.

a. JCS Publication 1.

b. JCS Publication 2.

c. MACYV Directive 10-11(5).

d. MACV Directive 55-4.

e. MACY Directive 95-3.

{. MACYV Directive 95-5.

g. MACV Directive 95-8(8).

h. MACV Directive 95-8.

{ MACYV Directive 95-11(C).

§. MACYV Directive 381-1(C).

¥ MACYV Directive 381-23(S5).

L MACYV Directive 525-1(C).

m. MACYV Directive 525-13(C).

7th Alr Force Operations

‘f. (U) Purpose, To establish responsibil-
files of US Air Force (USAF) for command,
eontrot, and coordiation of military air opr
erations in the RVN.

4. ¢U) General. Comnrand and control of
afrcrafi, mission direction of
USMC strike and reconnaissance aireraft,
and coordination of U8 Navy (USN) /VNAF
strike aircraft will be accomplished through
the TACS. - -

1. (C) Responsibilities. Cdr, Tth AF, witl:

_ & Conduct offenstve and defensive tactical
alr operations,
superiority, close afr support, reconnais-
sance ax requested by the ground eommand-
advisor, search
and rescue, rir transport, and other supple-
mental alr support as required.

b. Function as air defernse commander and
exercise overall air deferise responsibility
within the RVN. Authority exercised over
III MAF and USARV air defense resources
will be as specified hereim and MACY Direc-
tive 95-B(5).

¢. Coordinate all air operations in the
MACV area of responsibility, Including
those of US, . and VNAF onits
which are not assigned or attached to the
Tth AF.

d. Exercise mission direction of MACV
tactical alr assets, including strixe and re-
connaissance alrcraft of CG, III MAF,
the MACYV area of responsibility.

e. Provide essential training of YNAF in
offensive and defensive tactical air oper-
ations.

{. Provide tactfcal alr support through
SKY SPOT
weather create such 2 requirement.

g. Provide meteorclogical support for air
operations. °

h. Estabiish, in conjunction with other us
and RVN agencies, an Air Traffic Controf

This directive requires no

System which provides normal processing

and flight following.

L Prepare foint {rstructions in conjunc-
tion with CQ, USARV! CG, II1 MAF, and
Commander; 7th Fleet, to assure integrated
and coordinated alr operations.

4. (C} Operational Planning. T

a. Immediate and preplanned requests for
close alr.support will be processed through
the JAGOS as outlined In reference 8f; basic
directive. Tth AP will matain tactical air-

to meciwde maintenance of alr

when darkness or [neclement.

craft on ground alert to NI iImmediate air

requests.
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. b. Coordination of air activities will take
place at all levels of JAGOS to eliminate
conflict between participating forces and to
insure required support.

c. BKY SPOT Control Polnts (Radar Di-
rected Bombing) will be submitted from
friendly ground units to the appropriate
SKY SPOT unit to Insure complete prepltan-
- ning for alr support. Special Forces campa
and outposts of special political/strategic
fmportance will Insure that thelr control
point coordinates have been catalogued by
the nearest SKY SPOT unit so that points
can be verlfied by USAF photo reconnais-

sANce.

d. In the event COMUSMACY declares a
major emergency, Cdr, #th AF, will assume
operational eontrol of certain alr resources
as designated by COMUSMACY.

111 MAr AIR OPERATIONRS

1. (U} Purpose. To establish operating pro-
cedures and assign responsibilities for com-
mand, control, coordinsation, and mission di-
rection of USMC aviation operations in the
MACY area of responsibllity. .

2. (C) General. The CQ, I1I MAF, exer-
cises operational control of USMC aviation
resources in the RVN as assigned or at-
tached by CQ. Fleet Marine Force, Pacific
{(FMFPAC).

3. (C) Responsibilities. CG, III MAF, will:

a, Conduct offensive and defensive tactical
alr operations to include close alr support,
interdiction, reconnaissance, maintenance
of air superiority, air transport, search and
rescue, and other supplemental alr support
as required.

b. Designate to Cdr, Tth AF, those forces
assigned to participate in and conduct air
defense tasks in accordance with MACV Di-
rective B5-8(5).

e. Exercise operational control of the 1st
Marine Aircraft Wing, except as provided in
paragraph 3e, basic directive. Make avail-
to DEPCOMUSMACY for Alr Oper-

ations strike end reconnalssance air assets
end TACS as required for mission direction;
retaining those assets necessary to support
. USMC peculiar operations, e.g. RABFAC
beacon strike, helo escort, end landing sone
preparation fire,

& Provide aircraft to support US Seventh
Fleet 85 directed by COMUSMACV or
higher suthority. - -

e. Exercise scramble authority of I MAF
assets for immediate air support in the I
MAF area of operations.

1. Provide liaison with the Cdr, Tth AF, to
facilitate the coordination and control of
USMC aviation assets committed In support
of Tth AF requirements, and for the purpose
of keeping Tth AF abreast of III MAFP
ground operations.

g. In the event COMUSMACY declares &
major emergency, be prepared to tranzfer to
Cdr, Tth AF, operational control of air re-
gources as designated by COMUSMACY.

ARMY AVIATION

1. (O) Purpose. To establish operating pro-
cedures and assign responsibilities for com;
mand, ccntrol, and coordination of US Army
aviation operations in the RVN,

2. (C) General.

a TS Army aviation resources not organic
to combat units will normally be sliocated
to military region senior advisors and U5
commanders for employment in support of
ARVN/US/FWMAF opersations. Aviation
resources so allocated will be assigned, inso-~
far as practicable, missions of dlrect support

of ARVN divisions and US/FWMAF divi-.

sions, brigades, and regiments. Senior advi-
sors will establish an Army Aviation Ele-
ment (AAE) within each ARVN military
region and divislon Tactical Operations

Center (TOC). US division or higher com-
mmm cders will establish an AAE at thelr

b. Aviation mssets will be allocated as di-
rected by COMUSMACV. US Army re-
sources are subject to reallocation, recall, or
diversion through the Aviation Support
Branch (ASB), Surface Opersations Divislon
(SOD), MACY, to comply with priorities es-
tablished by this headquarters.

c. US Army aviation resources assigned In
general support end not allocated to sup-
port a specifllc ARVN military region or US
unit will remain under the operstional con-
trol of COMUSMACY, OV-1 units In this
category are under the operational control
of the ACofS, J-2, MACV. This control is
exercised through Headquarters, USARV.
Other resources in this category will be allo-
cated by ASE, 80D, MACYV, in accordance
with priorities established by this headquar-
ters. When comnitted to operations, such
resources, exclusive of OV-1, will be under
operationzl eontrol or ln support of the
commander of the US unit, or the senlor US
advisor of the ARVN unit concerned untll
released by the US commander or advisor,
or recalled by MACV through the ASBH,
SO0D, MACV.

d. US/FWMAF units assigned to a mili-
tary region or major US unit will request
US Army sviation support through the re-
spective TOC.

3. (C) Responsibllities.

a CG, USARV, will:

(1) Provide US Army aviation resources to
support ground operations, including airmo-
bile operations, serial reconnaissance and
surveillance, fire support, search and rescue,
air transport, and other supplemental air
support, as required.

(1) Exercise command, less operational
control, of US Army aviation resources and
provide combat aviation support, as direct-
ed, to US/FWMAF/ARVIN forces for the
conduct of combat, logistical, or other coun-
tevﬂgsurzency operations throughout the

. (:).Provide qualified wla.t.lonpemune.lto
operate AAE at military region and division

(4) Provide US Army aviation suppbrt 'fc.or.

Headquarters, MACV. :
(5) Establish and operate an Army Alr
Traffic Regulation and - Identiication

System, coordinated with and responsive to
the Alr Traffic Control System.

(6) Prepare, In conjunction with Cdr, 7th
AP, joint operating instructions to insure in-
tegrated and coordinated air operations.

b. US commanders will: .

(1) Exercise operstional control over allo-
cated US Army aviation resources.

(2) Exerclse command over organlc US
Army aviation resources. .

¢ Military region senlor advisors will:

(1) Exercise operational control over elio-
cated US Army aviation resources.

(2) Within sallocated resources, provide es-
sential aviation support for ARVN military
and paramilitary forces in thelr zone of re-
sponsibility, including units of the General
Reserve and Special Forces when commit-
ted.s

—————t——
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® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
until this year, the story had not been
told of how civilian officials of the ex-
ecutive branch hobbled, chalned, and
bound American mfilitary forces with
restrictions saying what the military
could and could not do in Indochina.
These restrictions were known as rules
of engagement. The recent declassifi-
cation of these documents, formerly
classified top secret, proves the mili-
tary took a bum rap in Vietnam, .

U.S. military forces did not lose the
Vietnam war, civilan policymakers
did. .

The rules of engagement caused a
piecemealing of air operations which
allowed North Vietnam to adjust to
the U.S. air bombing campalgn by im-
porting war materials through routes
immune from attack and then to dis-
burse and store the materials in guar-
anteed sanctuaries. From these safe
areas North Vietnam inflitrated the
material to South Vietnam and Laos.
The rules allowed the enemy te pro-
tect its forces and material, provided it
with military training angd staging
areas free from attack and permitted
it to erect massed air defense weapons.
One of the most tragic econsequences
of the rules was the impact on Ameri-
can ajrcraft and pllot losses by glving
North Vietnam time to build up its so-
phisticated alr defense system.

The lesson of Vietnam {s that once
civilian pollcymakers decide on War,
the result of placing mllitary oper-
ations under day-to-day management
of unskilled amateurs and rejecting
the advice of the best military profes-
slonals may be loss of the original ob-
Jective for going to war. Such rules
must never again be applled to our
Armed Forces.

Mr. President, my legal counsel, Mr.
J. Terry Emerson, was invited to speak
on the subject of the rules of engage-
ment at & symposfum held on Capitol
HIil last week sponsored by the Ameri-
can Security Counecll, Veterans of For-
eign Wars, and the American Conserv-
ative Union, His statement presents a
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tight history of the effect and evolu-
tion of these rules. One could not
claim to understand the Vietnam war
without being aware of the rules of en-

* gagement and for that reason I submit

his remarks for the RECoRD.
‘The remarks follow:
VIiErmaMm RuLEs OF ENCAGEMENT
(J. Terry Emerson)

United States military forces did not lose
the war in Vietnam.

Congress did not block the Vietnam War,
In fact, Congress was up to its ears In the
Vietmam conflict. from as early as 1949
when it first pushed funds on President
Truman to support anticommunist forces in
Indochina. :

Although Congress can be blamed for de-
nying Presidents authority to enforce the
peace agreement with Hanol after January
1973, it was civillan managers of the Execu-
tive Branch who first denied our mlilitary
forces victory by Imposing a complex and
lengthy set of restrictions on what the mill-
tary could and could not do In South Viet-
nam, Cambedia, Laos and North Vietnam.
These restrictions were known as Rules of
Engagement,

They ran on page after page and were
constantly changing. The rules were almoat
Impassible to memorize or interpret, al-
though our pliots had to do 0. When some
changes were made after repeated appeals
of the Joint Chiefs, the reductions were
gradual and not strong enough to serve gtra-
tegic ends, Numerous partial and total

‘ bombing halts interrupted the effectiveness

of preceding bombing .campaigns. Often,
when limited extensions of target areas
were granted, they were withdrawn shortly
afterward, -

- For years the contents of these rules were
kept top secret. It is only this year, thanks
to the initiative of Eenator Goldwater and
the agreement of Secretary Weinberger,
that the actual text of the rules were declas-
sified. In addition, a contemporary histori-
cal examinatlon of the air war In Southeast
Asia compiled by the Alr Force was among
the top secret documents newly released at
Benator Goldwater's request.

The rules covering North Vietnam, Laos
and Cambodia were Issued in the form of
daily message traffic and these papers were
not retalned. They are described, however,
In the three volume Alr Force report enti-
tled Project Checo. ‘The detalled rules for
Scuth Vietnam were {ssued as official direc-
tives and the complete set of these rules for
1968 and 1871 were placed in the Congres-
sional Record by Senator Goldwater, The
Alr Force reports and the rules appear In
the Record of March &, 14, 18 and 26.

These newly public documents reveal just
how comprehensive the restrictions were
that bound our military units in Vietnam.
For example, one rule told American pilots
they were not permitted to attack a North
Vietnam MIQ sitting on the runway. The
only time Kt could be attacked was after it
was in fight, was clearly identifled and
showed hostlle intentlons, Even then, its
base could not be bombed. The same “hos-
tlle intention” rule applied to truck convoys
driving on highways in Laos and North Vist-
nam, if you can tmagine how a truck is to
show hostile intent. In some regions, enemy
trucks eould evade attack under the rules by
simply driving off the road. Even military
truck parks located 200 yards from a road
could not be destroyed. Another rule provid-
ed that 8AM missfle sites could not be
struck while they were under construction
but only after they became operutional and
dangerous, unless s bombing halt was In

e




S 5432

effect and not even mn active missile site
could be attacked.

In 1867, the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services
Committee conducted extensive hearings
relative -to the conduct of the air war
egalnst North Vietnarn, After gathering the
facts, the SBubcommltiee issued a report on
August 31, which was strongly eritical of the
Rules of Engagement.

The Subcommittee concluded:

“That the air campalgn has not achieved
its objectives to & greater extent cannot be
attributed to inability or tmpotence of air
power. It attests, rather, to the fragmenta-
tion of our air might by overly restrictive
controls, limitations, and the doctrine of
‘gradualism’ placed on our aviation forces
which prevented them from waging the air
campalgn in the manner and according to
the timetable which was best calculated to
achieve maximum results.”

The Subcommittee found that Secretary
of Defense McNamara and the Johnson Ad-
ministration had “discounted the profes-
sional judgment of our best military leaders
and substituted civillan judgment in the de-
tails of target selection and the timing of
strikes.” The Subcommittee charged these
civilian manngers with having “shackled the
true potential of air power snd permitted
the build up of what has become the world's
most formidable anti aircraft defense, . . .
The Subcommittee found the Rules of En-
gagement to be directly attributable for the
fact that “during the entire year of 1966 less
than 1% of the total sorties flown agalnst
North Vietnam were against fixed targets
on the JCS target list.” I should point out
the largets on the Joint Chiels list could
not be hit without specific approval of the
Secretary of Defense,

The concentration of the air war to areas
well south of the vital Hanoi-Hafphong re-
gions, which left the important targets un-
touched—the existence of large assured
sanctuaries—the fallure to close the Port of

" Haiphong—the prohibition against a coordi-
nated aerial mining of coastal water lanes of
communication with a bombing attack con-
tinuously cutting off rafl and road lines to
China, all these results of the rules com-
bined to cause a plecemenling of sir oper-
ations which allowed North Vietnam to
adjust to the air campaign by importing war
materisls from communist countries
through routes immune from attack and
then to disburse and store this materia] in
guaranteed sanctuaries. From these safe
areas North Vietnam infiltrated the materi-
a! to South Vietnam and Laos. By granting

" Norith Vietnam sanctuaries with our bless

ing, the Rules of Engagement allowed the
enemy to protect its forces and material,
provided It with military training and stag-

ing areas free from aitack and permitted jt

to erect massed air defense weapons.

One of the most Lmgic consequences of
the Rules of Engagement was the impact on
American nircraft and pliot losses by giving
North Vietnam time to bulld up itg sophisti-
cated air defense and to disburse its stocks
of war supplles. The point on which military
experts disagreed most vehemently with ci-
vilian managers was the certalnty among
professional mllitary men that these self im-
posed restrictions greatly increased U.S. cas-
ualties.

Revisionist historians argue mllitary lead-
ers did not convey to civillan officials the
depth of thelr concern with the rules. Bunk!

The Pentagon Pepers and the newly de-
classified documents reveal that the Joint
Chiefs repeatedly argued against the artifi-
cial limitations impeding the objectives of
our nation In the Vietnam War, A handful
of civilian advisors, such as Walt Rostow,
agreed with military professionals that sys-
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tematic and sustalned bombing of war
making resources in North Vietnam would
have decisive results, but Secretaries of De-
fense McNamara and Clifford stubbornly in-
sisted on continued strict lmitations over
military operations,

The Joint Chiefs and commanders In the
field pressed time after time for changes In
the rules to put more pressure on North
Vietnam. For example, in 1968, Secretary of
Defense Clark Clifford convened a senlor
group of advisors from the State and De-
fense Departments; the CIA and the White
House to review United States Involvement
In Vietnam. General Wheeler submitted a
paper to this group on behalf of the Joint
chiefs, The cover memo for his paper noted
that “General Wheeler would favor action
to close the Port of Halphong through
mining or otherwise.” But & specific paper
wad not Included since President Johnson
had already Indicated closing the ports was
not an action he was golng te consider, even
as part of a comprehensive review. This 1)-
lustrates what our military leadership was
up against.

Specifically, the paper written by the
Joint Chiefs proposed:

“An intergrated Interdiction campalgn
should be undertaken against the road, rail
and waterway lines of communication with
the objective of lsolating the logistics base
of Hanoi and Halphong from each other
and the rest of North Vietnam.” N

To achieve this objective, the Chiefs wrote
it was necessary to reduce the restricted and
prohibjted areas mround Hanoi and Hal-
phong and to delete the Special Northesst
Coastal Armed Reconnaissance area which

limited attacks on North Vietnamese craft -

to those within three nautical miles of the
coast.

The Joint Chiefs explalned how North

Vietnam had taken advantage of the sanctu-

arles gratuitously given them in the cities.

The JCS paper stated:

not engaged in essential war supporting ac-
tvitles have been evacusted from the cities
of Hanol and Halphong. Photographie intel-
Dgence, particularly of Halphong, clearly
ehows that materials of war are stock piled
in all open storage areas and along the
streets throughout almost one half of the
city. Rather than an area for urban jiving,
the city has become an armed camp and &
large logistics storage base,”

But the Joint Chiefs’ paper fell on deaf
enrs. On Mareh 31, 1868, President Johnson
announced he would not seek reelection and
at the same time he restricted alr strikes on
North Vietnam to a line south of the 19th
parallel. Then, on December 1, President
Johnson ordered the complete cessation of
bombing in North Vietman, Only defensive
alr operations were permitted until the re-
sumption of strategic bombing in May of
1872 by President Nixon.

During this bombing halt, US. aircraft
could not make even protective reaction
strikes into North Vietnam unless the strike
was below the 18th paralle]l and it was an
immediate response aguinst enemy alreraft
which had taken aggressive action against
our aircraft. Military requests for one time
preemptlve strikes against the maturing
North Viethamese air defense system south
of the 20th paralle] were turned down. This
permitted the system to reach a high level
of sophlistication in which the North Viet-
namese linked thelr GCI radars with the
lock on radar capability of SAM sites to
guide MIG attacks on U.B. aircraft and to
Alm SAMs undetected until the instant of
liring against our aireraft.

The Ruies of Engagement were so tight
that during the last week of March 1972,

Muay 6, 19585
General Lavelle, Commander of the Sev-
enth Alr Force, was relieved of duty for al-
legedly ordering unauthorized raids against
North Vietnamese alr fields and radar sites.
During the same week General Lavelle was
recalled, Noth Vietnam launched a major
offensive against South Vietnam. Within a
week the rules he was accused of violating
were obselete. Authority was granted in
April 1972 to use tactical alr strikes agalnst
SAMs, artillery and other military targets
te the 18th parzllel and protective reaction
Btrikes were authorized as far as the 20th
parallel. .

A month later, President Nixon ordered
the mining of Halphong harbor and offen-
sive alr operations were reopened through-
out North Vietnam except for a buifer zone
at the communist Chinese border. There
was a brief suspension of bombing north of
the 20th parallel in late October, but Presi-
dent Nixon initlated the famous Christmas
bombings, 12 consecutive days of strikes
starting on December 18, 1872, using B-52's
on a sustained basis for the first time over
the northern part of North Vietnam, Hanoi
returned to the negotiating table immedi-
ately end signed a peace agreement within
six weeks,

A major objection to Increased war oper-
ations that prevailed among civilian pollcy
makers had been concerned about armed
intervention by Red China. Yet Henry Kis-
elnger tells us In his memoirs, “Years of Up-
heaval,” that during his visit to Peking in
February 1973 he discovered a unified com--
munist Vietnam dominant in Indochina -
would be a strategic nightmare for Main-
land China. Peking approved the goals of .
the Paris peace agreement because it would
benefit China by denying Hanol primacy in- =
the region and buffer North Vietham with: °-

three Independent states, Laos, Cambodia, = . - ..
. -and South Vietnam Dr. Kissinger also:

“There have been repeated and rellable .
intelligence reports that indicate civilians -

writes that he discovered the answer to. s
mystery which had long confounded him.
The road Chinese troops had been been. -
bullding through northern Laos for nearly a
decade was not Intended or used to supply
the Pathet Lao; Instead it sat on the flank
of the edvancing North Vietnamese and
could be used to contain and threaten
Hanof's possible domination over all Indo-
china. No wonder that Red China had stood
by passively when virtually unlimited bomb-
ing of North Vietnam had been permitted In
December 1972,

Unfortunately, Congress made it impossi-
ble for Presidents Nixon or Ford to uphold
the peace terms. Again quoting Dr. Kissin-
ger, the resulting collapse of South Vietnam
in 1975 “not only led to genocldal horrors in
Indochins; from Angola to Ethiopia to Iran
to Afghanistan, it ushered in a period of
American humilitation (and) an unprece-
dented Soviet geopolitical offenstve all over
the globe.. . ."

But the Congressionn! abandoment of
friendly peoples who relied on us came at
the end of the war. The real architects of
the lost opportunity that doomed our un-
dertaking in Vietnam were the civilian offi-
clals who hed made a commitment large
enough 1o risk our global position but exe-
cuted it with so much hesitation as to defeat
their purpose. Without derogating the prin-
ciple of civilian control of the mllitary, it
should be recognized that once civilian pol-
icymakers decide on war, the result of plac
Ing military strategy and tactical operations
under the dey to day direction of unskilled
amaleurs may be greater sacrifice in blood
and the denial of a military victory. Once
American forces were committed, there is
no logical goal except Lo prevail.e
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VIETNAM RULES OF
ENGAGEMENT DECLASSIFIED

¢ Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
U.S. military forces have been much
maligned by some people in this coun-
try who blame the military for what
they call the loss of the war in Viet-
nam, However, the Armed Forces did
not suffer a military defeat in any
sense of that term. Rather, it was civil-
fan managers of the U.S. Government
who denied our military forces a victo-

Ty by Imposing a complex and lengthy

set of restrictions on what the military
could and could not do in South Viet-
nam, Ca.mbodla, Laos, and North Viet-,
nam.

'I‘hese lnyers 01’ restrictlons. whlch
were constantly changing and were
almost impossible to memorize or un-
derstand, although it was required of

cur pilots, granted huge sanctuary"

areas to the enemy. When certain
limits would at last be removed after
repeated appeals by the Joint Chiefs,
the reductions were made only in
gradusal steps and seldom were strong
encugh to serve our strategic ends.
Numerous partial and total bombing
halts Interrupted the effectiveness of
earlier hombing campaigns. Often,
when limited extensions of target
areas were granted, they were unex-
pectedly canceled and withdrawn
shortly afterward.

Mr. President, in the interest of In-
forming the American people and any
journalists who are Interested In the
truth of what really prevented a mil-
tary victory in Southeast Asia, I have
asked several Secretaries of Defense to
declassify the pertinent records, the
actual text of the rules which re-
strained military conduct in the Viet.
nem war. I am delighted to inform my
colleagues that Secretary Weinberger
has now agreed with me that it would
be useful to declassifvy the remaining
Vietnam rules of engagement. He and

Assistant Secretary Defense Armitage
recently provided me with several vol-
umes of papers which were formerly
classified top secret but have now been
declassified.

These newly public documents clear-
ly reveal the excessive retralnts our
military units had to operate under in
Vietnam. For example, one rule told

" Arperican pllots they were not permit-

ted to attack a North Vietnam Mig sit-
ting on the runway. The only time it
could be attacked was after it was in
flight, was identified and showed hos-
tlle intentlons. Even then, its base
could not be bombed. The same hostile
Intention rule applied to truck convoys
driving on highways in Laos and
North Vietnam., In some regions,
enemy trucks could evade attack by
simply driving off the road. Military
truck parks located just over 200 yards
away from A road could not be de-
stroyed. Another rule provided that
SAM missile sites could not be struck

‘while they were under construction,

but only after they became operation-
al.

Mr. President, the declassified mate-
rial I have received is too lengthy to
make available all at one time In the
CoONGRESSIONAL Rxcorn. Therefore, 1
plan to Insert these documents as a
series of publications ‘over the next
few weeks. I will begin today with the
first of three studies prepared by the
Air Force examining the rules of en-
gagement governing USAF combat op-
erations in Southeast Asia from their
beginnings in 1960-65. I think it is
very Important for the Members of
this body, the public, the press, and

media to understand fully the restrie-;

tions that were placed upon a1l of our
forces in Southeast Asia. It is unbe-
levable that any Secretary of Defense
would ever place such restraints on
our forces, as Secretary McNamara
did, or that any President would have
allowed this to happen, and 1 hope
that if civilian officials ever decide
again that it Iz necessary to have to
engage in war, and 1 pray that we will
never have to do so, that such damag-
Ing restrictions will never be applied to
our forces.

Mr. President, I ask that the docu-
ment entitled “Project Checko
Report,” covering the years 1960-65,
shall appear at this point in the
RECORD,

The document follows:

PROJECT CONTEMPORARY HISTORICAL
EVALUATION FOR COMBAT OPERATIONS REPORT
EYOLUTION OF THE RULES OF ENGAGEMENT FOR
SOUTHEAST ASIA

In a futile atiempt to reverse the course
of events engulfing the French tn Indo-
ching, the U.S. Air Force contributed 1,800
airlift sorties, comprising 13,005 flylhg
hours, during the first six months of 1954.
On T May 1954, Dien Bien Phu fell to the
Communist Viet Minh, foliowed on 20 July
by Lhe Geneva Convention on the partition
of Vietnam. The U.S. decision to pledge In-
creased aid to the govermment in South
Vietham was made by Presidential an-
nouncement of 24 October 1534, Thus began
the role which the U.S. Air Force was to
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play In counter-insurgency within the over-
all framework of U.S. foreign policy as sup-
plemented by the policles of the Depa.rt-
ment of Defense.

By spring of 1860, the counter-Insurgency
situation in RVN had obviously deteriorat-
ed. With the errival of the flrst of the US
Special Forces Teams on May 30, RVN re-
slstance stiffened. This month alse marked
the delivery of the first full squadron of 25
A-1H aircraft to the RVN, Later, on 1 Octo-
ber 18681, PACAY deployed a Control and
Reporting Post (CRP) to Tan Son Nhut Alr
Base:

*Its purpose was to provide radar coverage
for the southern area of SVN and to traln
the Vietnamese Air Force in controlling air
traific, both civil and military. Within four
months, 83 Vietnamese personnel had been
trained, the CRP was expanded into & CRC,
and it became part of the Tactical Air Con-
trol System which was established in mid-
January.”

The JCS, on 14 November 1961, directed
Jungle Jim forces to be deployed to the
RVN. This deployment consisted of the 1st
Alr Commando Group (formerly the 4400th,
CCTS), [our BC-47's four RB-26's, and eight
T-28's—all carrying RVN Air Force (VNAF)
markings. Within 48 hours, Predfldent Ken-
nedy announced the decision to bolster
RVN strength but not to commit US,
combat forces. On 11 December, two U.S.
Army helicopter companles arrived in RVN.

The commitment, by the United States, to
a policy of unlimited support of the RVN,
short of actual combat forces, was subject ta
many restraining influences. In addition to
the provisions of the Geneva Accords of
1954, which the U.8., although not a signa-
tory, had undertaken to support, there were -

other considerations—the possible allen- |

ation of the Vietnamese people; relations -
with Cambodia, Laos, and Thalland; and .

vulnerability to charges, by the NVN and -

Communist China, of aggression in South-.
enst Asla Further, and of particular signifis
meet.ol.heU.S.ArmyanerFnrce.v.u

the opinicn of Mr. McNamara (December, : .

1961) that the war in South Vietnam shquldf o
be considered a ground war and that sl

though “naval and air support operations..
are desirable, they won't be too effective,™
The U.8. military structure in the RVN and:
the ensuing Intra-command relationshins re-
fected an awareness of McNamara's views.

Two short quotations from the Geneva
Accords of 1954 eerve to {llustrate the’
nature and scope of the constraints Im.
posed. Chapter III, Article 18 f(quoted in
party: “With effect from the date of entry
into force of the present Agreement, the in-
troduction into Vietnam of sny Chapter II1,
Article 17 (a); "With effect from the date of
eniry into [orce of the present Agreement,
the introduction into Vietnam of any rein-
forcements in the form of all types of arms,
munitions and other war material, such &s
combat eircraft, naval craft, pieces or ord-
nance, jet engines and jet weapons and ar-
mored vehicles. is prohibited.””

Thus. the U.S, decision to increase sub-
stantially its aid to the RVN ran head on
into the Geneva Accords and the Interma-
tional Control Committee (ICC) established
to oversee its provisions.

On Qctober 2B, 1861, Secretary of State
Rusk sent a message to the American Em-
bascy In Saigon requesting concurrsnce on
ground rules for the introduction of the
USAF Jungle Jim unit into the RVN. Mr.
Rusk proposed that Lhe gircraft have Viet-
namese markings painted on them before
being llown in or being brought in by sur-
face trensporiation. Military personnel,
other than sircrews, were to arrive in the
RVK in civilian clothes but could then wear
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their uniforms. Such were some of the ef-
forte to circumvent the provisions of the
Geneva Accords and the ICC.

This lssue was finally settled on November
18, 1861 when President Kennedy formally
announced the U.5. decision to aid the Gov-
ernment of Vietnam—short of introducing
US. combat forces. The position that U.S.
combat forces were not involved in the war
waa to be maintained for the ensuing two
yenrs (until December 31, 1663).

By the close of 1961, the Communist in-
surgency In South Vietnam had grown to
proporuons where immedisle response was
required to contain and then defeat the
threal. This situation resultedin a modifica-
tion of our policy position to provide for
US. armed and manned helicopters 1o
“defend themselves” and to return fire from
the ground (Subsequently, authority was
granted to initiate {ire on known Viet Cong
targets posing a threat) -

The immediate U.S. objectives, at this
time, was to provide the VNAF with such
training es would eventually enable the Vi-

_etnamese to perform sll required misgiona.
Determined to meet this goal and to realize
the “immediate respomse” requirement,

PACAF conceived the covert Farm QGate op-
+eration. Following CINCPAC approval, the

j.nrstolu:aemhsinmmfbwnlnnm-

ther 1961, .
- The cancept of employment of Farm Gate

*{previcusly Jungle Jim) was to utilize the

;;"_tumtlonnttnlnlnzmw.n?uamr.
-smum.ttmdpemonndnlnemhmem
-e:z.uoomCCIBbudan.llybemedlnmp-

Tport of RVNAF actlons agalnst th
_ ~'Cong within the borders of the RVN. The
3 visioned, “sll feasible operational
 activity,” overt and covert, and would be in
. madition to the advisory and tralning func-
- Hons. .

lnmeeinxwtthl.he!‘armc}uemmept.

CINCPAC said .

=+ + ¢ In addition (to operational iesia
and combat support fighters previously au-
thorized hy JCS and CINCPAC to train the
_-WNAF), a3 decided at the SecDel meeting 18

' December, all kinda of conventional cambat

: and combat support flights can be flown in

- YN by Detachment 2, 4400th CCT3 provid-

ed a Vietnamese iz on board for purpose of

receiving eombat support tralning.”
This was amplified on 26 December when
the JCS =ald that Farm Gate aircraft could
" be employed on combat missions only when

- the VNAF did not have the capability. This

-iatest instruction also said that combat

training missions with joint crews would be

conducted so the Vietnamese CTEWS could
take over the missions at the earliest pos&i-
ble time. The ruled dictated that the alr-
eraft be based in-country and be of the same
type as the host country, If the effort was to
be plausibly deniable. These latter dictates
had been a continuing limiting factor on
Farm Gate operationsin the RVN.

The issue of US. pilots flyilng Farm Gate
missions n the RVN eame to the fore early
in 19682. Admiral Felt's opinion of the State
ease of 0 March 1962 was
he issue. He recommended

Department tel
that it evaded t
instesad, a “factual”

~USAF pllots are flying

statement:

- purpose of th
‘pliots in tactical
these tralning sortles,
ordinance on actual

aton except In the role of
and VNAP pllots flying singl
(A-1H'8) contlnue to periorm most of
‘zombat air sortiea™

- In & message to t
February 1063, State expresse

e-seater AD-8"

and uneguivocal position that the Farm

boundaries of neighboring countries. Once
an alr sirike was approved by the AOC or
higher suthority,
the target. Neither were
gagement for
vised of this, CINCPAC
CHMAAG-V that the VNAF be assisted, if
they so degired, in
gugement—Iinitially

Felt then proposed
ception, ldentification, and destruction of

hostile alreraft Intruding into the airspace
of the RVN. VNAF accepted the suggestion
and drafted rules of engagement. By late

in two-seator T-
* 9g's and RB-26's with VNAF pliots. The
ese missions Iz to train VANF
pir strikes. On some of
the alrcraft deliver
Viet Cong targets. No
USAF pilot has ever flown on & tactical mis-
tactical instructor,

the

he Embassy In Saigon In
d the obvious
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Gate activity in the RVN was a “clear viola-
tion of the Geneva Accords.’

The VNAP had no rules of engagement in

late 1981 except to avoid overllying the

the pilot was free to strike
there rules of en-
air defense. Upon being ad-
suggested to

developing rules of en-
for sir defense, Admiral
guidelines for the Inter-

April 1982, the Jolnt General Staff (JGS)
had approved them and was in the process
of coordinating them with other govern-
mental agencies.

MACYV Directive Number 62, 24 November
1962, established operational restrictions on
U.S. aircraft to be employed on combat sup-
port missjons which read, in extract, as fol-
lows: . : :

»4 General policy:

~ga In South Vietnam all operational mis-
glons flown by U.S. personnel and/or air-
eraft are classfied as combat support. As &

general policy, no missions will be undertak-
en utilizing U.S. persontel and/or alrcraft
unless it is beyond the capabllity of the Vi-
etnamese - Alr Force (becauss of lack of -
_tralning, equipment, ete.) to perform the
mission. Efforts will be intensified to pro-
vide the pecessary training for GVN person-
nel so that the VNAF can perform all re-
quired missions at the earllest possible time.

«y_ .8 aircrew personnel operating under
the terms of this and other applicable direc-
tives are that nothing shall in-

inherent right of the Indi-
vidusl to protect himself against hostile
stuck.mevemdnmhmmmemdi-
vidual eoncerned will take immediate ag-
gressive actlon against the sttacking force
with any means avaflable.

“5. Specific restrictlona: The following
apecific restrictions are applicable and strict
compliance therewith s directed:

~g Farmgate: Utllizatlon of Farmgate alr-
craft for operatlonal (combat support} mis- -
sions will be only with a combined US. and
Vietnamese crew. Farmgate U-10 alrcraft
will not be employed on srmed reconnals-
sance missions. Farmgate aircraft will carry
VNAF markings.

“b. Waterglass: 2d Alr Division will pre-
pare regulations applicable to U.8. aircraft
conducting alr defense orientation training
under the Watergiass concept. Waterglass
restrictions are not included in this directive
due to classification.

“¢. Mule Train/Ranch Hand: C-123's will
be U.S. marked They will be manned with a
combined U.S. and Vietnamese Crew oo 8p-
plicable combat missions as defined * * °
above.

w“d U.S. Army CH-21Cs (Shawnee) and
USMC UH-34D's (HUS) Armament may be
installed In and utilized from transport heli-
copters for defenslve purposes only. Arma-
ment in such aireraft will not be utllized to
initiate fires upon any target; however, 14

the alrcraft is fired upon, it may return the

fire. Alrcraft will be TS, marked and
manned.
~e. U.8. Army UH-I's (Iroquois); The 0.8

Army armed UR-1 may be used defensively
only. 1t may not be utilized to inltiate fires
upon any target; however, If the aireraft or
any aircraft which it is escoriing is fireld)
upon, it may return the fire. Such aircraft,
when employed on combat support mlssions,
will be U.S. marked and manned with a com-
bined U.5. and Viethamese crew.

Letter, subject: Air Operatd
tober 1962, applies to ope:
alreraft, However, the gen
this letter is repeated in this directive and is
applicable to all US. aircralt operating in
SVN. Day: No
erate closer than three miles to the Cambo-
border and then only when the celling
500 feet and visibility 18 three
en the border is clearly
operational

dan
is at least 1
miles or better. Wh
defined by physical landmarks.
m.tuiomwbeeondu.ctedtnlpoimno
closer than one mile to the border; nomn-
operational flights are restricted to five
miles from the border and at least 2000 feet
alttude. Night: U.S. alrcraft will operate
three miles to the Cambodian
periods of reduced visibility
en when under positive radar
\flcally authorized by
alreraft will con-

closer than
border during
and only th
control. Unless spec
this headquarters, no US,
duct combat missions mo:

clted letter)
discretion and
can be

.ence.”
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“f, U.8. Army OV-1's (Mohawk). The OV-

These gircraft will no
alrcraft. When utilized

1's may be utilized in an armed configura-
tion (only as specifically directed by CO-
MUSMACV) for combat support missions,
however, such armament will be utilized
only defensively.
utilized ag strike
combat support role, they will be US.
marked and manned with a combined us.
and Vietnamese crew.

t be
Ina

«g Cambodian/SVN/DMZ Border: MACV

rations of

rmally no U.S, aireraft wil

re than two
‘Whalvers to

1y defined by visual

Thus, there were aircraft
the Republic of Vietnam w
markings spd Vietnamese
markings and US.
markings and U.8.-
U.S. markings with U.S. crews.

ons, dated 23 Oc-

Us.

eral content of

1 op-

miles
these

then only when the border

refer-

operating within
hiech had VNAF
crews: VNAF
Vietnamese crews, UB.
Vietnamese crews; and

‘Admiral Felt polnted out to General Har-

kins that JC3 message
September 1962 had autho
ation of fires by
eacorts

rized the

Number 3872 of 6

initi-

armed aircraft engaged in

~By deflpition (JC8 5972) suppressive

fires

resulting from escort missions are con-

sidered defensive flre. You should amend

paragraphs 5D and E 0
§2) m such manner as to indicate arm
on UH-
.used to mitiate fire p
clearly identified and is threat to the
of the helicopter and passengers.”
Moreover, JCS message 8678 of Fe
1963 (had) authorized an amendment
rules of engagement, pert:
to US. helicopters in th

f (MACV Directive

ament

1's and CH-21's/UH-34's may be
rovided enemy target is

safety

bruary
to the

aining specifically
e RVN, to allow

them to engage clearly identified Viet Cong

forces considered a threat

the saircraft and ¢

to the safety of
heir passengers. JCS

stated that, during a visit of their team to

the RVN, it was foun
aage of September 196
engagement for arme
had been
that the helicop
upon before initiating r
terpretation is more restrict!
intent . . . " COMU
rules of engrgement accordingly.

The jet quest|
nation of the p
GATE appeared to re
The problem of jet en
not seermn relev.
tion of US. Army h
TH-1B's were both intro
RVN. The first five of the turbo-jet
Iroquols arriving In the RVN abo
YUSNC Crostan on 20 April 1962,

d Army hel

urpose and acope of
main essentlall

d that the JCS mes-
9 concerning rules of

copters

erroneously interpreted to mean
ter must walt to be fired
eturn fire- “Such in-
{ve than was the
SMACY .amended his

jon, along with the determi-

FARM
¥ moot,

gines and aircraft did
ant in regard to the introduc-
elicopters. UH-1A’s and
duced into the

UB-1A
ard the
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Certaln violations (of the Geneva Ac-
cords) had evidently been deemed accepta-
ble in view of U.S. objectives-—others were
not. The bases of the value judgments In.
volved were not always deductible,

From the Inception of Jungle Jim (Farm
Gate) activities in the RVN in late 1961, the
State Department evidenced growing con-
cern that air operations might become
counter-productive by alienating the non-
combatant{ population. Early in 1862, the
Vietnam Task Force had proposed suspend-
ing alr operations until the subject could be
thoroughly discussed at the next SecDef
meeting scheduled for 19 February at Head-
quarters CINCPAC.

Although the DOD had not been in favor
of suspending alr operations, the Issue was
placed on the February SecDef conference
agenda, Headquarters USAF requested
Headquarters PACAF to prepare a thor-
ough briefing on the “coneept of employ-.
ment of alr units and methods used for
target selection and identification to Include
measures laken to ihsure minimum impact
on civillan population.™

- [ ] - » -

During his visit, these procedures and the
control structure which had been estab-
lished were closely examined. The conclu-
sion reached was that, considering the polit-
ical and operationa! problems involved, a
“solid control structure” existed. Targets
were selected by the VN and closely checked
by the Joint Operations Center (JOC) and
the Air Support Operations Center (ASOC).
Targels were marked by the VN forward air
controllers (FAC) flying in liaison alrcraft
The report Hustrated the degree of care ex-
ercised by citing a mission In which the VN
eirborne controller did not arrive to mark
the target. The USAPF instructor pllots In
the alrcraft observed that a fire fight was
taking place, and saw an officer tn a jeep

pointing to the location of the enemy; “nev-

ertheless, the bombs were salvoed In the
ocean.” : : T
In December 1862, Secretary of State

- Rusk indicated, in & message to the Embas-
. 6y in Balgon, his views regarding border re-
strictions on U.B. alreraft Ieading to s dis-

cussion concerning the proper military tac-
ties to defeat the Viet Cong, the Secretary
slated: . ’

“It remains that political significance at
present of another RKG (Cambodian)
border incident certainly ocutweighs proba-
ble mllitary advantages of alr operations In
border area. . . Politically, count against us
how two and Lhree-quarter strikes. Militari.
ly. there 1s general agreement that success
lies not in drawing tight Cordon Sanitaire In
Maginot manner. . . ."”

The implicit concern reflected in these
MEessSages was brompted by meny charges of
border violations lodged by Cambodia. The
Cambodian {and Laotian) border was un-
marked, ill-defined, and hotly in dispute. In
response to this concern, on 25 January
1963, the commander of the 2nd ADVON re-
stricted Farm Gate aircraft from conducting
operations within five miles of International
borders during daylight end ten mlles
during darkness. The VNAF did not have
this restriction.

On 15 November 1882, the VN JGS pub-
lished & memorandum entitled 'Limitation
of Air and Artillery Supports Aleng Viet-
nam Republic Border Corridor.” Whereas
the 2nd ADVON restriction of 25 January
provided for a flve mile buffer during day-
light hours, which was Increased to ten
miles at night, the JGS memorandum
placed a constant 10 KM restriction on air
support and 15 KM along the south bank of
the Ben-Hai River. Under emergency condi-
tions, according to the JGS. requests for
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waiver of the restriction would be consid-
ered. With regard to the walver authority
which JGS had reserved to jtself, CINCPAC .
advised COMUSMACYV, in January 1963,
that he also‘be prepared to weive, with dis-
cretion, restrictions on U.S8. aircraft. “I
expect you to exercise the same (JGS)
waiver authority for U.S, operations on case ~
by case basis when deemed necessary and
when expected ‘take’ is worth risk (of
border violation) involved.” :

At this time, and to the normal Farm
Gate restrictions imposed by the JCS, an.
other was added by the 2d Alr Division, The
crews could only conduct strikes under a
VNAF forward air controller. An exception
was established for night strikes permitting
Farm Gate crews to strike under a C-47 flar.
eship which established radio relsy between
VN personne! under attack on the ground
and the strike atrcrew. )

- » L L ] »

These restrictive measures created many
problems, one example of which is illustrat-
ed by the Viet Cong attack on the Soc
Trang Airfield on 10 September 1863.
Within five minutes after the first 8lmm
mortar hits, four USAF pllots were alr-
borne. In the alr, they notified the AOC of
the atlack and asked for a flareship and ad-
ditiona] fighters. They then expended ord-
nance on what they believed to be the Viet
Cong rmortar positions identified by what
appeared to be muzzle flashes. This was,
done during ARVN retaliation with mortar
and other fire. Immediately following the
alr attack the Viet Cong withdrew,

The commander of the 34th Tactical
Group, whose T-28's were involved, com-
mended the aggressive action of the USAF
pilots tn defending & base under attack. He
pointed out, however, that such an action
was In violation of the rules of engagement
since there were no VNAF crew members on
beard, no FAC, no flareship, and no way of
positively identifying the target which was
in an allegedly friendly area. In making this
point, the 34th's commander noted that it
was difficult to understand why certaln
rules had to be observed. In a COIN envi-
ronment, he sald, the rules of engagement
are necessarfly sensitive gince there are usu-
ally no clearly defined battle lines. He added
thst the winner of & COIN war would prob-
ably be the slde which wins over the people
and it was possible that victory over a thou-
sand of the enemy could be offset by the
unintentional death of one of the friendly
{forces. The commander glso stated;

. .. We must exercise our most mature
judgment and restraint at all tlmes and
abide by the rules of the game. This Is vital,
even though In certain situations, such as
this case, it might appear that the proper
course of action lies elsewhere. ... Take
pride in accomplishing a difficult job under
adverse conditions in a sane and profession-
al manner.” '

Another case occurred on 5 December
1863, when Army helicopters supporting a
I1 Corps outpost at nlght were reported to
have fired on friendly forces in an attack
made without positive identification of the
Viet Cong target. The commander, MACY,
directed that corrective action be taken. He
added:

*_ . . It Is also of concern that a possibllity
exists in which U.S. pilots conducted indis-
creet firing against ground targets without
adequate knowledge of the ground force dis-
position, without communications with
ground forces or the air control system, and
without prior arrangement or briefing. . . .”

These general conditions prevailed to the
end of 1963, at which time a test plan in-
volving the arming of OV-1's (Mohawks)
was proposed. To permit such testing, Gen-
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erkl Harkins advised Admiral Felt that the
rules of engagement would have to be
changed. (MACV directive permitted the
Mohawk to be used offensively only after
belng fired upon.}) The OV-1 test (in the
role of an armed escort for transport air-
craft) was approved and the rules subse-
quently modified.

Defoliation (Ranch Hand) and crop de-
struction cperations came in for their share
of discussion. In mid-1963, control of crop
destruction was tightly held &t the Wash-
ington level. On 19 June, the Embassy
Saigon proposed an operation which In-
volved about 3000 acres. “We (General Har-
kins and Minister Truehart) urgently re-
questing thils discretionary authority in
order to minimize delays so that greatest
possible crop area could be hit before con-
clusion overall miltary operation toward
mid-July.” Both Truehart and Harkins were
“satisfied that this ares ls Viet Cong con-
trolled, and that Viet Cong do not repeat do
not have nearby &aiternative sources of
food.”

The use of napelm was also the center of
controversy. however, it was somewhat more
loosely controlled than was crop destruc-
tion. State felt that “political considerations
would suggest Umiting use napalm to high
priority targets which (are) clearly Viet
Cong installations.”

In response to & query from the Embassy
Saigon, State responded:

“Concur discretion In use napalm. To
extent control can be exerclsed, (it) should
be left with Task Force Saigon. However, as
you are well aware there are specia] political
aspects In Its use.

“Request State and Defense be advised in
time to approve In advance any operations
which in your judgment are of size or type
likely (to) have significant political reper-
cussions.” -

The VNAF had observed the results which
could be obtalned from napslm and had ak¥-
rived at the conclusion that it was an effee-
tive weapon. While some elements in the .

. U.8. remained unconvinced as to the deslr:::

ability and essentlality of its use vis-a-vis’

" U.S. political interests, the VNAF officially™

“. . . requested that this type of weapon be
fully used whenever it seems to be necessary
for the purpose of operational missions,™

The continuing and ever<hanging re-
straints continued to plague the USAF/
VNAF efforts to achieve operational effec- .
tiveness. Particularly, the varlous events
within the RVN, and the attitudes of ita
government and its people Influenced the
prosecution of the war against the Commu-
nist insurgents. Such Incidents as the bomb-
Ing of the Presidential Palace In February
1962; the maturing of the Buddhist unrest
In the late summer of 1963; and the coup of
1 November 1963, which deposed the Diem
government, brought the joint alr oper-
ations to a temporary but disruptive hait.

Immediately following the bombing of the
Presidentisl Palace, (27 February 1862} in
what was eventually interpreted as an at-
tempt to assassinate President Diem, the
VNAF was grounded. Only FARM GATE
aircraft were available tp respond to calis
for help against Viet Cong attack. Two days
later the VNAF A-1H squadrons were re-
lensed for cperations but were allowed to
carry ordnance no heavier than 20mm. Sub-
sequently, Colonel Vinh informed General
Anthis that ail restriction on VNAF strike
aircraft would probably be removed by 5
March.

The alleged repression and persecution of
the Buddhists during August of 1963 fur-
ther confused the issues and detracied the
RVN military efforts. The U.S. Embassy re-
ported a conversation with Genergl Khiem,
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Chief of Staff of the General Staff of 21
August. “In apswer to s specific question,
Khiem sajd that ail general officers, in
uniscn, had lately become convinced that if
situation (Buddhist problem) were to con-
tinue few wecks longer, morale of Army
would seriously deteriorate. . . ."

Adding religious objectives to the military
objective—progress toward which was, at
best, not going Well—increased the scope
and complexities of the jolnt RVN/US prob-
lem and, in effect, opened & “second front”
for the GVN. The GVN was then faced with
an internal political conflict as well as an
external military conflict.

The coup of 1 November directly resulted
from the preceding events. The VNAF,
under Colonel Ky who had assumed com-
mand. fully supported the coup. The U.S.
Air Attache noted, “Most VNAF pliots now
bedded down in Alert Room. T-28's at Tan
Son Nhut bombed and ready to go. FARM
GATE standing by for Viet Cong outpost at-
tacks.. . .”

Plans written in 1962 to saturaie the coun-
tryside with air-ground actions tc seek. de-
stroy and fragment the Viet Cong effort,
were approved by the Diem government in
. Pebruary 1963. These plans were initiated 1

rJuly and bulit up to approximately 15,000

.ections during August. With the deteriora-
“-tion of the RVN political sitnation, empha-
.sis was turned from .offensive mflitary
*action to the mamtenance of the govern-

fment's own existence. The coup wrote
~~finis” to these plana “This complete and .

m diversion of VNAF/USAF objec-
tives was accentuated by the potential ex-

Y ploitation of the situstion by the DRV.

P At the start of the coup, the VNAF had
" assumed control .of sll aireraft including
“JSAF aircraft. However, as of 090CL. on 2
" November, the Air Attache learned that the

VNAF “had Telinquished control of all
USAPF alrcraft and had, in fact, asked USAF
to maintain and support the battle against
the Viet Cong to maximum of their capabil-
fty as they were all on alert status tn sup-
. port of coup operation” At 1655L, on 1 No-
. vember. AOC (jolnt VN/USAF menned) ad-
vised the COC, 2d Alr Division. of instrue-
tion from Colonel Ky that US. aireraft
would not be permitied to takeoff unless on
approved rescue oOr operational necessity
missions. Forty minutes later, at 17351,
grounding of USAF alrcraft was Hfted.

With the fall of the Diem regime, General
. Harkins, In a message to JCS, stated:

“. . _ The big job now, and the entire in-
terest of my people and me, Is to get the
new team focused on the Viet Cong immedi-
ately. We buckte down to this at once.”

The crucial gquestion remained unan-
swered at the end of 1983. Would this redi-
_cal procedure for effecting governmental
_change correct the- debilitating disease
«which had affllcted RVN'S prosecution of
the war—or would it merely exchange one
syndrome for another, leaving the disease
unchecked?

The beginning of 1964 saw the stage set
for further restrictiona, relaxsations, addi-
tions, and changes to the rules of engage-
ment tn efforta to meet the exigencies of
_ changing political and military policies.
~ Complisnce with these policies and rules
was not enhanced by actlvities of the
Fourth Estate.

. While violation of the Geneve Accords did
not become & serious Presa lssue, the lssue
of the USAF flying combat missions was
raised—many times. The official U.S. posl-
tion stipulated that s Vietnamese Crew
member had to be mboard: that nll flights
were conducted for the purpose of training
the VNAF; and, that comprehensive traln-
“ing sometimes involved combat missions—
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with the USAF airman in an Instructional
role.

Certaln reporters had received informa-
tion, aliegedly from a U.S. military source
(and subsequently confirmed by VN armed
forces sources) that PARM GATE aireraft,
in many cases, spearheaded ground oper-
ations with bombing missions against the
Viet Cong. Also, it had been reported to
them that there were now two air forces op-
erating in the RVN against the Viet Cong..
“the GVN Alr Force and, secondly. Ameri-
can units (FARM GATE) controlled and op-
erated by USAP." % Ambassador Nolting re-
plied that it was incorrect to say the U.8.
was “‘spearheading” the grand gasault. “In
training the VN Alr Force In operation of T-
28's, & new plane to them, we Are giving on-
the-spot training which often tnvolves train-
ing under combat conditions, but that tn no
case do U .S pllots operate alone; purpose
and objectives being tbe tralning of GVN
pilots in combsat operations.” Nolting 1a-
beled as “fake” the charge that there were
two Alr Forces in the RVN. The reporters
indlcated that they were satisfied with
these responses and the discussion made the
reports considerably less ~zensational.™ -

Countering the Communist insurgency in
the RVN had proven to be extremely diffi-
cult, complex and vexing. A composite of dl-
verse influences existed—political, psycho-
logical, soclological and milifary. The inter-
action of these variablez had determined
the relatlve effectiveness—or Ineffective-
ness—of joint RVN/US. efforts. However,-
change—an m:::i.lhle characteristic . of
progress—contin . R to-

On B March 1964, the Chief of Staff,
USAF, directed TAC to deploy four T-28's
and necessary personnel to Udorm for »
period of six months, on TDY basis. Prior to
{helr arrival, Ambassador Unger had recom-
mended that the restraints imposed by the

‘United States on the use of alrcraft and

bombs by the RLAF be relaxed and greater
discretionary authority given. He proposed
their use for reprisal against aggressive ac-
tions and for Interdictlon of bulld-ups for
attack. The JCS supported Ambassador
Unger's proposals and recommended even
stronger action. They recomroended that:

1. Missions asslgned should be offensive as
well as defensive.

2, Restrictions on the use of napalm
should be removed.

3. First priority on interdiction misglons
should be inbound cONvoys.

4. Considerations should be given to use of
United States and third country forces to
provide air support in Laos.

5. U.S. aerial reconnaissance could con-
tribute much In view of the limited capabll-
ity of the RLAF, .

8. The SAW detachment being deployed
to SEA could provide substantial dssistance
in training and advice to the RLAF.

These views were forwarded to the State
Department. On 20 March, the State De-
partment advised Ambassador Unger that &
Umited number of bomb fuses could be re-
leased to the RLAF, since the proposed use
of bombs could be considered in support of
“responsive coanter-stiacks to regaln
ground loat to the Pathet Lao and as repris-
a! tn response to Pathet Lao attack ™ This
was the first time the RLAP had been per-
mitted to maintain custody of any bomb
fuses,

In March 1964, several modifications were
made to the MACV Directive 62. Vietnam-
ese crews were no longer required on mis-
gions flown by U.S. marked, unarmed recon-
naissance aireraft, although they could be
used on any mission whick might be faclli-
tated by the use of VN observers.

With reference to border flights, aircraft
were not authorized tp cross RVN borders

" action.
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“without diplomatic clearance obtained
through the Air Attache, American Embas-
sy, or the Embassy of the country con-
cerned.” and even then aireraft were not au-
thorized to fire on or across the horders. Air
support activities for border outposts (fire
support, Treconnalssance, transportation
evaluation. supply, eic.) WAS authorized
under the same conditions,

The distances from the borders at which
aircraft could normally operate were alao
changed. Where the border was determined
by s river or vehicle route, or if & river or ve-
hicle route was inside and along the border
apnd located within 1000 meters of the
border, the maximum operating mit of the
gireraft was the river or vehicle route. In
other arems, aircraft were limited to 2000
meters from the border when alreraft were
directed by a forward air controller (FAC)
and 5000 meters when not so directed. All
aireraft were reguired to remain south of an

line parallel with and 35000
meters south of the Ben Hal River separat-
ing North and South Vietnam. Restrictions
on visual and photographic misston aircraft
could be walved under certain MACV provi-
sions. However, the JCS authorized the Alr
Force to fly armed F-100 missions up to and
along the Mekong River where it constitut-
ed the Thal-Lactian border. Authority was

- not granted to make incursions into Laos.

F-100 pilots were instructed thal alfreraft
would be armed during all operations except
alr refueling training, but that a safety pin
would be retained in the trigger and the
trigger safety switch kept off to prevent In-
advertent firing. Atthough specific Tules of
engagement had not yet been approved {or
these operations, piiots were ingtructed that
they retained their Inherent right of self-
defense and were authorized to take such
measures a8 wers necessary to protect them-
-selves should they be subjected to hostile

On 17 May 1964, Communist forces turned
agaimst the Neutralists who were co-located
on the Plaine des Jarres (FDJ). An overt
intervention decision was made by the
United States to bolster the Neutralist
forces and to serve notice to the Commu-
nists that the United States was determined
to back the legai government. It was declded
that a reconnalssance effort might provide a
means of proving that Viet Minh and Chi-
nese Communists were assisting the Indige-
nous Pathet Lao. Such evidence could be
presented to the International Control
Commlission. |

The first action n the bulldup of this US.
reconnaissance effort was 8 CINCPAC alert
to Carrier Task Group (CTG) 774 on 18
May, to be prepared to conduct s show of

F¥orce elements were already present in
Boutheast Asia. A reconnalssance task force
(RT™, nicknamed Able Mable,
at Tan Son Nhut AB, Vietnam, F-100 Super-
sabres were located at Clark AB, Philip-
plnes. aee

On 18 May, the JCS guthorized the first
mlissions, which were flown by USN alrcraft.
The USAP flew its first mission “during the
daylight hours” of the next day. The pro-
posal that low-level reconnalssance flights
be mitiated with two daylight and one night
mission to be flown each week was made by
MACYV. A turther recommendation was that
strikes against any targets discovered as &
result of these reconnaissance mlissions
would be made by unmarked VNAF or
RLAF T-28's. The next option was strikes
by marked USAF and Farm Gate aircralft,
followed by & final option of USAF/USN
strikes. The reconnaissance effort was for-
maily christened on 22 May 1864 when JCS

assigned the nickname Yankee Team to It.
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Until the May attack against the Neutral-
ists, the RLAF possessed only four T-28's,
plus a few non-tactical aircraft, and its air-
craft were restricted to the use of rockets
and guns. On 17 May, with the PDJ attack
in its second day, American Ambassador
Leonard Unger (then Ambassador to Laos)
authorized the use of 100 and 500-pound
bombs agalnst the attacking forees.

The initial efforts of T-28 or other air-

craft operating over Laos were conflned to

preplanned missions, based on the best In-
telligence and & system which would sllow
the Air Froce to react to field requests.
Rules of engagement and authority to strike
had to be resalved at the earliest point if
the Alr Force effort was o be effective.

A contlnuous program of reconnalssance
in Laos was authorized by the JCS In & mes-
sage to CINCPAC on 25 May. The Jolnt
Chiefs also made It clear that overflight of
the Democratic Republic of Vietnam was
absolutely not authorized. CINCPAC added
that the Yankee Team program had to be
responsive to the reéguirements of the U.S.
team (n Laos, COMUSMACV, CINCPAC,
the JCS and higher authority. Thai bases
were not {0 be used under any circum-
stances and coordination between the oper-
ating forces was to be effected locally. CO-
MUSMACV designated the Commander, 2d
Alr Division (Major Genheral Joseph Moore),
as coordinator between the Air Force and
Navy. General Moore was given the author-
ity to suggest but not to compe! Navy ac-
tions. He assigned the Navy al] targets on
the MACYV target list located north of 18 de-
grees 30 minutes for planning purposes.

The question of jolnt US/VN crews on
Farm Gate aircraft was raised In May 1964,
when 2d Air Division was asked by the Chief

of Staflf, USAF, to explain its use of VNAF.

pilots on Farm Gate missions. The 2d Alr
Division replied that, since November 1962,
VNAF pilots had not flown on Farm Gate
atreraft but that basic VNAF airmen were

. used- for the task. A VNAF non-commis-

. the ready room adjacent to the 1st Air Com- -

sioned officer had the job of scheduling and
controlling basic airmen who stood slert in

" mando Squadron operations room. There

were “Infrequent” occasions when the non-

availability of YNAF alrmen required the :

cancellation or delay of s mission The 2d
Alr Division pointed out that the presence
of the lst Air Commando Squadron had
contributed significantly to VNAF effective-
ness by settlng an example for the VNAF (n
the number of sorties flown, flying hours,
and in the professionallsm of the squadron
Itself.

On 20 May 1964, the JCS, ina messa.ge to
CINCPAC, reaffirmed that the U.S. policy
in Vietnam was that the U.S. military would
not take part [n combat. An exception was
made in the case of Farm Gate aircraft, al-
though these could only be used to fly bona-
{ide operational training missions egainst
hostile targets In order to prepare VNAF
personnel for an eventual “take over” {rom
the USAF,

The JCS also staled that helicopters In
the theater were for use as transport only
and thelr weapons were for the protection
of vehicles or passengers. U.S. Army heli-
copters would not be used as a substitute for
close support air strlkes. U.S. military per-
sonnel assigned as advisors would be ex-
posed to combat conditions only as required
in the execution of their advisory dutles.
This statement of the JCS on the employ-
ment of Farm Gate alreraft and U.S. Army
helicopiers was one of several actions
during 1864 which helped resolve the ques-
tion of & proper mix of U.S. Army and
USAF aircraft in the theater. During 1962-
63. the absence of clear-cut directives |n this
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area served as & limitation upon USAF ac-
tivities In Vietnam,

On the 29th of May, General Moore sent a
message to PACAF requesting that he be
given authority to employ U.S. aircraft and
crews for search and rescue (SAR) 8s he
“deemed necessary in the event U.S. aircraft
were downed over Laos (Yankee Teamn mis-
sions).” He did not receive a reply until 8
June when a Navy aircraft was shot down.
The pilot ejected successfully. According to
Colonel Robert F. Tyrell, the Air Attache In
Vientiane, three requests were forwarded to
the Ambassador asking the U.S. pilots be
sent in to provide close support for the
rescue helicopters. By the time authoriza-
tion came through, the rescue helicopters
had both been shot up and Navy Lieutenant
Charles Klussman was a prisoner of the
Pathet Lao,

On 4 June, the Secretary of State request-
ed that the frequency of Yankee Team
flights be cut back to one or two days per
week, supplemented by demand flights re-
lated to specific objectives. CINCPAC
agreed with this request but added that, In
his estimation. the main purpose of Yankee
Team was to provide the Intelligence vital to
decision making. In the South, reconnais-
sance flights were needed to keep tabs on
Communist supply routes from the DRV
into South Vietnam through Laos,

Scoring higher !n the world’s attention
that this undercurrent of debate was the
harsh reality of Lt. Klussman’s mishap and,
on the following day, the loss of another
Navy alrcraft. On 6 June, the day before the
mishap, the JCS directed CINCPAC to:

“. .. Be prepared to fly two low-level re-
connalssance sortles as a single flight over
Laos on the Plaine des Jarres area on 7
June. Schedule eight fighter bomber sailr-
craft as escort with optimum mix of weap-
ons for AAA suppression. Escort aireraft are
authorized to employ appropriate retaliato-
ry {ire against any source of anti-aircraft
fire against recce or escort aircraft, Refer-
ence AMEMB Vientiane 0611217, coordi-

"nate timing of operationh and area to be cov- -
ered by recce operation underway 7 June,

Suggest Kitty Hawk resources be employed

if operationally feasible. Mission should not

overfly Khang EKhay or Xieng
Khouang ., .” It was one of these escort

alreraft which was shot down. This pilot

was recovered.

Later that day, the JCS told CINCPAC
that it was necessary that the Communists
be taught that the United States was going
{0 conduct this reconnsissance program.,
and use force if necessary. Therefore, &
strike force of eight F-100's staging from
Tan Son Nhut was to strike the antiajrcraft
instaliations at Xieng Khouang on § June.
Aflter the strike, pilots reparted direct hits
on the target.

CINCPACFLT reinforced this determina-
tion with a message to units under his com-
mand directing that there be & minimum of
two escorts per recce aircraft. CINCPAC
was still not able under the prevailing rule
to go all the way !In deterring the enemy. He
directed, on 18 June, that there be no use of
efther napalm or cluster bomb units (CBU).

Yankee Team flights were an “on again,
of{ again™ proposition during these early
days. On 12 June, Ambassador Unger re-
ported to the State Department that Prime
Minister Souvanna Phouma had agreed to
the continuation of the flights. Souvanna
requested that nothing be said to the press
about this or the fact that escorts were
belng used. Ambassador Unger presented
two “compelling’ arguments for publicly ac-
knowledging use of esccris: (1) to assure
congressional and public opinion that recon
planes be adequately protected and (2) by
public mentioh of escorts to forcefuliy
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slgnal Hanol and Peking which would not be .
nearly as effective i{ we appeared to be
trying to suppress this Information. Sou-
vanna then volunteered that he wanted
maximum use made of the RLAF T-28's to
interdict supply routes and destroy, on the
ground, those supnlies already in place. The
Ambassador reported, “there i no question
in the Prime Minister'’s mind that viclations
by Pathet Lao/Viet Minh justify actiona al-
ready underway and perhaps more, but he
insists, for political reasons, that we must
avoid going on-record acknowledging action -
and thus giving Communists both propagan-
da fuel and pretense.” He concluded the
message by stating: “We have {0 assume
always that RLG forces tncapable of stand-
Ing up to PL/VM i latter really meant to
push through, conceivably with air support
(there Is, of course, always risk that Com-
munists will also introduce aireraft). .
Five messages concerning escorts, durlng -
this period, were significant. First was a 16
June JCS message which authorized weath-
er reconnalssance flights prior to the actual
Yankee Team photo mission, It also author-
lzed flak suppression by the fighters, low
level only, In advance of the reconnaissance
alrerafi, Commander of TFG 77.6 asked.
CINCPAC on 18 June if he was right !n the -
assumption that “escort” included any avall- "
able attack on hghter aireraft. CINCPAC
replied that he was correct. General Moore
sent a directive to the 33d Tactical Fighter
Wing element at Da Nang on 18 June order-
ing that two F-100's be maintalned on alert
at all times and to be prepared to put two
more on 15 minute and four on one hour?
alert. The final of the five messages was a*"

CINCPACFLT decision to allow Navy !orces .

to use the “Snake Eye"” bomb.

PACAF announced on 20 June that 'I'hnl-
land based USAF asseta could be used for
SAR. Two days later the Pacific Alr Rescue?
Center at Tan Son Nhut Informed PACAF*
that the procedures for coordinating rescue™-
resources had been established. The H—Sis’,

could be secrambled through the Alr At—w

tache’s office In Vientiane or by the HU—IB
aircraft that was alweys in the area whe%
ever U5, aireraft were operating in Loas.

The Navy had EA-3B alrcraft avallablé’
for .. electronic intelligence gathering
(ELINT) missions. CINCPACFLT put & hold
on thelr use on 28 June unti] intelligence
sources could verify whether fire cont.rol
raday was present In Laos JCS ﬂna!.lfgn.ve ;
the execute order on thelr use on 30 June/*

A few days later, CINCPAC spelled out':"
the JCS policy on rules of engagement:

i When weather permlts, reconnaissance
afrcraft will utillze medium altitude levels
above effective hostile ground fire. o

b. Route reconnaissance will normally be -
conducted at medium altitude. ;

c. Low level reconnalssance will be author-
ized when medium level reconnaissance will
not give satisfactory results. Areas of known
strong antiaircraft will be avoided.

d. Low Jevel reconnaissance against areas
of strong antiaircraft will be sauthorized
only for specific cogent reasons, on a case by
case basis when the requirements are of suf-
ficient priority to warrant the risks in-
volved. .

e. In cases of missions flown at medium al-
titudes, retaliatory fire is authorized if the
Teconneissance or escort aircraft are endan-
gered by ground fire.

{. In cases of missions flown at low level
and the reconnaissance or escort are fired
upon, retaliatory fire is authorized either on
the first pass with the reconnaissance air-
craft or by circling back and conducting sub-
sequent passes.

€. 1n cases of missions flown at low level
zgainst areas of strong antiaircraft, flights
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will be escorted and escorts are authorized
to employ best operatlonal technlques to
minimize risk, which. when authorized by
JC3, may include attack of known antiair-
craft positions in advance of the reconnais-
sance alrcraft where suppression of ground
fire is considered essential for the safety of
the reconnaissance alreraft.

Using the policy set forth by JCS, CINC-
PAC went on to provide further guidance:

a. Operational missions should be planned
and conducted to emphasize minimum risk
to planes and crews consistent with the
achievements of desired objectives.

b. As a general rule. reconnaissance mis-
sions should be conducted at medium level.
Medium level is defined as an altitude abave
the level of expected hostlle ground fire.

€ A differentiation must be made between
routine and priority requirements. The de-
termination of priority should be made by
Ambassador Vientiane or by COMUSMACV
based on Intelligence requirements. CO-
MUSMACV must evaluate the urgency of
the requirement against the known risks of
wesnther, terrain and hostile fire that must
be accepted in accomplishment of the mis-
slons. This urgency or lack of urgency
should be indicated for each requirement
submitted to CINCPAC and will also dictate
the operational commanders for the con-
duct of the mission.

d. In Laos there are areas that are free of

hostlle ground fire and other areas where .

hostile ground fire will be expected. Most of
these areas are known to you. In acheduling

“mnizstons over areas where hostile ground
fire is not expected, low-level coverage can

be conducted If weather precludea coverage

it medium levels and if risks involved with

the hazards of weather and terraln at low
altitude are acceptable. However, when mis-
slons are to fly over areas where affective

hostile ground flre can be expected, sched- -

ule the mission at medium level. In those

. cases due consideration should be given to

requesting use of presuppressive fire if con-
gdered essential to the safety of the mis-
on.

" The Air Force wanted greater freedom to
schedule low-level flights, as required.
CINCPACAF recommended the removal of
restrictions to permit such flights. Although
CINCPAC agreed with CINCPACAF as to
the need for low-level missions, he did not
feel the time was right to ask for full au-
thority to fly them. He believed overall au-
thority could be won In time, but not untll
autharities at higher levels were convinced
of the advantage of low-level reconnals-
sance. Dntil then, permission to fly at low-
level would have to be obtalned separately
for each mission.

The continued success of the Viet Cong in
South Vietnam. the successful Pathet Lao/
Viet Minh offensive on the Plalne des
Jarres, and the critical political conditions
which existed In both the RVN and Laos
painted a grim pleture of the U.S. effort in
Southeast Asia in mid-1984. The U.8. COIN
effort In South Vietham was not achieving
its objectives. The Ilnsurgents Increased Ln
pumbers and capabllity and extended their
control of the South Vietnara countryside,
largely due to successful Infiltration from
NVN into the RVN. In Laos, the enemy had
taken over practically all of the PDJ by the
end of May and threatened Muong Soul,
where the bulk of the Neutralist forces were
located with no avenue for orderly with-
drawal. The Royal Laotian Government had
little popular support and owed its exist-
ence, primarily, to US. backing. The gov-
sernment of Vietnam was faced with popular
discontent, stemming mainly from Buddhist
dissidents and a people tired of years of war.

Despite U.S. military efforts, the contlnu-
Ing influx of Communist personnel and ma-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

teriel into Laos and Scuth Vietnam brought
conditions in these two countries to & dan-
gerous imbalance. Since 1939, an estimated
20,000 officers, men and technicians were
known to have infllitrated into South Viet-
nam and another 17,000 probably came in
according to the 1.8, State Department.

The Communist forces in Laos were
stopped from expanding thelr area of con-
trol beyond what it was in May 1984.
Yankee team reconnaissance flights over
Laos and alr strikes by RLAF T-38s (and,
later, by USAF jet alreraft) were the major
contributing factors in curbing enemy ac-
tivities.

In South Vietnam, the mid-1964 situation
was also grim. Fighting under practically
the same rules as were in effect when the
United States stepped up its assistance in
1981, the government was making little
progress against the Viet Cong. The Diem
coup in November 1983, and the Khanh
coup ln January 1964, left an aftermath of
political instability that practically stopped
pursult of pacification programs elebacrate-
ly drawn early in the year. The USAF,
which, in the spring had grounded its B-26's
and T-28's, was In the progress of recelving
A-1E alreraft and only a handful were avail-
able for combat in June and July. the
month of July was the worst and bloodiest
of the war—for both U.8. and Vietnamese
forces—as the Viet Cong pushed their cam-
palgn to peak Intensity, spparently to coln-
¢cide with the 10th anniversary of the sign-
ing of the Geneva

accords.
The Honolulu high level strategy meeting, -

in early June, to line up & new approach to

-the war, the change In command of both

military and political leadership of the US. ", 0"y, NYN In South Vietnam might

effort, and tough diplomatic warnings to
North Vietnam all signified the opening of a
new phase of U.S. participation in the war.
. Plans for the stepping up of U.S. efforts

.dominated MACV activity during July to

the point where the MACYV staff was slgnifl-

-eantly detracted from its vital pacification

mission in the RVN. General Westmore-
land, on 12 July, urgently requested a TDY
sugmentation which would permit manning
of an operations war room 34 hours a day.
Yankee Team missions in the Muong Soul
and PDJ areas, in support of Operation Trl-
angle were authorized by the JCS on 20
July. The aircraft could fly at medium level,
with the exception of one which could go at
low &ltitude if weather permitted. The
escort alreraft could retaliate if either the
recce or escort alreraft were endangered by
hostlle fire, On the low-level flight, the alr-
craft could retallate on the first pass, if
fired upon, and then circle and strike again.
Toward the end of the month, PACAF
and CINCPACFLT both expressed concern
to CINCPAC about suppressive fire. PACAF
considered use of suppressive fire by Yankee
Team saircraft most desirable. The message
suggested that a combination of counterbat-
tery and preplanned interdiction strikes be
used against the “improving” Communist
antialreraft fire. CINCPACFLT said that
suppressive {ire was needed for low altitude
missions, and while not 100 percent effec-
tive, it would Keep gun crews {rom firing
with impunity. It was also felt that the au-
thority to order suppreasive fire should be
left with the “on-the-scene” commander.
Although Yankee Team operations over
Laos and USAP support of the RLAF T-28
operations signified an escalation of the
conflict in Southeast Asia, the events of
early August, in the Gulf of Tonkin, trig-
gered & sudden upsurge In air activity. The
attack on the U.S, destroyers Maddux and
Turner Joy (August 3 and 4) and the subse-
quent U.8. Navy strikea on four NVN instal-
lations (August 5) helped a lot of pieces fall
{nto place In the complex plans for defend-
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ing Southeast Asla. Pirst, the movement of
USAF jets into the RVN was carried out
with justification.

A system for U.S. control of air defense
and the employment of air in out-of-country
operations got approval from the RVN gov-
ernment,

For the U.S. Air Force, the Tonkin Gulf
incidents were the start of a new emphasis
on salr power In the counterinsurgency
struggle.

More significant, perhaps, than the retali-
atory strikes, was the deployment of USAF
strength to Boutheast Asia following the
Tonkln attacks. PACAF was alerted to dis-
patch two sguadrons of B-57's from Clark to
Bien Hoa on August B. At the same time, it
was to alert one F-105 squadron to move
from Yokota.

It was also told to alert one RTF of six F-
101's to deploy from WestPac to Tan Son
Nhut. Deployment alert orders went out
also to other CINCPAC units, Involving the
Marines and the 173d Airborne Brigade.

On the morning of the 5th, General
Ehanh, tn & meeting with General West-
moreland, agreed to allow the B-5T's and F-
102's into the RVN. He also said that the
VNAF, along with all Vietnamese armed
forces, was on alert status. He said that 25
percent could be off the ground in 30 min-
utes and the rest in 43 minutes The
RVNAF waas ready to attack North Vietnam

- if they attacked the south, and they would

also attack Cambodia under similar condi-
tlons.

Actions were taken in several other areas
to prepare for the new situatlon. With the
increased possibllity that a - retaliatory

follow. CINCPAC asked its commands to
study the alr defense needs. It noted that

the rules of engagement had two voids: (1) - .

No rules for intercept, pursuit, or destruc-
tion of hostile aircraft over Thalland and,
(2) no rule for allowing aircraft intercepted
over Vietnam to be followed outside the
RVN. i

To prepare for a possible movement of
Communist troops across the 17th Parallel,
or into Laos, COMUSMACV recommended,
on 8 August, that medium-level and low-
level photo recce flights begin over NVN.

CINCPAC amplified his rules of engage-
ment Ln mid-August 1064, He said:

1. In view of fighters in North Vietnam,
you are authorized to arm Yankee Team
escort alrcraft for alr-to-alr combat, espe-
elally In areas where DRV alrcraft could be
expected to cross the Laotian border.

2. Number, type, ordinance load and tae-
ties of escort alrcraft will continue to be de-
termined on individual mission basis. This
{nformatlon will continue to be included In
OP-00 reports for long-range plans and OP-
1 reports for Individual mission approval.
The foliowing rules of engagement appiy
for Yankee Team operations in Laos.

&. If the reconnaissance or escort alrcraft
are fired upon by ground fire, retaliatory
fire 1z authorized either on the first pass
with the reconnaissance aircraft or by cir-
cling subsequent passes by escorts.

b. If the reconnaissance or escort slreraft
are attacked by hostlle alreraft, immediate
and aggressive measures are authorized In-
cluding hot pursuant, but only to the DRV/
Laos border.

¢. When authorized by JCS on individual
mission basis, attacks to known antiaircraft
positions in advance of the reconnaissance
aircraft Is authorized where suppression of
ground fire i8 considered essentlal for the
safety of the reconnalssance aireraft.

CINCPAC went further into rules of en-
grgement on 21 August when he informed
tactical commanders that authority to
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Jaunch Yankee Team weather reconnals-
sance missions had been delegated and did
not require approval from higher headquar.
ters. Weather recce missions were author-
fzed a5 required, provided they were flown
at altitudes and in areas where they would
not be subject to hostile ground fire. No
photography was permitted on these fllghts,

Regarding the OP procedural messages,
CINCPAC told his subordinates that, under
current ground rules, missions required ap-
poval by State, Defense and JCS. Missions
had to be flown exactly as listed in the OP-
00 and approved by JC5/CINCPAC. If devi-
ations were desired, they had to be submit-
ted as an OP-00 MOD and the mission was
not to be flown until the request for devl-
ation was acted upon.

Shallow, unescorted photo penetration
into Laotian border areas were approved by
the JCS on 25 August, These missions were
to be flown at medium saltitudes to obtain
coverage of specific targets of interest to
MACV and were not to exceed one mission
every 48 hours. On 15 October, permission
was given by the JCS to Ny a maximum of
two missions per day during the period 15-
31 October, in order to complete the terrein
study. Missions were flown unescorted and
at medium or high-level altitudes, with the
2d Air Division providing SAR support.

Relaxation of the rules of engagement to
allow normal Farm Gate operations with
either a VNAF student pilot or VNAF ob-
server aboard was agreed to by Sec Def on
25 September. This was in response to a re-
quest from the JCS to change several Farm
Gate nules, The JCS, in addition to asking
for “observers,” sought & change of the
Farm Gate mission to include combat sup-
port as well as training, authorization for
scrambling Farm Gate aircraft for immedi-
ate requests with only the U8, crew aboard,
and changing the markings on Farm Gate
alreraft from VNAP to USAP. The S8ecDef
suthorized only the use of “ohservers” con-

. - sldering the other changes as “not being in
. the best interest at the time."

Near the end of Sept, 1864, * * * gave the
RLAF approval for use for ita T-28's in the
propoced interdiction strikes along Route 7.
These aircraft were authorized for use in
high-cover support, flak suppression roles
and SAR operations. Armed Yankee Team
recon missions were also authorized to
strike targets beyond the capabilities of the
RLAFP T-28's. :

In an embassy telecon from the Ambassa-
dor in Bangkok to the State Department
(October 5th), the Ambassador summarized
guide lines for using Thal-based USAF
assets. Briefly, they included photo recon-
naissance over Laos: armed escort for photo
reconnalssance over Laos; SAR operations
In Laos; armed escort and suppressive fire
for Laotian SAR, alr defense of Thal air-
space with hot pursuit over neighboring
borders autherized; and, In the event of
direct Chinese Communist {ntervention, any
use of Thal-based air power a8 needed.

A Iinal planning meeting for alr strikes
against targets in the Panhandle was held
at MACV Headquarters on 2 October. Rep-
resentatives from 2d Alr Division. MACYV,
U.S. Embassy Vientiane, and 7th Fleet at-
tended. At this meeting., the Air Attache,
Vientiane, sald the RLAF would go against
13 targets, including Mu Gia Pass on 14 Oc-
tober 1964. This would be done whether or
not the U.S. provided any requested CAP or
Yankee Team Etrikes The t(erm Yankee
Teamn In relation to strikes against targets
was & CINCPAC action of the Yankee Team:
mission which considered the armed in
armed race attacks as part of the overall
package. Its authority was not granted for
CAP aircraft to fly over Laos, such cover
would be provided by alreraft orblting over
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the BYN and Thalland, There was no ques-
tion about the automatic launch of U.S. jets
from Thalland or South Vietnam in support
of SAR operations or alr in an ordinance
with the new rules of engagement.

CINPAC reported that U.8. close alr sup-.
port for RLAF operations in Laos was au-
thorized, using forces named {n Vietnam or
aboard alreraft carriers. The Ambassador to
Laocs approved Yankee Team operations
north of 20 degrees and east of the Nam
Hou and Nam Houp Rivers on 28 October.

In iate October, renewed recommenda-
tions for approval of Yankee Team strikes
against Route 7 were made and the first
USAF interdiction mlssion was finally ap-
proved and flown These interdiction mis-
slons, later termed Barrel Roil, were not au-
thorized salternate targets when flown at
night. .

Shortly after the Viet Cong morning
attack on Bien Hoa, on 1 November Ambas.
sador Taylor, coneurring with the ICE plans
for counteractions, and with an endorse-
ment from COMUSMACY, strongly recom-
mended that retallatory air strikes be un-
dertaken jolntly with the RYN. COMUS.
MACY wired that he knew of no specific
Viet Cong target in the RVN which would
constitute an appropriate reprisal. While
thers was a constant search for such a
target, and with some lmlited success, none
were found justifying a mass air attack.

While there were enough VNAF/Farm
Gate alrcraft in the RVN to launch reprisal
attacks in the Immediate future, COMUS.
MACYV considered it “highly desirable” that
he have in-hand authority to use USAF aug-
mentation forces when and If required To
reduce congestion of bases in the RVN and
improve the U.8. posture in Southeast Azia,
OSD in early November 1864 was consider-

ing an Increase in the number of U.8. air-.

craft besed In Thalland. Ambsassador
Martin, in Bangkok, was asked by OSD on 2
November to get Thal government author-
ity for the movement of aircraft in and out
of Thal bases s CINCPAC may desire and
for Increased use of Thal alreraft on Yankee
Team escourt misslons, However, on 7 No-
vember, Secretary of State Dean Rusk ad-
vised that the Royal Thal Government was
not to be approached on the use of Thal-
based aircraft untll further Iinstructions
were lssued,

Following the downing of two UBAP alr.
craft in a three-day period (18-21 November)
the rules of Yankee Team operations were
changed again As g result of the crashes,
the JCS Immediately set 10,000 feet an the
new minimum for Yankee Team missions.
Authority for low-level missions had to be
approved on an individual basis. The U.S.
Ambassador ih Laos was gratified by this de-
cislon and recommended that any flight au-
thorized for low-level be individuaily ap-
proved by the Embassy in Vientiane.

CINCPACAPF considered that JCS restric-
tion of flight to 10,000 feet would only
result in significantly less effective recon-
naissance operations in Laos and would
deny U.S. agencies the intelligence neces-
sary for both military and political plan-
ning. Any additional restrictions, If applied
to tactical operations, he said, would further
decrense the capability for timely response
to priority visual and photo reconnalssance
requirementa.

As the Yankee Team effort cut down
enemy daylight activity and increased night
movements, there was a need for a nhight
photo-capable alrcraft which could keep the
enemy off balance and crimp his nocturnal
activity. There were two RB-57's in Vietham
and two more erroute In December which
were IR configured and capable of night
work. The RF-101's had a limited night ca-
pability using a pod for carrying flash cxr-
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tridges, but possessed no self-contained
navigation system. All the Yankee Team
night photography and the day-and-night
ELINT recce operations had employed carri-
er based RA-3B’s, RF-8's, and EA-3B alr-
craft. These alrcraft were restricted to mini-
mum ailtitudes of 15,000 feet using flash
bombs Instead of flash cartridges. This re-
stricted the night photo recce to alrcraft
with bomb bays and eliminated the RF-type
alrcraft for night operations since flash
bombs could not be carried externally due
to their sensitivity. In view of these defl-
clencies in the nlght recce capabillty, CINC-
PAC asked the JCS far an Air Force strike
RTF package of four RB-86B's and two RB-
86C's to be deployed to Clark to augment
the Yankee Team forces in SEA. These alr-
craft could operate under the rules then in
effect.

On 20 November, CINCPACFLT granted
authority to COMSEVENTHFLEET to
schedule RA-5C alreraft for day as well as
night Yankee Team mlssions. Guidance for
employment was a list of specific “'do nots.”
“Do not schedule missions against heavily
defended targets unless gpecifically directed
to do s0. Do not schedule the RA-5C for
weather recce missions, Select altitudes
giving a reasonable margin of safety above
ground fire envelopes.”

Ambassador Unger {(Vientiane) was obvi-
ously unimpressed by the Alr Force's argu-
ments concerning aititudes and approval for
Yankee Team missions. In a 2T November
message he said that various sensor systems
allow alrcraft to operate just as effectively
at medium altitude levels as they operate at
low, providing perlods of weather promise
good celling and visibllity. The message con-
cluded, “Embassy reserves right to comment
on all Yankee Team missions,” )

On 14 Dec 1864, the first of the Barrel
Roll misslons was flown, resulting in strikes
against a bridge and a group of buildings on
the east approach. Ambassador Sullivan
(Laos) wired the Secretary of State on 18
December that he waa disturbed by two as-
pects of ths mission. First, it was his under-
standing that the bridge was not s target of
opportunity unless enemy forces were
moving on it. This was &8 RLAF target and
could have been hit by RLAF T-28's that
day. The Ambassador felt this pointed up
the need for more coordination. Secondly,
according to the Ambassador, photos
showed houses destroyed on the east ap-
proach to the bridge which could well have
been civilian dwellings. He added:

. ... Either I have a serlous misunder-
standing of rules of the game for these
Barre] Roll missions or else there has beena
serious fallure in coordination of a type
which ecould cause us some significant head-
ache. . ..

CINCPAC wired the JCS the next day
that he concurred with Ambassador Sulll-
van’s views that the dbridge, per se, was not &
target of opportunity uniess enemy forces
were moving on It. The possible civilian
houses, he added. appeared to be RLAF
Target No. 25, which was s military instalta-
tion. However, he did not consider this a
target of opportunity in the absence of any
observed PL/VM activity. To avoid future
misunderstandings., be reported, he weg In-
structing his operational commanders that
targets of opporiunity were confined to un-
mistakable military activity of a transient or
moblle nature and that fixed {nstallations
were to be struck only in connection wit
attacks on clearly identified mflltary con-
voys and military personnel or when Dre-
briefed as a secondary target. Yankee team
procedures were to be used for all future op-
erations.
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Prior to the second series of Barrel Roll
flights, 2d Air Division requested and re-
ceived approval to fly recce aireraft with the
strike group with the recce aireraft author-
ized to My below 10,000 feet at optimum alti-
tude to get photos of the type and quality
necessary to assess immediate strike results.
If the recce aircraft had to descend, escort
of CAP aircraft would support them. Like
the first mission, napalm was not authorized
on these flights, nor were stirke aircraft to
be launched from Thailand bases.

On 15 December, AC-47 alreraft were in-
troduced to combat, which was to resuit In
additional rules of engagement to provide
for their utilization.

Another regquest by MACV for the use of
two Thal-based F-105's to escort sirike recce
aircraft on the second series of Barrel Roll
missions was disapproved by CINCPAC on
22 December. CINCPAC said that the intent
of Barrel Roll was to limit strike forces of
our aircrraft for other than Thailland bases.
The addition of the two P-105's would raise
the number of alreraft to six and would not

 comply with the ground rules lald down by

*higher authority.”
At the close of 1964, 2d Alr Division pub-

. l1shed a compilation of the Rules of Engage-
;. ment summarizing prohibitive and permis-

_ sive alr actions in force at that time:
ANNEX 1—INTERNATIONAL WATEIRS AND

7y:  AIRSPACE OVER INTERNATIONAL WATERS

1~ 1. 0.8. Forces are authorized to attack and
‘4 destroy any vessel or aircraft which attacks.
':'5»_*- 4. Hot pursuit into territorial waters and
1 airspace &5 may be necessary and feasible is
<. authorized

- 3. Hostile forces and installations, other
‘+ than those actively engaged in accordance
“with these rules, which are encountered

outside the confines of RVN and Thalland

31 will not be attacked except as necessary for
« . self defense and only to that extent.

4. To pursult i suthorized into CHICOM
- territorial waters and airspace.

ANNEX 3—REPUBLIC OF VIKTNAM (RVN}

"1, U.8. Forces are authorized to engage
and destroy hostile alrcraft encountered
within the boundaries of RVN.

2. Hot pursuit may be conducted as neces-
sary and feasible into North Vietnam
(DRV)}, Leos, Cambodia, and other interna-
tional waters not to include CHICOM terri-
tory or territorial waters.

3. Hostile forces or installations, other
than those actively engaged in accordance
with these rules, which are encountered
outside the confines of RVHN, will not be at-
tacked except as necessary for self defense
and only to that extent.

ANNEX 1A—AIR DEFENSE OF LAOS

1. U.S. Forces positioned iIn RVN mey be
used for air defense in Laos when author-
ized by the Commander 2AD or his author-
{zed representative. .

a. Information on any sction taken under
this authority will be provided to JCS by
flash precedence message.

2. 11.S. air defense forces are authorized to
engage and destroy hostile aireraft in Laos.
Hot pursult may be necessary and feasible
over RVN -

8. Hot pursuit inte North Vietnam and
Cambodia is not authorized except when ac-
tually engaged in combat

3. Unless specifically authorized, U.S. alr
defense forces mre not authorized to attack
hostile forces or installations, other than
those commltted agalnst, unless attack first,
and then only to the extent necessary for
gelf defense.

4. Definitions of a hostile slrcraft and hos-
tile acts are the same as those deflned In
paragraph 4 (basic attachment) with the
foilowing additions:
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a A hostile aircraft 18 one which is visual-
ly identified, or designated by the U.s. Di-
rector of an AOC or his authorized repre-
sentative, as a Communist bloc or Cambodi-
an gircraft overflying Laos territory and
committing a hostile act.

ANNEX 45—YANKEE TEAM OFERATIONS-—LAOS

1. Medium level escort: Retaliatory flre is
authorized !f reconnalssance or escort Air-
craft are endangered by ground fire.

2. Low level escort: I reconnaissance or
escort alreraft are fired upon, retaliatory
fire i3 authorized either on the first pass
with the reconnaissance aircraft, or by eir-
cling back and conducting - subsequent

passes.

3. Low level escort egainal areas having
strong AAA: Escorts are authorized to
employ the best operational technique avaijl-
able to minimize risk which, when author-
ized by JCS, may include atiack cn known
AAA positions in advance of TeCONNAISIANICE
alrcraft where suppression of ground fire 18
considered essential for safety of the recon-
naissance aireraft.

ANNEX 4C—RESCAP OFERATIONS—LAOS

1. RESCAP sircraft will not enter the area
of the distressed crew member(s) unless re-
quested by the Rescue “Om-Scene-Com-

- mander” or Rescue Control.

% If rescue helicopters are fired upon,
RESCAP alrcraft will take action to sup-
press ground fire after the hellcopter(s) de-
parts the ares of ground fire.

a. If ground fire iz coming from the vicini-
ty of the distressed crew member(s),
RESCAP alreraft will insure that return fire
will pot endanger friendlles on the ground

b. If the crew on the ground can be seen
and ground fire ls preventing hellcopters
from approaching close encugh for pick-up,
RESCAP alreraft between the enemy posl-
tions and the distressed crew member {a) as
‘s screening action for the helicopters.

ANNEX 4D—AIR DEFENSE CAF LAOS I¥
CONJUNCTION WITE RLAF STRIKE/BDA

1. When requested by the U.S. Ambassa-
dor to Laos, CAP is authorized to provide
top cover for RLAP T-28 strikes in Laca by
CINCPAC TS message 140843Z Oct 64,
~Corridor Ops Laos", and JAW JCS 91117,
“Definitive Rules of Engagement Applying
to Laos.” This epplies only 1o authorized
pre-briefed targets n Laca and to the provi-
sion of navigatonal assistance to RLAF T-
28’a and Yankee Team aircraft assigned to
obtaln BDA of attacked targets. JCS 8117,
u“Definitive Rules of Engagement Applying
to Lacs” applies with the following excep-
tlon: Suppressive or retallatory flre agalnst
AAA i3 not authorized.

2. Bhould CAP aircraft be diverted for
RESCAP, current SAR rules will apply.

The problem of finding targets visunlly
after dark presented another factor leading
to special restrictions and limitations com-
pounded in the rules of engagement. This
situation was amply lllustrated In the unfor-
tunate bombing of the village of Ban Tang
val, several miles west of Route 23 and Just
south of Route § in the central panhandle
of Laos. Although actua! damage to the vil-
lage was stight, and there was evidence that
high speed alrcraft not associated with the
Parrel Roll mission had attacked the village
prior to the Navy strike, the {ncident caused
considerable concern in Vientiane and
‘Washington.

Although General Ma, RLAF Command-
er, representing the Lao Government, ac-
cepted apologies from American officials, he
was |nsistent that new limitations be placed
on future Barrel Roll missions, both day
and night, and that targets of opportunity
be restricted to vehicle and troop move-
ments spotted on or near authorized recon
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routes. Future Barrel Roll operations were
to be the exclusive preserve of the RLAF.

Several restrictions were placed on early
Barrel Roll missions, ecommencing 13 Febru-
ary 1965, which do doubt served to offset
the effectiveness of the program somewhaut.
Early missions were limited to small number
of strike sircraft and were sparsely spaced.
A period of T2 hours was initially required
between armed reconnalssance missions
(later reduced to 48 hours), and the use of
napalm as & weapon was prchibited, al-
though there were advocates for its use,
Overflight of NVN was not permitted and a
two-mile buffer zone was established along
the Laos/North Vietnam border. In Febru-
ary, MACV recommended that all such re-
atraints be closely monitored since they cre-
sted unnecessary restrictions for the tacti-
cal commander responsible for mission ac-
compiishment.

The stertle interval required between mia-
atons in the early months, although reduced
from 72 to 48 hours, resulted in mission -
delays and created scheduling problems.
The t that the JCS give {inal ap-
proval of al} Barrel Roll missions also limit-
ed the scope of the early Barrel Roll pro-
gram. Fleeting ar mobile targets, pinpointed
by such intelligence sources As FAR and
Meo forces, road watch teams and had to be
left to the RLAF T-24’s until the establish-
ment of Bango/Whiplash missions in mid-
1965,

A lack of low-level photo reconnaissance
photography over Laos was another exam-
ple of early restrictions affecting air oper-
ations. CINCPAC counsidered low-level ob-
Bique and vertical photography essential in
locating and confirming dispersed and con-
cealed targets. He recommended low-level
reconnaissance, by Yankee Team alreraft, to
obtaln the required intelligence. Reflights
by Steel Tiger/Barrel Roll aircraft, merely
to obtaln BDA, also had to be approved by
higher authority. MACYV felt that the three-
day waiting perlod for approval of reflights
gave the enemy ample time to remove the
evidence, especially where moblle targets
were copcerned. MACV wanted provisions
made in the original operations order to
allow reflights to cbtain BDA when neces-
sary, without the necessity for obtaining
further approval.

The long-waited approval for the use of
napaim in North Vietnam was {inally grant-
ed and used in the 15 March strike against
the Phu Qul Ammunition Depot. The fol-
lowing day (16 March 18651, to provide oper-
ational flexibility on future strikes, the JCS
authorized strike missions agalnst the NVN
on & weekly basis, with strikes to be execut-
ed at any time during a seven-day period.
Those targets not struck during the period
could be carrier over into subsequent weeks.

CINCPAC further relaxed the ground
rules for the four-week Rolllng Thunder
program, 17 March-13 April 1965. Thal-
based planes could now be used. .S, forces
could Nl out VNAF regirements. Enough
alrcraft eould be used to achieve a high
damage level. Random srmed recce mls-
slons, employing 4-8 alrcraft, plus sultable
CAP and flak support were authorized. U.S.
strikes were not required in association with
VNAF missions. Armed recce of highways
and rallways to strike rolling stock was au-
thorized after strikes. Flak and CAP alreraft
eould expend on rolling stock and military
vehicles. Low-level and medium altitude
BDA recce was also authorized.

In late March, according to CINCPAC, the
7.S. was transiting between a situation
where the U.S. was not involved in a large
war with the NVN and/or CHICOMS and &
situation where large U.S. forces were actu-
ally engaged ln combat. In this latter case,

]
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U.S. military * * * * * daily missions; larger
numbers of aircraft were assigned to individ-
ual targets; the use of napalm permitted
when approved by the American Ambassa-
dor to Laos; removal of the two-mile buffer
zone; low-level photography and more flexi-
ble target assignments were provided for.
However, many old limitations were re-
placed with new ones and pelitical restraints

were a never-ending problem in the Laos

interdiction operations.

Other photo reconnalssance problems
were ralsed by the August 1964 prohibition
of accomplishing photographic reconnals-
sance on weather flights. Second Alr Divi-
slon said that such a restriction did not
permit the best use of its aircralft assets.
The division added that the JCS were un-
aware of the restrictions and thought it
might not be in line with the latter's think-
ing. In late January, 2d Air Division in-
formed 13AF of fallure In past efforts to
obtain approval from MACV and other
agencies up the line of authority. The divl-
sion then asked 13AF to seek permission to
photograph targets of opportunity during
YANKEE TEAM weather missions. It was
not until September that CINCPAC notified

COMUSMACYV that the rules barring pho-
tography had been waived and photos could
be takern.

Following several weeks of command and
control discussions among CINCPAC, CINC-
PACFLT and COMUSMACYV, the argu-
ments were closed by CINCPAC when, in a
message to COMUSMACY, it was stated
that the controlling agency for Yankee
Tearm operations would be CINCPAC. Con-
tained in this decision was CINCPAC's
statement of YANKEE TEAM rules of en-
gagement: “Reconnaissance flights may be
conducted Bt
level . , . Retalatory fire by escorts author-
ized except against the towns of Sam Neua,
Khang Khay or Xieng Knouang. Use of
suppressive fire not authorized unless

* AMEMB Vientiane coordinates and JCS ap-

proval 1s obtained . . . The Alr Force con-
tinued to press for freedem in applying sup-
pressive fire ahead of reconnaisance flights
Into heavily defended areas,

By September, the policy had changed
only to the extent that approval came from
the U8, Ambassador In Vientlane and
CINCPAC.

Another restriction which was detrimental
1o Yankee Team was the prohibition agalnst
use of napslm on escorts. Second Alr Divl-
sion operations personnel considered this to
be an outstanding weapon for use against
AAA positions, but its use was specificelly
disapproved. (Use of CBU-2A munitions was
authorized by JCS B888/August 64.)

Rules of engagement appeared to be quix-
otic—trucks sighted by escorts on Yankee
Team missions were {mmuned to attack,
while Lthose same trucks, sighted by Barrel
Roll aircraft, could be destroyed.

Steel Tiger missions, begun 3 April 1965,
were to be conducted under the same gener-
al ground rules as Barrel Roll with s nota-
ble exception—napalm could now be used
when authorized by the Ambassaclor to
Luos.

Approxlmately two mont,hs after the Steel
Tiger operations began, COMUSMACV
clarified and consolidated previous message
traffic on Barrel Roil/Steel Tiger ground
rules for operating units. One of the restric-
tions, the observance of the two-mile buffer
zone, was lifted by the Ambassador to Laos
a few days later. The message spelied out
the following operating procedures:

Barrel Roll:

1. Choke point missions were authorized
to conduct armed route reconnaissance and

medium or low- -
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attack targets of opportunity along all ap-
proved routes in both BR and SL areas, in
addition to their primary missions,

2. Day reconnaissance missions could
crater roads along all approved RLAF route
segments In both areas—this included all
choke points—to dispose of ordnance in the
event weather or other operational factor
prevented strikes against pre-briefed tar-
gets,

Steel Tiger:

1. Not allowed to penetrate BR areas in
search of targets of opportunity.

2. Choke int missions could conduct
armed reconn ce or strikes against tar-
gets of opportunity along approved routes
in the SL area ih liev of primary targets.

3. Could crater approved roads and choke
points, within the area, to dispese of ord-
nance.

Barrell Roll/Steel Tiger:

1. When operating in the SL area both
were directed to comply with strict radar
flight-following and navigational proce-
dures.

3. All bridges located within route seg-
ments authorized for road cratering could
be hit, but bridges outside of these segments
could not urdess they were assigned as bri-
mAary targets.,

4. Secondary targets could be struck
before attacking the primary.

5. Approved areas could be used to dump
ordnance. (However, there were no author-
ized jettison areas in Laos except approved
target areas such us roads authorized to be
cratered and established -choke points.) If
emergency required jettison in other than s
target location, a “safe” site would be select-
ed and the jettison reported as soon a8 pos-
sible.

As the n.tr strikes worked northward in
NVN, a request was made for strikes above
20 degrees. This request was approved com-
mencing with the 11-17 June 1965 Rolling
Thunder operations,

Cn 1 October 19€5, all Steel Tmer mis-
sions were ordered to be discontinued untll

. further notice by the Air Attache in Vien-
_tiane. The ban on Steel Tiger missions also

applied to Rolling Thunder flights with al-
ternate targets tn the SL area Barrel Roll
missions in Northern Lacs were not affect-
ed. This stringent action followed on the
heels of an unintentional strike in an RLG-
controiled area. A flight of SL aircraft, due
to a navigational error, strafed a fish trap
and a bridge, damaging both and wounding
two civilians and four soldiers.

Interdiction operations were curtailed
sharply during October. Second Alr Division
pointed out that difficulty encountered in
positively identifying targets and armed re-
connalssance routes, and suggested the pos-
sible use of RLAF forward sair contrallers In
future Steel Tiger operations, simflar to pro-
cedures established fn the successful
Bango/Whipiash close air support program,
Early in November, the Alr Attache in Vien-
tiane Informed CINCPAC that he was
making every effort to get General Ma to
remove the restrictions placed on Steel
Tiger by convincing him that the weight of
effort needed along Route 82, east of Sara-
vane, was beyond RLAF capability, Howev-

er, he said that he hesitated to predict when -

SL missions could be resumed.

The restrictions placed on Steel Tiger op-
erations were lifted later in November. On
the 22nd of that month, 2d Air Division,
after recounting several minor infractions
of the SL ground rules, directed the tactical
fighter wings involved Lo make an immedi-
ate review of targeting for the heavy sched-
ule for 22 November. Brigadier General
George P. Simler, Director of Operations, 2d
Air Division. told respensible commanders.

. Air operations in Laos are extremely
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sensitive. It is absclutely imperative that
your alrcrews do not expend munitions out-
side of approved areas. There have been six
instances since 20 November that viclated
the rules of engagement. Laos Is being uti-
l1ized as & staging base for NVN (North Viet-
nam) military personnel and supplies Into
SVN (South Vietnam). Continued violations
will jeopardize TU.S. sasuthority to attack
enemy forces before they can engage our
ground forces. You are responsible for the
conduct of your strike crews and their com-
pliance with (the) rules of engagement.
There is no excuse that is acceptable for
any attack outside an approved area . . .”

SAR operations, at this time, were also af-
fected by restrictions on suppressive fire, If
& pllot of an SAR alrcraft flying low cover
believed that a downed airman was endan-
gered by ground activity he had autherity
to attack. He could also attack AAA posi.
tions. in & flak suppression role, while heli-
copters were attempting recovery. No other
authority for suppressive fire was indicated.

At this time, the southern half of the
Steel Tiger area was reconstituted as Tiger
Hound in an effort to speed up the valida-
tion of targets sighted in that region,

A special set of rules applying to-Barrel
Roll/Steel Tiger, since the beginning of
those operations, were extended to Tiger
Hound. Aircraft employed on these missions
were permitted unlimited armed reconhals-
sance along all motorable roads within a
specified area of the Laos panhandle but
onty targets of opportunity within 200 yards
of the road could be struck. Targets beyond
this 200 yards limit or anywhere outside the
specific geographical area could only be
struck if they had previously been approved
RLAF targets, or were targets marked by "~
RLAF FAC's. Infiltration trails or way-sta-
tions could not be attacked and napnlm ’
could not be employed.

Ambassador Sullivan (Laos) made it clear
that there would be no relaxation of the-*
rules of engagement and proposed to com-3°
fine efforts to the speclal zone east of aline*-
from the intersection-of Cambodia, Laos, .
and South Vietnam to UTM coordinate XD e
8718. - :

The rules of engagement and the restri:v\
tions on targets in the Tiger Hound, Steel :
Tiger, and Barrel Roll programs were slowly
being moderated, as indicated by a JCS mes-
sage of 3 December In which the Joint
Chiefs stated that Washington's approval -
was no longer required for preplanned mis-
sions.

As things stood, however, all planned tar-
gels had to be coordinated and validated by
AMEMB/USAIRA Vientiane and placed in
one of three categories: Priority Alpha—All
targets having some residual value that may
be attacked without further Vientiane co-
ordination except Inclusion in the daily
OPREP 1; Priority Bravo—Inactive status,
those targets already destroyed, abandoned
or having very low residual value, Priority
Charlie—Hold status, those targets that
may not be struck for political or military
reasons.

Although Tiger Hound alrcraft were al-
lowed to perform unlimited armed recon-
naissance along the roads and maotorable
trails within the TAOR, they could not hit
villages or built up areas, regardless of mili-
tary value, without having that target vali-
dated by Vientiane or the RLAF. Even with
the elaborate communications eguipment
aboard the ABCCC. including the single
side-band radio, target validation took an
agonizingly long time. In early December, it
was proposed that the sysitem be stream-
lined. Authority was obtained to have two
RLAF officers attached to the Tiger Hound
task force. Lo ride in the C-130 ABCCC and
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act as observers, with on-the-spot approval
authority for any targets detected. Colonei
Groom said:

*. . . This has worked out very successful-
ly to date—much better than we thought at
Iirst. If the Lao observer is In doubt wheth-
er to strike the target or not, he has a single
side-band radio capability and can call the
Laotian Air Force headquarters and have
them make the decisionn When we first
started the program, this happened many
times, but since we have been working some
months in the area and the people have
become more acquainted with the area, we
have received approvals almost immediate-

In the closing months of 1865, the rules of
engagement governing strike operations In
North Vietnam ({Rolling Thunder) Included
the foliowing:

a JCS targets previously struck could be
re-struck without prior authorization (ex-
cluding locks, dama, and that portion of

. Target 52 which was {ormerly Target 38).

b. Strike sorties were limited to 1200 for
each l4-day cycie, with additional sorties au-
thorized if necessary to destroy SAM instal-
lations, trucks, rail stock or NVN naval
craft,

: ¢. Milltary targets of opportunity, In the
g vicinily of target areas (and crafta or units
firing upon alrcraft enroute to or from mis
- siom) 1o be destroyed.
--&. Targeta of opportunity dtuat.ed out.side
» the armed reconnaissance ares were oot Lo
,ztbe struck if within 25nm of China border,
< 30nm from the center of Hanol, or 10nm
< “from the center of Haiphong.

-‘r ‘. Those JCS targets authorized ln para-

- graph “a”, above (and with the same exclu-
aiona), could be attacked hy aircraft retumn-

- ing from missions (including Barrel Roll and

.- Bteel Tiger aircraft overflying NVNO if -

. thode targeta lay in the srmed reconpais- .

. sance area and were sultabie as jet.usan .

AIEHS.

f. Alrcraft overflying Lacs were author-
‘2ed attack on RLAF targeted road seg-
ments in Laos,

g. Pre-sirike, concurrent and poatstrlke
reconnaissance authorized.

- h. MIGCAP, screen alrcraft, and other ap-
propriaste elements were directed Lo engage
In combat (including SAM suppressaion)
when required to protect strike forces.

. When engaged In iinmediate pursuit,
U.S. were not authorized to attack NVN air
bazes from which enemy alrcraft wetre oper-
ating.

}- Attacks on populsted aress Lo be avoid-
ed durinhg strikes against any target {{nclud-
ing those developed by armed route recon-
nheissance),

k. Flight paths of atrike and armed recon-
naissance missions to be planned ao as to
preclude approaching closer than -20nm to
the China border.

1. CINPAC was authorized to assign alter-
nate missions to Barrel Roll and Steel Tiger
aircraft in the Rolling Thunder area.

EFILOGUE

U.S. military operations in Southeast Asia
have heen marked by a varlety of political
and operational constraints. Bel-imposed
restrictions on the application of military
power is almost certain Lo remain an essen-
tial feature of our national policy. The
nature of the conftict in Southeast Asla and
the policy objective of conveylng to the
enemy the limited nature of our response,
even while we conduct alr strikea on his ter-
ritory. require careful eonsideration of the
restrictions to be adopted A constraints
palicy must be fashioned which will mind-
mize the risk of major escalation but which
also will permit use of enough measured
force to essure attainment of our obfec-

tivea—to check NVN support of Insurgency
in South Vietnam and Laos.

The rules established for conduct of air
operations to date have taken a number of
forms. These have included geographie and
political restraints; lUmitations on the size,
frequency and altitude of flights; and re-
strictions on weapon types employed In
combination, they have posed a challenging,
sometlmes frustrating successlon of prob-
lems for the commanders and staff officers
charged with the planning and econduct of
an effective campaign. Gradual modifica-
tion of the constraints policy has occurred
during the reporting period and some of the
more resirictive rules which applied to earli-
er armed recce and strike missions have
been relaxed. Several of the constraints that
still exist, however, Umit the capabllity of
our forces to conduct & campaign that will
achieve the desired objective. The repeated
diseussions and exchanges which have been
generated at all levels hy these constraints
have centered mainly on the specific pro-
scriptions rather than on the fundamental
policy considerations which underlie them.
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RLAF—Royal Laotian Alr Force.
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SAM—Surface to alr misgile.
SAR—Search and rescue,
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nam.
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VIETNAM RULES OF ENGAGE-
MENT DECLASSIFIED—1966-69

® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
in August 1967 the Preparedness In-
vestigating Subcommittee of the
Armed Services' Commlittee, then
chaired by the Senator from Mississip-
pf, Mr. Stexnis, conducted extensive
hearings relative to the conduct of the
alr war against North Vietnam. The

subcommittee heard the most knowl-

edgeable and gqualified witnesses, in-
cluding both military leaders and their
civilian managers. After gathering the
basic and fundamental facts, the sub-
committee fssued a report on August
31, 1967, which was strongly critical of
the rules of engagement restricting
our aviation forces and preventing
them from waging the air war in a
manner best calculated to achieve re-
sults from e military standpoint.

The subcommittee concluded:

That the air campaign has not achieved
ts objectives to a greeter extent cannot be
attributed to inabllity or impotence of aly
power. It attests, rather, to the fragmenta-
tion of our airmight by overlying restrictive
controls, Umitations, and the doctrine of
“gradualism” placed on ocur aviation foreey

which prevented them from waging the alr
campaign in the manner and according to -

the timetable which was best calculated t.o
achieve maximum results.

The Preparedness Subcommitiee
found that Secretary of Defense
McNamara and the Johnson adminds-
tration had “discounted the profes-
sional judgment of our best military
leaders and substituted civilian judg-
ment in the details of target selection
and the timing of strikes.” In the judg-
ment of the subcommittee, these civil-
ian managers had “shackled the true
potential of alr power and permitted
the build up of what has become the
world’s most formidable ant] aircraft
defenses * * *.” The subcommittee
found the rules of enagagement were
directly attributable for the fact that
“during the entire year of 1966 less
than 1 percent of the total sorties
flown against North Vietnam were
against fixed targets on the JCS target
list.”

Mr. President, until recently most of
my colleagues and the American
public had not had an opportunity to
see the text of these detailed restric-
tions put on our Armed Forces during
the Vietnam war. Only recently has
the last of these rules been declassi-
fied. The concentration of the air war
for so long well south of the vital
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Hanoi-Haiphong areas, leaving the im-
portant tergets untouched, the exist-
ence of large sanctuaries, the failure
to close the port of Halphong, the pro-
hibition against a coordinated aerial
mining of coastal water lanes of com-
munication with a bombing attack
confinuously cutting rail and road
lines to China, caused a piecemealing
of alr operations which allowed North
Vietnam to adjust to the air campalegn
by importing war materials from Com-
munist countries through routes
immune from attack and then to dis-
perse and store this material in as-
sured sanctuaries. From these sanctu-
aries North Vietnam Infiltrated the
material to South Vietnam and Laos.
By granting North Vietnam sanctuar-
ies, the rules of engagement allowed
the enemy to protect its forces and
material, provided it with a military
training and staging area free from
attack and permitted it to erect
massed air defense weapons,

Mr. President, while the air war in’

Southeast Asia was going on the Air
Force was making a contemporary his-
torical examination of those oper-
ations. The reports compiled by the
Air Force are among the top-secret
documents declassified at my request
early this year. Last Wednesday,
March 6, I inserted such a report cov-
ering the years 1960-65.

Today I wish to place in the RECORD
the second-of these reports covering
the years 1966-69. To use words simi-

lar to those which concluded the Pre-.

paredness Subcommittee Report of
1867, I do not derrogate the principle
of civilian control of the military, but
I think it should be recognized that:

once civilians declde on war, the result

of placing military strategy and tactlcs
under the day-to-day direction of un-

. skilled amateurs may be greater sacrl-

fice in blood and the denial of a mill-
tary victory.

Mr. President, I ask t.ha.t the Project.
Checo Report on Rules of Engage-
ment from January I, 1968, to Novem-
ber 1, 1968, be printed in the RECORD.

The material follows:

ProJECT CONTEMPORARY HISTORICAL ExAMI-

NATION oF CURRENT OPERATIONS REPORT
(Rules of engagement (U} 1 January 1866-1

November 1869)

{31 August 1989, HQ PACAP, Directorate,
Tactical Evalustion. CHECO Division}
{Prepared by MaJj. John Schlight)
PROJECT CHECO REPORTS

The counterinsurgency and unconvention-
al warfare environment of Southeast Asia
has resulted in the employment of USAF
airpower to meet a multitude of require.
ments. The varied applications of alrpower
have Involved the full spectrum of USAF
aerospace vehlcles, support equlpment, ahd
manpower, As & regult, there has been an
accumulation of operational data and expe-
riences that, as a priority. must be collected,
documented, and analyzed as to current and
future impact uvpon USAF policies, concepts,
and doctrine.

Fortunately. the value of collecting and
documenting our SEA experiences was rec-
ognized at an early cate. In 1962, Hq USAF
directed CINCPACAF Lo establish an activi-
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ty that would be primarily responsive to Air

Staff requirements and direction, and would
provide timely and analytical studies of

USAF combat operations in SEA.

Project CHECO, an acronym for Contem-’
porary Historical Exemination of Current
Operations, was established to meet this Alr
Staff requirement, Managed by Hq PACAF,
with elements at Hq TAF and 7TAF/13AF,
Project CHECO provides s scholarly, “on-
going” historical examination, documenta-
tion, and reporting on USAF policies, con-
cepts, and doctrine In PACOM. This
CHECO report Is part of the overall docu-
mentation and examination which is being
sccomplished. Along with the other CHECO _ -
publications, this is an authentic source for
an assessment of the effectiveness of USAF
pirpower in PACOM.

MIrTON B. ADAMS.
Major General, USAF,
Chief of Staff.

FOREWORD

"During the period 1966-1889, there were
three categories of rules which controlled
the employment of airpower in the South-
east Asia (SEA) conflict. The Rules of En-
gagement (ROE) were promulgated by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and sent through
channels to the operational commands. Cov-
ering all of SEA, these Rules of Engage-
ment defined: geographlcal limits of SEA,
territorial airspace, territorial seas, and
international seas and alrspace; definitions
of f{riendly forces, hostile forces, hostile
acts, hostile aircraft, immedjate pursuit, and
hostile vessels; rules governlng what could
be attacked by U.S. alreraft, under what
conditions immed!ate pursult could be con-
ducted, how declarations of a “hostile” |
should be handled, and the conditions ot
aself-defense. .
The second set of rules was deslsnnt.edg
Operating Restrictions, which were con-.
tained in the CINCPAC Baslc Operations: ..

©Orders. These rules included prohibitjons:

‘against striking locks, dams, hydropower! .
planta, fishing boats, houseboats, and naval, -

Chinese Communist (ChiCom) buifer zons-:
or the Hanol/Halphong restricted areax

_conditions under which targets might be- -

struck, such =za validation requirements, -
when FACs were required, distances from
motorable roads. -

Fhnally, Operating Rules were Issued the
Seventh Air Force for Laos and Route Pack-
age I (RP I) since July 1867 when the Com-
mander, United States Military Assistance
Command, Vietham (COMUSMACYV), dele-
gated most of the operating responsibility In
these areas Operating Rules that had been
established, especially for Laos, concerned
the use of Forward Air Controllers (FACs),
the return of ground fire, the use of the
AGM-45 (SHRIKE) missile, restrictions
against mine-type munitions, and the re-
quirements for navigational position deter-
mination,

Although, In theory, these three types of
rules were distinet, In practice, they were
almost always referred to collectively as
“Rules of Engagement.” This report retalns
thls policy, since the formal distinetions
were not always honored in message traffic
and further, a report unifying the three
types of limitations presents a compact pic-
ture of the restraints upon airpower that
were in existence.

A detalled reconstruction of the many
twists and turns of the rules in the period of
1966-1969 is a1 this point in time both im-
possible and undesirble. A gepneral pattern
of development can be seen and it is Lhis
evolurion that gives unity to “Evolution of
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the Rules of Engagement.” At few other
points in the conduet of war are national
policies and military operations focused as
sharply as they appear in the Rules of En-
gagement. It is fair to say that the rules are
national policy transiated to the battlefield.
Each change, or threat of change, to the
U.S. political relationship with other na-

tions, whether Allles. enemies, or potential -

enemies, was reflected in a corresponding al-
teration of the Rules of Engagement for the
Vietnam conflict. In addition, the rules were
often modified in response to local tactical
or strategic requirements. Finally, there
were a number of cases during these years
in whieh the attempt to improve the !mage
of the war on the home front dictated
change. This report attempts to highlight
examples of these three sources of change
in the Rules of Engagement which illustrate
the continuing validity of the maxim that
"“war is an extension of national polley.”
~ The uitimate story of the political back-
ground to changes in the rules must await a
_detailed investigation of the<files at the
highest level of government. This report
traces thelr evolution primarily from an
. Operational viewpoint, with only general at-
" tempts to link them to political decisions.
.- Unllke the earlier CHECO report entitled
*The Evolution of the Rules of Engage-
“ment,” this report employes a geographical,
_ " rather than a strictly chronological arrange-
iment by treating separately the develop-

~iment of the rules in the three physical

areas of U.S. military involvement in EEA:

North Vietnam. Laos, and South Vietnam.

e 'I'h.l.s arrangement produces a more valuable

““historical picture for those interested in the
“restrictions affecting particular air cam-
“‘palgns, Yet, it must be borne in mind that

",developments in one area often affecled the

: blhers. particula.rly tn the border areas.
' CHAPTER I—NORTH VIETNAM & -
The poucy of gradualism which character-
imd the Rolllng Thunder {RT) bombing
-eampalgn over North Vietnam (NVN) since
its inception In 1985 contlnued until the
bomblng halt late in 1968. The first summer
of Rolling Thunder operations over the
north (1965 was followed by & bombing
moratorium which lasted from 23 December
- 1965 through 30 January 1866. The bombing
pause was designed as a backdrop to a major
peace offensive on the part of the Unlted
States. but it failed to elicit adequate signals
that Hanol was willing to move the conllict
from the battlefield to the conference table.
Consequently on 31 January 1968, alr at-
tacks on the north were resumed.
It was recognized by military commanders
" that the limited nature of alr operations in
1865, as reflected in restrictive Rules of En-
gagement, had not produced the desired
result of leadlng Hanoi Into negotiaiions.
.The bombing halt produced slmilarly nega-
tive results. At the Commanders Conference

.held in Honolulu between 17-31 January -

1966, a stronger approach was suggested.
~Three tasks were proposed to sccomplish
" .the objectives of the forthcoming 1986 :R,oll-
-ing Thunder campaign: - -
. Reduce, disrupt, and harass the extemal
assistance being provided to NVN.
. - _Destroy in depth those resources already
in NVN which contributed most to the sup-
port of aggression. Destroy or deny use of
- all known -permanent military facilitiea.

i

‘Harass and disrupt dispersed mﬂltary oper-.

ations.

Harass, disrupt. and Impede movement of
men and materials through southem NVN
Into Laos and SVN. -

. Armed reconnalssance Wwas - authorized
south and west of a line running due west
from the coast at latitude 20° 31'N to langi-
tude 105* 20'E. then due north Lo a peint 30
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NM from the ChiCom Border, then south-
westerly to the Lapgtian Border. Air oper-
ations north and east of that line (RP VIA
and VIB), which Is in the area containing
the three major water entry ports into NVN
and one of the two major RR lines from
China, were severely circumscribed. Armed
reconnaissance by US. aireraft was author-
ized against naval craft along the NVN coast
north of 20° 31'N only If fired upn first by
recognized NVN naval craft which were
within the 3-NM limit of the NVN coast or
offshore islands. Aircraft were to avoid a 30-
NM circle from the center of Hanoi and &
10-NM circle around Haiphong. Attacks
were forbidden in a zone along the ChiCom
Border 30-NM wide from the Laotian
Border east to 108" E and 24-NM wide from
there to the Gulf of Tonkin. Attacks on
popuiated areas and on certain types of tar-
gets, such as hydropower plants, Iocks and
dams, fishing boats, sampans, and mllitary
barracks were prohibited. The suppression
of SAMS and gun-laying radar systems was
prohibited in this area as were attacks on
NVN alr bases from which attacking aircraft
might be operating. In military eyes, these
restrictions had the effect of creating a
haven in the northeast quadrant of NVN
Anto which the enemy could with impunity
import vital war materials, construct aanctu-
aries for his aircraft, and prop his AAA de-
fenses around the citia of Hanol n.nd Hal-
phon

In a 1987 I.nten*lew in 08, Newa and
‘World Report”, a French journalist and
‘editor, Rene Dabernat, sald that Commu-

- nist China had informed the United States

‘in the spring of 1968 it would not become In-

-volved in the Vietnam war, if the US. re-
' frained from invading China or North Viet-
-nam, a8 well a3 bombing North Vietnam's
-Red River dikes. Dabernat sald that state-
~ments by President Lyndon B. Johnson and

other US. officlals demonstrated they had
“agreed to these conditions.” The State De-
partment repleld with ‘a “no”comment’ to
‘this information, but officials acknowledged
that the U.S. had recelved a number of mes-
sages from Communist- China through a
number of third parties. In the same month,
a newspaper article written by Edgar Ansel
MowTer stated the .S, had a promise from
Red China not to Intervene in Vietnam as
long as the U.S. refralned from attacking
Red China, blockading Halphong, and in-

‘vaidlng North Vietnam. In a hearing before

the Senate Subcommitiee on Appropria-
tions on 27 January 1967, Secretary McNa-
mara was questioned about thls newspaper
article. He said, *“There Is no agreement,
format or informal, with Red China relating -
to the war In South Vietnam In any form
whatsoever that I know of.” In the same
hearing, Gen. Earlé G. Wheeler, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, declared that
he had “no other information” on the sub-

Ject.
_ The fact that the Rules of Engagement
for the Rolllng Thunder operation were

weighted In favor of the third task (interdic-
-tion), and against the other two (disruption

-of external assistance and destruction of re-
‘sources), did not escape the attentlon of the
military commanders, At the Honolulu Re-
quirements Planning Conference in June
19668, CINCPAC noted that the two major
elements of the January concept for an ef-
{;::ilve alr campalgn had not been author-
Even while this conference was Ln session,
CINCPAC was recommending to the JCS
that the highest priority be given to strikes
against POL facilities in NVN. On 22 June
‘1866, JCS directed that airstrikes commence
two days later against seven POL storage

areas in NVN including those around Hanol.

and Haiphong. The political sensitivity of
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this cscalation was appreciated by the JCS
and the Secretary of Defense and mirrored
in the rules set down for the operation.
Damage to merchant shipping wias to be
avoided, Ships in the Haiphong Harbor were
to be attacked only in retaliation and only
those that were clearly North Vietnamese.
The piers which served the Haiphong POL
storage arens were not to be attacked if a
tanker were berthed off the end of the
piers. Mensures to be taken to minimize ci-
vilian casualties included the striking of tar-
gets only when weather conditions permit-
ted visual identification and through maxi-
mum use of electronic countermeasure
(ECM) support to hamper SAM and AAA
fire control.

Marginal weather delayed the first POL
strikes unti! 29 June. Pollow-up strikes
agalnst the Hanoi/Haiphong complex were
made on 30 June and 1 July 1966. It was es-
Uimated that two-thirds of North Vietnam's
POL storage capability was destroyed In this
three-day period.

“The political value gained from strict ad-
herence to the Rules of Engagement during
these strikes was {llustrated several days
fater in a letier sent by United Nations Am-
bassador Arthur J. Goldberg; Lo the Presi-

dent of the Security COU.!ICI] in which he .

stated:

“In recent attacks on petroleum facilities '
every effort has been made Lo prevent harm .

- to eivilians and to avoid destruction of non-
military facilities. The petroleum facilities
-attacked were located away from the popu-

‘lation centers of bath Hanol and Halphong. . -

The pilots were mrefully instructed to take
every precaution so that only military tar-
“gets would be hit. Moreover, to assure accu-
racy, the attacks have been scheduled only

~under weather conditions perm.ltting clear ’

visua.l sighting.” ~

- Om § July 1868, Pres[dent Johnson told

‘newsmen thal every precaution had been

-taken to spare civilians during the ralds. AL . *~ .
a news conference on 20 July 1966, the -

Pmtdent stated:

“The men who conducted the bombings
on the milltary targets. the oil supplies of
Haneci and Haiphong, did a very careful but
very perfect job. They hit about 90 percent
of the total capacity of that storage, and
almost 70 percent of it was destroyed. . ..
We were very careful not to get out of Lthe
target area, In order not to affect civilian
popuiations.”

Throughout 1967, the Rollin.g Thunder
_program escalated not only In the skies
above Norith Vietnim, but also as a political
issue In the halls of national decision. The
Basic Operations Order for RT, issued by
-CINCPAC on B April 1967, contained Rules
‘of Engagement which closely resembled
those of the preceding year. Armed recon
was authorized from the Provisional Mili-

- tary Demarcation Line (PMDL) norm to the

ChiCom Buffer Zone. Use of classified ord-
nance was not authorized. Locks, dams, fish-
ing boats, houseboats. and sampans were
not to be attacked, Coastal armed recon
north of 20°42 N was authorized only
‘against ships that were clearly of NVN reg-
istry which were within 3 NM of the NVN
coast and which fired first. The 30 NM re-
stricted area and 10 NM prohibited area
around Hanoi remalned in effect. The re-
stricted area around Haiphong wes still a

10-NM circle around the city. Strikes within ~

these restricted areas could be made only
against targets specifically mentioned in the
-Operations Order or the succeeding Execute
Orders for Rolling Thunder. When conduct-
Ing strikes In the Haiphong area, extreme
caution was to be taken to avoid endanger-
Ing foreign shipping. Ko change was tnade

to the boundaries of the ChiCom Buffer ="
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Zone. Alrcraft engaged In i!m:nedlate pursuit
were authorized to pursue enemy alreraft
into the Buffer Zone, but in no event closer
than 12 NM of the ChiCom Border. Howev-
er, when engaged in Immediate pursult of
enemy alreruft, U.S. alrcraft were not su-
thorized to attack NVN air bases. from

‘ which alreraft might be operatlng.

The RT Execute QOrders during the Iirst

. few months of 1987 brought dbout a gradual

lberalization of rules and targets. RT 53-54

. (Jan-Feb) authorized strikes agalnst dis-

persed POL and SAM support aress within
the Hanol/Halphong restricted areas, In
April, RT 55 contained an expanded lst of
targets including the POL gtorage area,
ammo depot, and cement plant in Hal-
phong, and the RR/Highway Bridge, RR
repair shops, and transformer {n Hanol, It
also authorized strikes against the Hoa Lac
and Eep Alrfields east and northwest of
Hanoi, but llmiied these to small and
random harassment strikes designed for at-
trition of aircraft and disruption of support
facilities. A strike of about eight attack air-
craft or less was considered small. For the
first time, aircraft engaged In immediate
pursuit of enemy aireraft were permitted to
attack alrfields, In this case, Hoa Lac and
Kep.

These changes to the rules represented g
gradual expansion of the bombing phase of
the war. For some, however, the expansion
was too gradual. In January 1867, CINC-
PACFLT, In A Targeting Concept Review,
stated that the whole RT effort should not
be expended on transient targets but that
the closing of the Port of Haiphong should
be first. Durlng the same month, retired
Gen. Curtls E. LeMay, in an interview In
Washington, said that he would start the
progressive destruction of NVN support and
supply bases by closing the Port of Hal-
phong and other ports. The joint CINC-
PACFLT/CINCPACAF concept of oper-
ationa, published In April 1967 for RP VI,

. “noted that:

“The primn'ry‘ 6bjectlve tn danyinc exter-

.nal assistance to NVN is the closure of the

Halphong Port and, in conjunction with
this, the objective of preventing the

enemy
‘from diverting his resupply effort to the NE

and NW rall line and/or the Hon Gal and
Cam Pha Porta. Until suthority is received
which’will allow the cloeing of the ports, no
meaningful military campsign can be
launched which will achleve the objective of

. denying external assistance.”

The Secretary of Defense, however, did
not share thls enthusiasm for denying ex-
ternal assistance to North Vietnam. In his
oplnion, the limlied bombing spproach was
successful when weighed against fta stated
objectives. During testimony before Con-
gress in August 1867, the effectiveness of
the bombing policy and Rules of Engage-
ment came under discusslon:

“Senator Margaret Chase Smith: If you
(Becretary McNamara) had resd the testi-
mony of the witnesses who have appeared
80 far In these hearings, you would have
noted that they were virtually unanimous in
concluding that if the restrictions end pro-
hibitions against certain targets had not

‘been in effect these past two years, the air

campalgn against the north would not only
have been more efficlent and effective but
more importantly, would most probably
have reduced our casualties In the sguth.
Would we in effect have experienced fewer
casualties In the sguth had these restric-
tlons and prohibitions not been imposed
agalnst the bomblnhg of the north?
“Secretary McNamara: Senator Smith, it
is my very firm opinion that regardiess of
what other merit there might have been for
following & different practice of air activity
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against the north in the past, it would not

- have reduced our casualties in the south.”

Further, it was the Secretary’s view that
an intensive air cempaign designed to inter-
dict completely . war-supporting materials
might resuit In & direct confrontation with
the Soviet Union. Bombing of the port fa-

" cllities, he sald, or mining of the harbors

would seriously threaten Soviet shipping.
Mining the harbors would be an act of war
requiring advance notice to third parties,
who would be justified in regarding thiy as
notice of the existence of a stale or war in
the sense of International law,

There was justification for sensitivity on
this point and for strict adherence to the
Rules of Engagement. Two months earlier,
oh 2 June 1867, an F-105 had strafed the
Russian ship “Turkestan” along the NVN
coast 40 NM northeast of Haiphong. The
subsequent Investlgation noted that the
Rules of Engagement for attacking coastal
shipping northeast of Halphong did not
permit attacke on any commercial vessels
coming into or moving out of Halphong
Harbor, even though they were within the
3-NM limit. The only exception to this was
In case the vessel fired first on U.S. alrcraft.
In that event, return fire was authorized.
The pllot testified that he had received fire
from a nearby {lak site and thought he was
also fired upon by the vessel. He stated
there were no identifying marka on t.he
vesse] and that he saw no flags.

As & result of this ineident, the Comma.nd-
er, Seventh Air Force, In a personal message
to each commander, remihded them that
airstrikes were not authorized within & 10-
NM radius of the Port of Haiphong and
that the area within a ¢NM radius of Hai-
phong was now established &3 s prohibited
area, No strikes were to be conducted, he
added, in port areas where incidents involv-

"ing foreign shipping might occur. In the
congressional

course of his testimony, the
Secretary of Defense made use of the inci-
dent to buttress his argument against inten-
smmt.lonottheurampl.tmmdt.he
mining of NVN harbors. o

- With the publication of- the Execute
Order for RT 67 in July 19687, & malor
change in targeting took place, for the first
time, attacks were authorized against tar-
gets In the ChiConi Buffer Zone and within
the Hanol/Haiphong circles. Nineteen tar-
gets were identified in the Buffer Zone: 21
within the 30-NM Hanol eircle; and 9 within
the 10-NM Hailphong restricted area. Au-
thority to strike additiona) targets within
these areas was added In August 1987, with
the guidance that in the interest of obviat-
ing charges of escalation, elther from for-
eign or domestic sources, it was desired that
these additionnl authorities be exercised in
& neasured manner, The rules for these
strikes called for the commanders to exer-
cise every feasible precaution in conducting
alrstrikes In the ChiCom Buffer Zone to
preclude penetration of the ChiCam Border
and avoid engagements with ChiCom MIGa
except in sell-defense over NVN territory.
Commanders were also to utilize experl-
enced pilots, provide adequate electronic ca-
pability and targeis were to be attacked
only when the weather conditions enabled
positive identification of the target. The
maost active bornblng of the year—and of the
war—occurred during August 1967,

The ROE contained in the Rolliing Thun-
der Operations Order for 1868, published In
December 1887, indicated the forthcoming
bombing campaign would remain as limited
as it had been in the past. and that the
weight of effort would continue to be placed
on interdiction of LOCs into RVN from the
north, Although armed reconnalssance was
once again authorized from the PMDL to
the ChiCom Buffer Zone, its tmplementa-
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tion was modified by the earlier restrictions
against striking populated areas, locks,
dams, hydropower plants, weatercraft, sam-
pans, and houseboats. Prohibitions were re-
peated against attacking naval craft north
of 20'42° N and outside of the 3-NM 1llmit of
the NVN coast or offshore islands unless
fired upon. Authorization was still withheld
for alrcraft engaged In Immediate pursuit to
attack NVN bases from which the pursued
aireraft might have been operating. The
mining of waterways and deep draft harbors
north of 20°00° N was forbidden. Prohibited
areas remained unchanged: 10 NM around
Hanol, ¢ NM around Haiphong. and the
ChiCom Buffer Zone,

No ordnance was to be expended in these
prohibited areas unless specifically directed
in the frag orders. Strike and recon aircraft
were authorized transit and immediate pur-
sult into the Halphong and Hanoi prohibit-
ed areas if operational requirements dictat-
ed. In the ChiCom Buffer Zone, flight paths
of strike nlrcraft were not allowed to ap-
proach closer than 20 NM of the ChiCom
Border east of 1068'E and no cloger than 30
NM west of that meridian. The flight paths
of reconnaizsance (Blue Tree) aireraft were
not to epproach closer than 20 NM to the
ChiCom Border. Aircraft engaged in Imme-
diate pursult were authorized to penetrate
the Buffer Zone but not the ChiCom
Border. SAR and RESCAP aircraft were not
permitted to operate closer than 3 NM of
the ChiCom Border, except when the risk of
engagement was small and there were clear
progpects of suceessful recovery.

The 30-NM and 10-NM restricted areas
around Hanol and Halphong, respectively,
remained in effect. Strikes were authorized
in these areas against NVN craft or NVN
units which fired upon U.S. aircraft en
route to or from missions, Extreme caution
was {0 be exercised in the Halphong area to

avoid endangering forelgn shipping. Transit
of these areas was suthorized as necessary . =~
to conduct air operationas., Immediate pur- '

lultlntothemmmdmwahoper-f
mitted. - - i

Two control aress existed on the NVNI'
Laotion Border: (1) s Radar Control Zone ~-

(RCZ) encompassing the area within NVN
Immediately adjacent to the Laotian Border
and extending 10 NM into NVN and running
from the DMZ northward to 18°30° N and

(2) the Laotian Buffer Zone of the same

width as the RCZ extending northward
from 19°30° N to 22°00° N. The Rules of En-
gagement for the RCZ prohibited U.S.
forces from striking targets unless under
positive radar control. In conducting these
strikes, aircraft had to be vectored to target
coordinates, or to the initial coordinates of
an arned recon Foute and released for mis-
sion accomplishment. Conventional alreraft,
which were performing as strike/FAC alr-
craft, were permitied to strike in the RCZ
without radar control, if it were not avall-
able, Missions flown elsewhere In the NVN,
outside the DMZ and RCZ, had to be radar
vectored, until the aireraft was positively es-
tablished as being outside these areas prior
to being released for mission accomplish-
ment.

This rigidity of the Rules of Engagement
for the coming campaign was the subject of
8 message sent on 28 March 1988, from
CINCPACAF to the TAF commander. Cur-
rent restrictions within which U.S. forces
must operate in North Vietnam, stated
CINCPACAF, collectively represent an im-
pressive picture of the limitations on the ef-
I[ectiveness of forces now In place in South-
east Asia. The present restrictions, disad-
vantegeous to Allied forces operating in an
extremely diflicult air defense environment,
were serving enemy aireraft to advantage.

S
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The total impact of these various self-im-
posed restrictions was providing the enemy
a sanctuary situation which he was using to
greal advantage in Hanoi, Haiphong. and
throughout the LOC structure tn North
Vietnam. It was inconsistent from a military
point of view to build up and reinforce 1.8,
forces in SVN without major relaxation of
existing restrictions on the U.S. air and
naval offensive against NVN,

This annual plea for more bombing lati-
tude and for & relaxation of the Rules of
Engagement was smothered by a presiden-
tial decision three days later. On the
evening of 31 March 1868, President John-
son made Lhe twin surprise announcements
that he would not be available for the presi-
dential nomination that summer, and that
“he had ordered our aircraft and surface
vessels to make no attacks on North Viet-
nam except In the area north of the DMZ
where the continuing enemy buildup direct-
Iy threatens Allied forward posidons.” The
Chiel Executive had placed outside the
reach of American airpower precisely that
ares which military judgment considered to
be the most essential to strike, On 1 April,
airstrikes north of 20° N were discontinued
and two days later the line was moved one
degree southward. Limited aerial reconnais-
sance 0 NVN and the Gulf of Tonkin con-
tinyed to be authorized. But aircraft operat-
ing aver the Tonkin Gulf had to remsin
over international waters at all times. Im-
mediate pursuit of enemy aircraft over NYN
territory or territorial waters was not per-
mitted. um care was to be r.lken not
to overfly ChiCom territory, - .

A JCS declared that e!!ecuve at

- strength among pro-Western and Irlendly -

message
1300Z (2100H Saigon time) on 1 November -

1968, all offensive operations against NVN
and the DMZ and within the clzimed 12-NM
territorial waters would be terminated. The
ROE for the post-bombing period were es-
tablished and permitied immediate pursuit
Into NVN territorial seas or airspace in re-’
sponse to hostile acts and in pursuit of any
vessel or aircraft whose actions indicated

with ressonable certainty that it was oper- .

ating in support of the VC/NVN insurgency
in 8VN. U.S. naval and air forces engaged [n
fmmediate pursuit of the NVN naval and air
elements were not authorized to attack
other unfriendly forces or installations en-
countered, except in response to an attack
by them and then only to the extent neces-
sary for self-defense. A second JCS message,
also date 1 November 1968, authorized the
destruction of SAM and AAA weapohs, In-
stallations, and supporting facilities in NVN
south of 19° N which fired at Allied aircraft
from across or from within the DMZ. In &
clarification of thls rule later in the month,
permlssion to destroy aggressive SAM and
AAA sites and facilities in NVN was ex-
tended to those which fired at Allied air-
craft over Laos.

Thus ended the Rolling Thunder cam-
palgn. In early 1968, just prior to the 1 April
1968 bombing halt, many officials believed
the campaign of graduated pressure
through the use of U.S. airpower had
reached a point which appeared just short
of allowing maximum application, Author-
ity had been extended to allow alrstrikes to
within 10 NM of Hanoi and within 4 NM of
Halphong. All major industrial production
had been halted, nearly all of the major
bridges had been laid In the water, all alr-
fields except Gra Lam had been attacked,
and there was open discussion in the US.
through the new media to close the Port of
Halphong. In short, NVN was faring an-
other summer season of good weather con-
ditions and Inereased U.S. airstrike actlvity,
The 1 April bombing halt, and even more so
the complete cessation of bombing on 1 No-
vember 1968, cut short this development.
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Summary of ROE for Rolling Thunder

The Rules of Engagement for Rolling
Thunder from beginning to end faithfully
mirrored the political aims and limited mili-
tary objectives of this air campaign. In the
strictly military sphere, the ROE estab-
lished sanctuaries/restricted areas within
which airstrikes could not be conducted.
Havens were provided within enemy terri-
tory which were used to cache, import, re.
plenish, launch attacks, and to use for polit-
ical propaganda whenever the sanctuary
was inadvertently violated. Interrelated
target systems were never authorized The
overriding consideration for avoidance of
population centers precluded attacks on
military targets in lmportant citites such as
Nam Dinh and Thanh Hoa. The agricultural
sector of the NVN economy was protected.
Anti-dike and anti-crop campaigns were not
undertaken. Third country shipping was
protected to an extent that prohibited at-
tacks or mining ectivities against NVN'a
three major ports. Taken collectively these
restrictions, while reducing potential effec-
tiveness of airpower, contributed to the na-
tional policy as determined by the Com-
mander-in-Chief.

CHAFPTER II—LAOS

After the November bomhing halt In
NVN, the focus of alr operations ceatered
more than ever oo Lacs. The baxic American
policy toward this country had been set In
1961 by President John F, Kennedy's decl-
slon to attempt to neutralize Laos through
political agreement, while retaining enough

military forces in the Mekong River Valley
to protect the flanks of Thsiland, The
major US. military effort was to be concen-
trated - againet the North Vietnamese [n
South Vietnam. This decision to attempt
the neutralization of Laos was based largely
on the assumption that the USSR and the
U.S. shared a common Interest m keeping
Laos neutral and outside the ChiCom
sphere of Influence.

By 1968, the conflict In Laos had, [n
effect, become two wars, each with a some-
what different objective and different Rules
ol Engagement. In the northern war, the
USSR had failed to restrain the NVN. The
conflict in the northeastern provinces along
the border of NVN was bound up with the
traditiona] Tonkinese interest in that area.
During the earller French colonial period,
two of these provinces were actually admin-
Istered from Hanoi rather than from Vien-
tiane. It was not untfl 1942 that they were
turned over to Vientiane and the Laotlan
entity. The NVN Insurgents in these prov-
Inces operated through a front, the Pathet
Lao (PL), which was controlied form Hanol
This northern war was one of position and
maneuver. The US/Royal Laotian Govern-
ment (RLG) objecUve was to take and hold
terrain. and (n 50 doing to expand the influ-
ence of the RLG throughout northern Laos,
By so doing, it was hoped the RIL would be
In a position of strength i, and when, it par-
ticipated al the conference table. U.S. alr
operations (n northern Laos supported this
ohjective,

The other laouan war, In the Southern
panhandle, Initidlly haed Jdifferent objec-
tives It was direcily assoclated with the
NVN support of its operations In SVN and
was a war of attrition, infiluration, and
interdiction along the Ho Chl Minh Trail
The few tribal Inhabitants of this eastern

.mountain area did not front for the NVN—it

was completely an NVN operation. NVN sol-
diers guarded the trail structure; NVN engi-
neers did the road building; NVN coolies
carried the supplies down the trail. Whereas
the objective of U.S. alr operations in the

north was the preservation of the flank of
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Thailand, in the panhandle, it was the inter-
diction of supplies which passed from NVN
o SVN.

The dual nature of the conflict was re-
flected by the division of the country for
the purpose of alr operations into two sec-
tors, the northern Barrel Roll (BR) area
and the southern Steel Tiger (SL) region.
The line separating these operating areas
ran from the Nape Pass (18* 27° N/105* 06
E) on the NVN/Laot{ian Border, westward to
18* 20" N/103* 57" E on the Thal/Laotian
Border. The ROE for both BR and SL were
established by CINCPAC and the American
Embassy (AmFEmb), Vientiane. MACV co-
ordinated with and obtained approvai from
AmEmb, Vientiane, for the conduct of air
operations by PACOM forces and kept the
American Embassy in Bangkok fully in-
formed of the use of Thai-based aircraft.
Seventh Alr Force was the operating agency
for airstirikes In Laos and the ruies estab-
Ushed by the commander were designated as
“Operating Rules.” By presidentia] direc-
tive, the U.S. Ambassador to Lags was re.
sponsible for all 11.3. activities in support of
the RLG. The key role played by the Ameri-
¢an Embazay, Vientiane, in determining the
Rules of Engagement, helps to explain the
nature of the rules during this period.

The BR/SL Rules of Engagement for 1968

and the first two months of 1967 were rela-

tively simple. Seven armed recon areas were -
created along the NVN/Laotian Border. -

They were lettered A through G running

north to south. Within these areas, U.S, alr- |

craft could strike without further permis-

“ sion any targets of opportunity that were

outside viltages and within 200 yurds of &
motorable trail or road, Targets farther
than 200 yards from a motorable road could

- be sttuck only with permission and under .

FAC control, or when gunfire was first re-
cefved from the target, Outside these armed

recon zones, {ixed targets and targets of op- -

portunity could be struck only if they were
validated RLAF “A” or “B” targets (APP. I),
approval had been obtained fram the Alr
Attache, Vientinane, the Assistant AIRA.
Savannakhet, or an authorized FAC with a
Lao observer on board who possessed valida-
tion authority, or if gunfire had been re-
ceived from the target.

FACs were required under a varlety of sit-
uations, notably on close alr support mis-
gions, when called for by the AmEmb, Vien-
tiane, when striking within five EM of the
Cambeodlan Border, and on all night strikes
agalnst fixed targets unless they were con-
trolled by ground radar (MSQ). Aircraft
without FAC or MSO assistanee had to con-
{firm their position by radar or tactical air
navigation (TACAN). Prior to entering or
exiting SL armed recon areas, aireraft had
to establish radioc/radar contact with the
appropriate  ground-controlled intercept
(GCI) site. Classified ordnance was prohibit-
ed Napalm could be employed in BR/SL
under FAC contrcl, along infiltration routes
within the SL area, against validated RLAP
numbered targets and against motorized ve-
hicles, but not against truck parks or other
targets of opportunity.

The political situation In the north led to

restrictions agalnst alr attacks on certain .

areas. Under oo circumstances was ordnance

to be expended on the villages of Sam Neua, .

Khang Khal, or Xieng Khouangville even in
response to hostlle fire. Camp fires and ci-
vilian habitations were not to be attacked,
Populated areas were to be avoided to the
maximum extent possible. Vientiane and

[P
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Luang Prabang were to be szkirted by at

least 25 NM, restricted areas with a radii of
10 NM and heights of 15,000 feet were cre-
ated around the friendly villages of Savan-
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" nakhet, Attopeu, Thakhet, Saravanne, and
Pakse

Within the restricted Attopeu circle ran
Route 110, a major avenue of infiltration. In
8 meeting held at Tan Son Nhut AB in No-
vember 18966 among MACV, 7TAF, and AIRA
representatives to clarify the Rules of En-
gagement for Laos, the Alr Attache repre-
sentative said that he had intended no re-

- striction to armed recon along Route 110

within this 10-NM circle. The Basic Oper-
ations Order was subsequently changed to
allow armed recon within this portion of the
restricted ares.

During the third week In February 1951
further restrictions were placed on air at-
tacks within the BR area. Nearly all of
these restrictions were temporary and were
motivated primarily by political consider-
ations. After Soviet questions concerning-
strikes on Khan Khay had arisen, the rule
for that village was strengthened to create a
5iX-NM restricted area around the town. A
temporary restricted area was also placed
around Xieng Khounagville, because the
International Control Commlission (ICC)
had been invited to the village to discuss
USAF bombing in Laos. No armed recon was

authorized on the south side of the Xam Ou .

River because friendly forces were operating
In the area

In March 1967, a major change of zones
and Rules of Engagement for the SL area
resulted from a series of highly publicized
Short Round incidents near the Laotian/
SVN/NVN Borders. On 12 February, the
friendly Laotian village of Muong Phalane
was Inadvertently attacked by three F-105
aircraft. The intended target was a highway
bridge 24 NM northeast of Muong Phalane,

Three Laotian civilians were killed and nine’

injured. Eleven houses were destroyed and
thirty damaged. The Incident was an appar-
ent case of target misidentification. Muong
Phalane is on the 130° radial of the Nakhon
Phanom (NKP) TACAN at 68 NM: it has a
bridge in the center of the village. The
bridge against which the F-105 fllght was
fragged was on the 113" radial of the NKP

" “TACAN &t 69 NM. The flnal report of inves-

. tigation stated that apparently the pliot In--
advertently tracked outbound on & heading -
of approximately 130° and sighied a target

which by sheer coincidence was the same .

distance form NEP as his intended target.
The mission was under no ocutside control
such as FAC or Combat Skispot.

Another Short Round incident occurred
on 2 March when the RVN village of Lang
Vei was struck by two F-4C aircraft. The
flight leader's intended target was a group
of trucks believed parked alongside a rosd
under the trees. The flight had been re-
lepsed by an alrborme FAC to conduct
armed recon in the TIGER HOUND area of
Laos, along the RVN Border. Six 500-1b.
bombs, four LAU-3A rocket pods, and CBU-
2 bomblets were expended on the village of
Lang Vel which was obscured by the forest
canopy. Eighty-three RVN cirilians were
killed, 170 were wounded, and the village
was §0-70 percent destroyed. The attack was
made under conditions of reduced visibllity
caused by haze and the approaching sunsetl.
But the primary cause was navigational
error. The flight leader's TACAN was inop-
erative. A reading taken from the wing-
man’'s lnstrument was misinterpreted. The
flight believed itself Lo be 24 NM from Lang
Vei and over Laos rather than over RVN.

In an attempt to reduce the number of
these incidents, the SL aresn was rezoned
early in March 1867. (Fig. 3.) The armed
recon line was rescinded and four north-
south zones were ereated, each with its own
Rules of Engagement. The former TIGER
HOUND Special Operating Area along the
Laos/NVN/SVN Border was redesipnated as
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Zone I and remsained a free fire area with
the same Rules of Engagement as before.
The AmEmb, Vientiane, authorized armed
recon in this zone without FAC control on
all roads, trails, paths, and rivers; airstrikes
were allowed against all forms of enemy ac-

‘tivity outside 500 meters of active villages.

Seventh Alr Force, however, Insisted on the
use of a FAC In Zone I, even though the
AmEmb, Vientiane, dld not, because “to the
guy in the alr the line on the msp means
nothing. He could never be sure there
wasn't going to be a violation.” This decislon
was proof of one of the main drawbacks of
the new division—Iits complexity.

Any validated RLAF “A” or “B" targets,
as well as any area from which groung flre
was received, could be attacked. Prior to
conducting strikes with out FAC control,
the pilot had to confirm his position by
radar or TACAN as being within Zone L
Ajrcraft unable to establish a positive fix by
use of available navigational alds prior to
entering this zone had to abort unless FAC
directed. Normally, strikes were not to be
made within | KM of the known location of
friendly teams or unlts,

ARC LIGHT strikes within Zone 1 re-
quired prior validation by Vientlane based
on photo coverage and normal intelligence
Justification. Mine-type munitions (MX-36,
M-28, and Gravel} could be deilvered only
on selected targets as approved by Vientiane
and directed by TAF or under FAC control
on RLAPF validated targets; or against mo-
torized vehicles; or against an area from
which ground fire was being. received, unless
this area were an active village. No alr-
strikes could be conducted closer than five
KM of the Cambodian/Laotian Border,

1mmediately west of this free fire area -

was Zone II; which stretched from 17° 40° N,
south to the Cambodian Border. This corri-
dor was entered from NVN by two of the
three majot doorways to the Ho Chi Minh
Trall—Mu Gia and Ban Karal passes. Since
it was more populous than Zone 1, the ROE

for Zone I1 were slightly more restrictive.

Targels of opportunity could be attacked
day or night, as long as they were within
200 yards of & motorable i{rail or road and
outside of villages. Qutside of this 200-yard

limit targets could be struck only if they -

were validated RLAF priority “A” or “B"
targets. With the exceptlon of active vil-
lages, any area from which ground fire was
received could be struck without FAC/MSO
control. Searchlights could also be attacked,
tf it were positively determined they were of
the high intensity antiailrcraft type and
were located in proximity to authorized
strike areas. Wide-beam boats and barges
which were engaged Iin military activities
could be struck under FAC control.

The next erea to the west, Zone III, ex-
tended from the point on the NVN/Laotian
Border where the northern limit of RP II
joined the northern boundary of SL down to
16* 00’ N. The entrance from NVN into Zone
111 was Nape Pass, the third malor starting
point of the Ho Chi Minh Trail. The Rules
of Engagement for this zone were even more
restrictive than those for Zones I and II.
Targets, regardless of thelr location, could
not be struck without FAC or MSQ control.
The only allowable exceptions to this rule
were areas from which ground flre was re-
ceived and where high-intensity antialreraft
searchlights were located in proximity te
authorized strike areas. Targets outside vil-
lages could be struck, if they were within

200 yards of a motorable road or trail. Far-

ther than 200 rards, targets could not be at-
tacked, unless they were either vulidated
RLAF “A™ or “B" Largets. approved by one
of the AIRAs, or approved by a Lao observ-
er sboard a FAC or Airborne Battlefield
Command and Control (ABCCC) aircraft.
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The remaining rules were the same as those
for Zones I and I1.

In the funnel-shaped, northern end ol
Zone ITI, a special area was set aside for the
training of Road Watch Teams (RWT). No
strikes were permitted In this area unless. -
the pllot was in positive radio contract with
one of the ground RWTs through a PAC or_‘
the ABCCC. .

The remalning area Was desmnated as
Zone TV, This was the region that contained”
the bulk of the native population of south- -
ern Laos. While the spine of the Annam
Mountzin Range rman through the [irst:
three zones, the fourth zone was largely an
area of plains, bounded on the west princi-
pally by the Mekong River Valley. The

major towns of the Laotian panhandle were = .- -

located in this region—Savannakhet, Sara- " °
vane, Thakhek, Attopeu, and Pakse. Since
the NVN objective In the panhandle was the
creation and maintenance of LOCs running
down the mountain range from NVN Into
Cambodia and RVN, and the U.S, objective -
was its Interdiction, Zone IV was largely ig-
nored by these countries. Consequently, the
Rules of Engagement for airpower 10 Zone -
IV were the most restrictive of any in SEA. -
All strikes within this zone had to have the
doubje safeguard of AIRA approval and
FAC control. Strikes could be directed only
by Raven or Nall FACs. There were two ex-
ceptions to this rule: (1) two English-speak-
ing, Lao ground Forward Alr Guides (FAGs)
In the immediate area of Atlopeu were au-
thorized to request and direct U.S. alrstrikes
without prior AIRA validation; and (2} hell-
copters or escort alreraft actively engaged in
Search and Rescue (SAR) missions could -
return ground flre, but not outstde 1,000
meters In al] directions from the exact loca-
tion In which the SAR operations were :
being conducted. - o
Twenty-one mlles northwest of Saravane, ; .- -

Route 23, 8 major link of the Ho Chil Minh ...

- Trail, left Zone III and entered Zone v -

The Zone II1 Rules of Engagement followed
it into Zone IV, untll it disappeared into r.he._
10 NM restricted clrcle rround Saravane., .=
Restricted areas remained In- effect’; d
nround the five villages already designated 5
In Zone IV, and to them was added a sixth— ',
Muong PFPhalane, Alreraft could not ap-"

proach within 10 NM or 15,000 feet of these ; - .

towns. A small special operating area called .
Cricket West (CW) was marked off within’
Zone IV, twenty miles eest of NKP along .
the Zone III/Zone IV boundary. Within™
CW, each target had to be validated prior to
n strike, either by an atrborne Lao FAC or,
by radio request to the Assistant ATRA, Sa-
vanakhet, All strikes had to be under FAC _ -
control except when ground flre was re- . -
ceived, :

Far to the south near the Cambodlan
Border, Route 110 crossed Zone IV from
west to east and then entered Zone I. Al-
though two-thirds of this road was in Zone
IV, the Zone I rules applied to all of it

In the northern war, the three armed
recon zones along the Lao/NVN Border, des-
jgnated A, B, and C, remained unchanged.
The Rules of Engagement for these areas
were Identical to those of SL Zone IL In the |
rest of BR, ocutside these armed recon sec-
tors all targets had to be validated and .
strikes had to be FAC controlled

Prohibited areas defined by & circle with a
25-NM radius remalned in effect around
Vientiane, the political capital, and Luang
Prabang., the roya! capital. No ordnance
could be expended within a 8-NM radlus
from the center of Khang Khay nor on the
town of Sam Neua.

No free zone existed In Laos for jettison-
ing live ordnance. 1n case of emergency, all
ordnance’ exeept napalm could be dropped
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under visible conditions o any moterable
trail. road, ford. or bridge within the BR
armed recon arcas and Zones I and II in
Steel Tiger. Napalm could be jeliisoned on
certain specified road segments in Laos
under radar control.

The total effect of these 1987 changes to
the Rules of Engagement was to make them
more complex and possibily more restrie-
tive. In usage, some of the rules proved im-
practical. An example of the restrictiveness
of the ROE may be seen in the rule requtr-
{ng validation of targets. Three major ROE
hampered ARC LIGHT operations in cen-
tral and southetn Laos. Strikes could not be
made on targets that were within three KM
aof frlendly forces such as RWTs of suspect-
ed PW camps. In addition, no ARC LIGHT

_strikes could be executed within five KM of

the Camhbodian Border. Plnally. there could
be no shrines, temples, national monu-
ments, places of worship or active huts and
villages within the target area It was this
finai rule that created most of the problems
for obtaining validation for lucrative ARC
LIGHT targets. According to Seventh Air
Foree records, the average time consumed
between identification of an area and the
clearance to strike was 15.5 days. A large
portion of this time (8.8 days) was used for
administrative processing. transmission of
the walldation request, and awaiting Vien-

. tiane's response. Since success of these mis-
.-slons required timely strikes in response to
the most recent Intelligence avaflable, the

- 'existing administrative processes and Rules
" of Engagement combined to reduce the
: -_'-umellness and effectiveness of B-52 bomb-

" ‘The problem of validation time was thor-
7 oughly discussed at a conference at Udorn
" RTAFB In September 1968. The TAF figures

indicating that it took Vientiane from three
to five days to process nominatlons for
strikes, and eight to ten days for renomina-
tions, were refuted by the AmEmb repre-

" sentative, Embassy records indicated fts re-

sponse in most cases was wWithin one or two
days, except when extensive analysis of
friendly personnel or RWT activity necessi-
tated longer periods of time. As a result of
these dlscussions, a decision was made to
streamline the validation procedures. The
TAF representative proposed the creation of
Special ARC Light Operating Areas
(SALOAS), each of which would contain sev-
eral target boxes capable of being validated

“en masse, The Vientiane American Embassy
‘representative reluctantly agreed to this

proposal. Although validation time rose to
255 days (7.0 days at Vientiane) after the
creation of the SALOAs, this was partially
explalned by the fact that larger numbers

of targets were validated at once. Validation -

time continued to be a problem, with tacti-
cal as well as strategic airstrikes.
In October 1968, The Air Attache in Vien-

" ‘tiane issued a lst of rules and restrictions

pertaining to the BR area. This list high-
lighted the complexity which had crept into
the Rules of Engagement. JCS-imposed re-
strictions included thcse against operating
in BR areas Alpha, Bravo, and Charlie
within 10 NM of the NVN Border, armed re-
eonnaissance on certain designated. routes,

* College Eye, Hot Pursuit. air operations ad-

jacent to the ChiCom Border, and ARC
Light. The AmEmb, Vientiane, controlled
ordnance, target wvalidations. PW camp Te-
strictions, defoliation, and ground and
Raven FAC operations. Seventh Air Force
Imposed tactical AP release altitude restrie-
tions for high threat areas, and command
and control _procedures governing Laos
strikes.

The profusion of areas In Laos, the nar-
rowness of the zones, and the lack of out-
standing geographical/navigational features

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

created problems with {he new arrange-
ment. In July 1968, the Commander, TAF,
proposed simpiification of the rules, so that
the ROE for Zone [ would be extended to
Zones 11 and IIL: the Zone III rules would be
put into effect in Zone IV and Cricket West.
Although these proposals were not acted
upon, the problems of complexity and re-
strictiveness came up at a meeting at Udomn
RTAFB two months later. The purpose ol
the meeting was to iron out the ground
rules for the forthcoming COMMANDO

HUNT campaign in SL Zone II. Discussions '

among the Ambassadors to Laos end Thal-
land the the Commanders of TAF and TAF/
13AF ranged across the entire spectrum of
existing ROE and the problems created by
them.

The continuing problem of validation time
came up for discussion. Referring to ARC
Light strikes, the DCS/Intel, TAF, com-
mented:

“It took on the average of 5-8 days to get
the first ARC Light box validated. However,
one ARC Light box for 12 B-52s against the
average of 35 truck parks will only give you
about & 30% probability of hitting the
trucks. So you need 3 boxes for B-52s. And
in order to get validation for restrike an-
other 5-8 days are entalled As as a conse-
quence of the whole administrative prob-
lem, the need to bufld these targets and get
them off to SAC, we were able {0 get only &
fraction of the effort we wanted. ..., I
would hope that in our future discussions
we could fron out some procedures that
would help us in our next campalgn.”

The Deputy Chief of Staff, Intelligence,
also stated much time has been lost in Zone
*I1, due to the inability to get valldation for
Combat Skyspot. The Ambassador to Lans
replied that he was unaware of any prob-
lems with the wvalidation system and knew
that AIRA had validated targets as quickly
as six minutes after scquisition. It was his
opinion that the existing machinery for val-
idation was good—it was a question of
proper usage, and briefing ol personnel re-
quired to use it R

A major factor hurting the truck kil
ratio, In the opinion of TAF, was the re-
quirement for FAC verification and clear-
ance for strikes agalnst visuai sightings. The
element of surprise, essential when dealing
with perishable targets, was lost due to the
overt nature of the FAC mission, which
gave the enemy ample warning to evade by
driving off the road The FAC requirement
for identiflcation of trucks was unnecessary
because “the only ones running around are
NVN.” The Ambassador replled that some
of the Rules of Engagement were not too
well understoed. In Zones I and II the PAC
requirement was not too important and,
except for several specilic areas of suspected
PW camps, could be removed. Two factors
made it necessary to continue the require-
ment for FACs in Zone IIL One was the
presence there of RWTs and Commando
units. The other was the friendly popula-
tion of the area which provided logistical
support to the RWTs,

On the question of munitions, TAF re-
quested relaxation of some of the restric-
tions:

Yet, its use was not authorized anywhere
in Laos. The Ambassador agreed to refer the
question of using the CS agent to higher au-
thority at Washington but, knowing the
{eellng in the State Department about it, he
was sure they would not buy it. Further,
given the propaganda aspects of the
weapon, he knew that Souvanna Phouma
would not be too eager about it.

In Zones II and 111, only targets of oppor-
tunity within 200 yards of a motorable road
could be struck. The Ambassador interpret-
ed the 200-yard limitation this way:
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“Many of vour [TAF} peopie have inter-
preted that to mean that if theres a Lruck
park over 200 yards away from a Known
road, it's excluded. This is not so. If the
truck got from the road to the truck park. it
is ipso facto a motorable road cr trall So
anyplace that you find a vehicle, you can
assume that it got there on something that
i{s fair game, . . . If you find a truck you can
assume it motored there, it dién't drop
there.”

No change in the Rules of Engagementi
for the Commando Hunt campaign resulted
from these discussions.

Cessation of bombing over NVN or 1 No-
vember 1968 brought about a change in the
rules for the Laotian/NVN Border area Im-
medlately after the halt, a positive control
area 10 NM wide was created Inside Laos.
along the border, to protect against inad-
vertent penetration of the NVN airspace.
Several days later, the JCS authorized U.S.
alreraft “to destroy SAM or AAA weapons,
{nstallations. and immediate supporting fa-
cllities iIn NVN south of 19" which fire at our
alreraft over Laos.”

In December 1968, the requirement for
FAC ar MSQ control of AC-47 gunships in
Lacs was waived to permit the accomplish-
ment of the AC-47 mlssion During the
same month, mine-type munitions, such as
the MK-38, BLUs, and Gravel were ap-
proved for use in Laos, but only on targets
validated by the American Embassy. The
importance of Zone lI, through which

“wound & major portion of the Ho Chi Minh

Trail, was highlighted by a change in the
rules pertaining to the -use of napalm.
Whereas In Zone 1, napalm could not be
used against gun emplacements uniess
ground fire was received, tn Zone II it coutd
be used sguinst gun emplacements even
though ground fire was not received.

A major consolidation of the Rules of En-
gagement for Laos was achleved In 1968. At
an April meeting at Vientiane, representa-
tives of AmEmb, Vientiane, MACYV, and 7TAF
agreed to reduce the four SL zones to two,
separated by a line running north-south
down the center of the Laotian panhandle.
The new division became effective on 11
May. East of this line was a new area desig-
nated Steel Tiger East which comprised
areas formerly known as Zones I, II, and
part of IT1, and the Special Operating Area
along Route 110, The Rules of Engagement
for SL/East were essentially the same as
those for the former Zone II. Armed recon
without FAC control was authorized within
200 meters of all routes when fragged by
7AF or cleared by ABCCC. Targets of op-
portunity more than 200 meters from a mo-
torable road could be struck only when con-
trolled by FACs and when validated by the
American Embassy, Vientiane. Radar bomb-
ing was authorized against any targets
having prior embassy approval. Ordnance,
except napalm and mine-type munitions,
could be dropped armed or safe under visual
conditlons on any road, trail, ford, or bridge.

With the exception of vehieles, it could
not be used against targets of opportunity.
Mine-type munitions and area denial weap-
ons were authorized as validated and direct-
ed by TAP. No gas weapons could be used in
Laos except for use in SAR missions.

Active villages were to be avoided by 500
meters when conducting airstrikes unless
fired upon or when high-intensity AA
searchlight {llumination was received.
Ground fire could be returmed from any
ares, except within 500 meters of a con-
{firmed PW camp. F-105 aireraft were au-
thorized to carry antirediation. .

The area west of this line was designate
Steel Tiger West and the Rules of Engage-
ment were essentially those of the former
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Zone IV. Armed recon was hot authorized.
All stirikes required a FAC or Forward Alr
Guide. No radar bombing or napalm would
be used unless specifically authorized by the
AmEmb, Vientlane. Ground fire could be re-
tumed only by aireraft actively engaged In
Alr Force SAR operations. This authoriza-.
tion was limited to an area 1,000 meters in
all directions from the exact location in
which these operations were being conduct-
ed . .

The April conference was Jess successful
in changing the Rules ol Engagement for
the BR area. The Aipha, Bravo, and Chariie
areas remalned armed recon zones, with the
same ROE as In the newly designated Steel
Tiger East. In the Alpha area, Route 19 was
authorized to be struck. All LOCs in Bravo
were approved for armed recon. In Charlie,
Routes 6, 61, and 7 eould be struck. A Spe-
cial Operating Area (SOA) northwest of
Khang Khal was designated a8 Free Strike
Zone. When fragged or cleared into this
Free Strike Zomre by ABCCC, aircraft could
attack all forms of military activity outside
of 500 meters of an active village without
FAC control.

The presence of Chlnese road construe-
tion erews in the northern and northwest-
ern regions of Laos led to the creation of yet
ahother restricted area. Following the 1962
agreement of Laos, the Chinese offered to
assist the Laotian Prime Minister, General
Phouml Nosavan. by bullding roads for him
leading from China into Laos. The Prime
Minlster agreed. For more than five years,
no construction took place but, in 1868, the
ChiComs began to fulfill their promise and
Souvanna Phouma was helpless to stop
them. They bullt a major highway which ran
east-west slightly above the 21st parallel
from the Dien Bien Phu area In NVN across
the top of Laos to the Chinese Border near
Ban Botene. This in effect separated the
northern province of Phong Saly from the
rest of Laos. Early in 1869, they were en-
gaged In constructing a road southward
toward Pak Beng. To avoid international in-
. ¢idents in this area, U.8, aireraft were pro-
hibited from conducting airstrikes or low
level photo reconnaizsance missions without

special approval of the American Emhbassy,

Vientiane, north of a line along the 2lst
parallel from the ChiCom Border to the
western edge of the armed recon ares
Alpha.

The Buffer Zone along the Laos/NVN
Border remalned in effect with the same
Rules of Engngement as before. No strike
could be conducted within 10 NM of the
NVN Border or east of 104° 15" E, between 18
N and 21° 15 E unless authorized by
Cincpac and directed by TAP, Even with this
authorization, strikes had to be made under
the clectronic survelllance of College Eye
and under FAC control. Further, College
Eye monitor was required for all strikes In
Barrel Roll. .

A surge of NVN/Pathet Lao (PL) activity
In Barrel Roll during the summer of 1969,
which was climaxed by the enemy capture
on 27 June 1869 of Muong Soui, 80 miles
north of Vietiane, brought about & modlfica-
tion of the role of amirpower in northern
Laos. Prior to thls summer offensive, USAF
atrcraft hed been used in Barrel Roll almost
solely for close alr support of troops in con-
tact. With the fall of Muong Soul and the
resultant threat to Luang Prabang and
Vientiane, alrpower took on the additional
role of interdiction; the war In Barrel Roll
assumed certaln aspects of the war to the
south ln Steel Tiger.

Two main avenues of supply snaked into
Barrel Roll from North Vietnam. Route 7
entered Laos from North Vietnam through
Barthelemyh Fass and man westward
through the Plaine des Joarres and on to
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Muong Soui. Farther north, Route 6 and its
tributaries connected North Vietnam with
Sam Neua, the Pl headguarters in this
northern province, and from there ran

‘south to & juncture with Route 7. In addi-

tion to these main arteries, numerous trails
and bypasses were being developed to
supply the NVN/PL troops in Laos.

At a conference at Vientiane in August
1969, proposals were made for changes to
the Rules of Engagement to bring them In
line with the fulld situation. For two
months, recommendations and comments

followed. In September, the new rules were -

approved by JCS, and put into effect by
Cincpac on 27 September 1969, The areas
were realigned 50 a§ to be more consistent
with cultural and geographica! features
(Fig, 8). At the same time, the new areas
and rules provided for sufficient clearance
between friendly forward positions and
armed reconnaissance areas,

Barrel Roll was divided Into three areas:
North, East, and West (Fig. ), Of the three
Barrel Roll North contalned the most re-
strictive rules. No airstrikes nor Yankee
Team (tactical reconnsalssance) operations
were permitted, unless the American Em-
bassy at Vientiane requested them and Cine-
pac and JCS approved, In Barrel Roll West,
all targeis had to be validated and con-
trolled efther by a FAC or a FAQ, or em-
ploying all-weather bombing. No ordnance
could be dropped on Ehang Khal or Phuong
Savan. Embassy authorization weas required
before napalm could be used The 24-NM
prohibited circle around Vientiane was ex-
tended to cover the Nam Gum Dam con-

struction project. The circle around Luang .

Prabang was reduced to 10 NM.

The main NVN LOCs were In Barrel Roll
East and the greatest changes In the Rules
of Engagement occurred there, The A, B,
and C armed reconnaissance areas were re-

placed with a golld zone to within 10 NM of

the NVN Border in which armed reconnalis-
sance without FAC control was authorized
within 200 meters of all LOCs. Outside the
200-meter Umit, strikes had to be validated
and controlled by a FAC/FAG. Ground fire
could be returned anywhere in Barrel Roll

"East except into the town of Sam Neua, The’

total effect of these changes was to simplify
the areas and rules and te provide more
flexibility to the interdiction effort.

The line separating SL Eest and SL West
was adjusted slightly westward. The rules
for these sectors were essentlally the same
a3 those established for BR East and BR
West, respectively.

The covert nature of U.8. alr operations In
Laos kept such operations out of the lime-
lght of US. public opinion. Accordingly,
the Rules of Engagement were shaped less
by the need to create a favorable Impression
at home than by the restrictions laid down
by the 1962 agreement and the necessity of
avoiding damage to the lmage of SBouvrannsa
Phouma among his people. For these rea-
sons, the U.S. Ambassador to Laocs became
the focal point in ROE determination.

Between 1966 and 1968, the ROE for Laos
shifted from the relatively slmple rules In
existence before 1867, to more complex ones
between 1967 and mid-1988, and back again
to slmpler arrangements by the end of 1989.
The rule that appeared to have created the
greatest consternation was the need to
obtain validation of the targets from Vien-
tiane and the time required for thls valida-
tion.

CHAPTER III—SOUTH VIETNAM

The Rules of Engagement for alr oper-
ations In RVN remained relatively constant
throughout the period 18#66-1869. Theae

rules were conditioned by the fact that In-°

country air activity was directed toward

™

by the frequency of comblned ground oper-
ations Involving U.S., Free World Mllitary
Assistance Forces (FWMAF), the Army of

Republic of Vietnam (ARVN), and the Viet-

namese Alr Force (VNAF). During thls

three-year period, there was one shift of em- .

phasls worthy of note. As a result of the
mounting number of Short Round inei- -
dents, particularly during the 1968. TET of-
fensive, the rules issued late in 1868 con-
tained “additional provisions to enhance
Short Round prevention.”

The ‘agency responsible for the Rules of

Engagement pertaining to RVN was MACYV,.

whose directive (525-13) contained the rules
for the use of artillery, tanks, mortars;

naval gunfire, riverine forces and air and -

armed helicopter support. The rules govern-
ing air support were further specified by
TAF'Es Regulation 55-49. which lald down
the rules for the control of airstrikes and

the duties of the FAC and pllots of strike -

and recon aircraft.

The basic requirement was the approval - -

of the provinee chief or a higher RVN au-
thority for strikes by U8, alrcraft, This was
often tempered by the pllot’s judgment at
the time of the strike. In Specitied Strike
Zones—ayeas designed by MACV—where no
friendly forces or populace existed, mir-
strikes did not require further RVN clear-
ance, Targets could be attacked on the initi-
ative of the US/FWMAF commanders. U.S5.

strike alrcraft had to be controlled, in order
of preference, by either a U.S. FAC, 8 VNAF

FAC, or Combat Skyspot. When control by
FAC or Combat Skyspot was impossible, tar-

gets could be designated by the commander

of a ground unit or by the US/FWMAF

pilot of an aircraft supporting the ground -

unit. In addition, targets could be deslgnat-

ed by the US/FWMAF/RVNAF pliot of a

MedEvac or supply ailrcraft which was re-

quired to operate in the vicinity of a hmsule_ el

village or hamlet.
One set of rules governed air attacks on

villages and hamlets, another controlled '

strikes within urban areas. Fixed-wing alir<"
craft CAS missions that Involved strikes o’

hamlets and villages had always to be cona‘p;
trolled by a FAC and had to receive US/ ‘_ ’

RVYN/RVNAF clearance before the attack’

could be conducted. If the alrstrike were not . - l
conducted in conjunction with an immedi-
ate ground operation, the inhabitants or the

village were to be warned of the impending |
attack either by leaflets or a loudspeaker, |

Sufficient tlme was to be provided for the *

inhabitants to evecuate the village. When

the attack was carried out in conjunction

with & ground operation, no warning was
necessary if the ground commander judged
that such a warning would jeopardize his
mlssion.

The ROE for attacks on known or suspect-

ed VC/NVA targels in urban areas were nee-.

essarlly hedged in by greater restrictions to
avoid unnecessary destruction of civilian
property. In addition to the requirement for
FAC control, approval had to be obtained-
from efither the Corps Commander or the
U.S. Field Force Commmander. This also held
true for US. airstrikes in support of

RVNAF. In sll cases of air attacks on urban .

areas, leaflets and loudspeakers were to be
emplioyed to warn the civillan population
and to attempt to secure the cooperation

and support. The use of incendiary-type mu-.

nitions was prohibited unless destruction of
the prea was unavoidable and friendly sur-
vival was at stake, AC-47 gunships could be
employed without a FAC to [ire on targets
designated by the ground commander re
rponsible for the tactical situation.

Since the mission of U.S. aircraft operat-

ing In-country was largely close air support,
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close air support (CAS) of ground forces and ..
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detalled rules were in force to prevent Short
Rounds. The FAC had to be acquainted
with the exact location of all friendly forces
neay the target. To do this, he had to have a
thorough knowledge of the ground scheme
of maneuver and receive the appropriate
ground commander’'s clearance prior to
clearing strike aircraft. Friendly forces on
the ground were responsible for marking
their position for each flight of strike alr-
cralt and for remarking them as often as it
was required. The FAC was responstble for
marking the target and the ground com-
mander for confirming the accuracy of the
target-mark. If in the oplnion of either the
ground commander, the FAC, or the strike
pilot, the target was lnaccurately or poorly
marked, the FAC was to remark it before
the strike alrcraft could be cleared to
expend ordnance. If the position of friend-
Lies could not be marked due to lack of
marking material or for tactical reasons, the

~ FAC was to ask the ground commander to

.accept responsibility in the event of a Short
Round

The success of a mission depended heavily
upon reliable communication and complete
understanding among the FAC, ground com-
mander, and strike pilot. The FAC commu-
nicated with the ground commander to co-
ordinate marking, receive ground clearance
prior to clearing strike aircraft, advise the
ground commander of all pertinent aspects
of ordnance delivery, and to advize the
ground commander when all ground ele-
ments were to take protective cover. PAC

. radio contact with the ptrike pliot was

needed to tnsure that the strike pilot waa

... . given a thorough briefing on all aspects of
v . -the misalon.The FAC had to supply the
. strike pilot with prominent. ground refer-

ences from which he could ascertaln surface
distances, friendly locations in relation to
the target, characteristics of the target

_.area, local weather conditions, final clear-
ance for the strike, or discontinuance of the

mission.

‘When an airstrike was conducted In sup-
port of an ARVN unit the rules called for
the PAC to be assisted by a VNAF FAC or
VNAF observer to aid him in ditecting the
alrstrike. In the event the VNAF FAC had
language difficulty, the U.S, FAC was to
sssume controtl of the strike. When request-
ed by the VNAF FAC, the alrstrike was Lo
be stopped.

The strike pilot was enjoined by lhe Rules
of Engagement to always be under control
of the FAC or other designated control
agehey. He had to have visual contact with
the target or target marker and be positive
of the position of friendly troops. Strike
pilots were authorized to defend themselves
against ground fire when the source of the
fire could be visually identified when the
strike could be positively oriented against
the source, and when the fire was of such
Intensity that counteraction was necessary.

Pllots of strike aircraft were to avoid
Nying over friendly populated areas when
armed. When conditions made overflight of
Irlendiy positions necessary,
commander was to be notified 50 that he
could determine the risk versus the desired
results. All armament switches were to
remalin in the “safe” position until entrance
into the target area.

Helicopters could attack urban areas only
when directly by the responsible ground
commander. Only specific buildings (point

- targets) which were positively {dentiffed by

the pilot could be struck. The engagement
of target areas in urban areas was prohibit-
ed, Door gunniers could fire only when au-
thorized by the aircraft commander. Pilots
of heilicopters could defend themselves
agalnst ground fire when the source of fire
could be visually {dentified, when the attack

the ground '
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could be positively orlented against the
source, and when the fire was of such inten-
sity that counteraction was necessary.

The rules of jettisoning munitions were
very specific, Munitions could be jettisoned
~safe” only In designated areas except
during inftight emergencies. During night
or Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) conditions,
aireraft had to be under positive radar con-
trol while jettisoning. During day Visual
Flight Rules (VFR), drops were to be moni-
tored by radar whenever possible. During an
inflight emergency. munitions could be jet-
tisoned “safe” in other than designated jet-
tison areas, when there was an immediate
threat of injury to the crew or damage to
the aircraft, Every effort was to be made to
Insure that jettisoned munitions did not
impact into or near Inhabited areas. CBU
dispensers and expendable rocket launchers
were Lo be jettlsoned in the immediate vicin-
ity of the target after expenditure of muni-
tions. Water areas within or adjacent to the
target area were to be utilized whenever
possible to deny the enemy access to the dis-
penser tubes or unexpended ordnance.

When eair operations involved religious
monuments or public builldings in RVN, spe-
cial Rules of Engagement applied:

“The enemy has shown by his actions that
he takes advantage of areas or places nor-
mally considered as nonmilitary Larget
areas. These areas are typified by those of
religious background or historical value to
the Vietnamese. Where it Is found that the
enemy has sheltered himself In places of
worship such as churches and pagodas or
has installed defensive positions In public
bulldings and dwellings, the responsible

" senlor brigade or higher commander In the

area may order an air attack to Insure
prompt destruction of the enemy. The re-
sponsible commander must {dentify positive
enemy hostile areas either in preparation or
execution. Weaponsa and forces used will be
those which will insure prompt defeat. of
enemy forces with minimum da.mase to
structures In the area.”

Bince 1988, COMUSMACV published a
quarterly consolidation of the Rules of En-
gagement applicable to the borders of the
RVN and the BMZ Specific restrictions
fluctuated with changes in air operations In
neighboring countries. In the DMZ, before
the bombing halt, authority was granted to
conduct alrsirikes within the zone against
clearly defined military activity. After the
halt, alrcraft were prohibited from cressing
the DMZ. In the event that SAMs or AAA
were fired at friendly aircraft over RVN,
friendly forces could destroy the enemy's
weapons. Installations, and immediate sup-
porting facllities. Immediate pursuit was au-
thorized into NVN territorial sea or alrspace
in response to hostile acls and in pursuit of
any vessel or aireraft that was operating In
support of the VC/NVA insurgency, U.S:
naval and alr forces engaged In lmmediate
pursuit of NVN naval and alr elements were
not authorized to attack other unfriendly
forces or installations, except in response to
an attack by them, and Lhen only to the
extent necessary for self-defense. Aeromed!-
cal evacuations in support of any authorized
ground operations in the DMZ were permit-
ted.

To the west, aircraft were prohibited from
crossing the Cambodian Border without spe-
cific authorization from COMUSMACYV,
Strike aircraft could not operate within five
KM of the Cambodlan Border without PAC
or MSQ control. All FACs operating in the
viclnity of the border had to determine
their position from charts of a scale of
1:50,000 or larger. All organizations respon-
sible for planning or execution of missions
within five KM of the border had to have
posted In Operations a 1:250,000 or larger
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scale chart on which the Cambodian Border
was distinctly marked, on the RVN side, to
the depth of five KM. Aircraft supporting
border outposts were permitted to operate
as necessary ln the outpost area, but could
neither fire nor fly across the border, All
aircraft on missions within five KM of the
Cambodian Border had to be tracked by
radar, which could advise them of their po-
sition relative to the border and of any im-
pending penetration.

Along the RVN/Laotian Border, aircraft
were not permitted to cross the border into
Laos without prior approval of COMUS-
MACYV. All operations planned near the
border had to be reperted in advance to CO-
MUSMACY. In an emergency, U.S. forces
could take appropriate countermeasures, in-
c¢luding airstrikes against enemy forces
flring from the Laotian side of the border.

EPILOGUE

The Rules of Engagement for American
airpower between 1966 and 1969 reflected
the political situation in each of the three
major areas of military conftict in SEA. The
political decision to avoid adverse public
opinion and to avoid the possibility of direct
confrontation with Communist China and
Russia dictated a less than total bombing
campaign agalnst North Vietnam. Accord-
Ingly, the Rules of Engagement prohibited
the bombing of certaln areas and the use of
certaln ordnance. The covert nature of oper-

.ations In Laos, coupled with the need to

avoid politeal embarraysment to Premier
Souvanna Phouma required strict control of
the air effort In Laos, This control was exer-

cised through the American Ambassador to -
Vientiane, who played a major.role In for-"-- <. ~

mulating the Rules of Engagement. The
status of American airpower as an instru-

ment of RVN policy Dlaced limits on lts ex- - .

ercise In South Vietnam.

Despite differences of opm.lon rega.rdmgv -

the wisdom of American policy in these
three areas, {t seems clear that the Rules of
Engagement allowed airpower to serve that

policy well, while at the same tlme depriving °

alrpower of a true test of what it conld ac-
compitsh.

APPENDIX I
TERMS OF REFERENCE
Fixed targets: Caves, truck parks, open

‘storage bulldings, ferries, cantonment/bar-

racks, trenches, and bunkers.

Immediate pursuit: {Pursuit Initiated in
response to actions or attacks by hostile air-
eraft or vessels as defined in the Rules of
Engagement. The pursuit must be continu-
ous and uninterrupted and may be extended
a8 necessary and feasible over territorial/
International airspace/seas as prescribed.]

PMDI: Provisional Military Demarcation
Line.

RLAF target category: Either:

“A"—An RLAF target on the Active
Target List which has been approved by
AmEmb, Vientiane, and can be struck with-
out further approval.

“B"—Same as A" except the target is
considered inactive. If there are signs of ac-
tivity, it can be struck without further ap-
proval,

“C"”—Listed on the Active Target List in
“hold” status for political reasons. Must
obtain specific AmEmb, Vientiane, approvai
for strikes.

SALOA: Special ARC LIGHT Operating
Area.

Target of opportunity: Target of a mili-
tary nature such as vehicles, troops, active
AA/AW, bridges, fords, ete. not specilically

* designated in the frag orders.

Territorial seas: A belt of zea adjaccnt to a
coastal state three miles in breadth meas-
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ured from the low water mark along the VC-~Viet Cong.
coast. However, in the stages claiming over VFR—Visual Flight Rule,’
three miles, that distance shall be observed VNAF—Vietnamese Air Force.e
for the Rules of Engagement, as if it were :
the width of their territorlal seas. The fol-
lowing are the states’ claims with regard to
their territorial seas: .

(13 Thalland, 6 miles presumed.

(2) Cambodia, 5 miles,

{3) South Vietnam, 3 mlles presumed_

{4) North Vietnam, 12 miles presumed.

{5) Communist China, 12 mjles.

r———

GLOSSARY

AAA-Antinircraft Artillery,

AA/AW—Alrcraft Artillery/Automatic
Weapons.

ABCCC—Airborne Battlefield Commmd
and Control Center,

AIRA—Alr Attache.

AmEmb—American Embassy.

ARVN-—Army of Republic of Vietnam,

BR--BARREL ROLL.

BZ—Bufler Zone,

CAS—Close Alr Support.

CBU—Cluster Bomb Unit.

ChiCom~—Chinese Communist, -

CINCPAC—Commander-in-Chief, Pacific
Command.

CINCPACAF—Commander-in-Chief, Pa-
cific Alr Forces.

CINCPACFLT—Commander-ln-Chief, '.Pl-
cific Fleet,

COMUSMACV—Commander, U.8. "Mili-
tary Assistance Command, Vietnam,

CW—CRICKET WEST.

DMZ—Demilitarized Zone.

DOD—Department of Defense.

ECM—Electronic Countermeasure.

FAC—Forward Alr Controller.

FWMAF—Free World Mﬂitary Assist.a.nce
Forces.

GCI—Ground-Controlled I.ntereept. -

ICC—International Control Commlssxon.

IFR—Instrument Flight Rule Lo

JC8Joint Chiefs of St.n.rt.

- KM-—Kilometer. P o

- LOC—Line of Cnmmummt.lons. e o

MACV—Military . Assistance - Commn.nd,. :
Vietnam. R I :

MedEvac—Medical Eva.cuatlon..

NE--Northeast.

NEP—Nakhon Phanom.

NM—Nautical Mlle.

NVA--North Vietnamese Army

NVN-—North Vietnam,

NW—Northwest,

PL—Pathet Lao.

PMDL—Provisional Military Demamtlon
Line.

POL—Petroleum, Qil, and Luybricants.

PW—Prisoner of War,

RCZ—Radar Control Zone.

RESCAP-—Rescue Combat Air Patrol.

RLAF—Royal Laotian Air Force.

RLG—Royal Laotian Government.

ROE-—Rules of Engagement.

RP—Route Package.

RR—Ralilroad.

RT—-ROLLING THUNDER,

RTAFB—Royal Thal Air Force Base,

RVN--Republic of Vietnam.

RVNAF—Republic 0of Vietham Alr Force;
Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces.

RWT—Road Walch Team,

SAC--Strategic Air Command,

SALOA—Special ARC LIGHT Operating
Area.

SAM—Surface-to-Alr Missile.

SAR—Search and Rescue.

S1L--STEEL TIGER.

S0OA—Special Operating Area.

S58Z—Special Strike Zone.

SVN—South Vietnam.

TACAN—Tactical Alr Navigation.

USSR-Unlon of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics.






