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Chapter 35

BORDER AREA PROBLEMS AND THE BARRIER

Throughout 1966, COMUSMACV's military operations were
hindered by the increased VC/NVA use of the sanctuaries
afforded by the border areas of Cambodia, Laos, and the DMZ.
In these havens, immune from US attack, the enemy recouped
and resupplled his forces and massed for new drives in South .
Vietnam. North Vietnam had long taken advantage of the '

border areas for infiltration purposes, and with the intensi~

fled US operations in late 1965 and 1966, Hanoi stepped up

1ts infiltration. During 1966, US military commanders
repeatedly sought authority to strike the sanctuary areas, but
in many. instances political considerations overruled military
requlrements., In the latter part of the year, the United
States began planning the construction of a defensive barrier
Just south of the DMZ to impede enemy 1nfiltration across the
DMZ into South Vietnam.

Cambodia

The problem of the Cambodian sanctuary was not new. In
the Fall of 1965, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had described the
problem to higher authorities, and recommended a series of
political and milltary actions to eliminate this threat,
including authority for maneuver operatlons and immediate pur-
guilt into Cambodla. The State Department opposed any actilons
that would violate Cambodian territorial integrity, and the
only authority granted COMUSMACV was to take those counter-
actions necesgsary for self-defense in emergency sltuaticons
involving VC/PAVN attacks from Cambodia. Nonemergency
maneuver operations or return of flre 1into Cambodlia required
prior Washington approval,l

In mid-March 1966, COMUSMACV launched Operation LINCOLN,
a serles of spolling attacks in western Pleiku Province near
the Cambodian border, designed to disrupt VC base areas and
neutralize the enemy buildup in the high plateau. Becausa
the border was "vague" 1in this area, and in order to gain
tactical advantage and cut off enemy escape routes, (General

1. See above, Ch. 24,
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Westmoreland requested authority for maneuver operations into
Cambodla., Ambassador Lodge supported the MACV request, and
to call world attention to the VC violation of Cambodian
territory, he suggested to Washington that the growing "deri-
nite evidence" of VC utilization of Cambodia be released to
the world press.2 |

Agaln Washington dilsapproved any maneuver operations
intc Cambodia., The 3tate and Defense Departments advised
Saigon that 1t was not in the "over-all US interest" to go
beyond exlsting authorizations for US commanders to attack
across the Cambodlan border in self-defense, and that the
guggested release of Informatlon was not advisable. In
explaining the Washington decisiocn, the Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff, told both CINCPAC and COMUSMACV that existing
authority should suffice to deal with enemy units 1in Cambodia.
The two commanders were directed tc use this authority
"poldly," and to advise the Joint Chiefs_of Staff of the
requirements and clrcumstances promptly.

In addition to the specific request for maneuver oper-
ations in Cambodia in connection with Operation LINCOLN,
the Joint Chiefz of Staff on two occasions In the first half
of 1966 sought general authority for immeZiate pursuit into
Cambodian territory, but the Secretary of Defense denied these
requests. He found the "existing special instructions"
regarding operations in the vicinfty“gf“the Cémbodlarn border
adequate under current circumstances.

In another effort at eliminating the Cambodian sanctuary,
COMUSMACV had, 1n early February, recommended the development

2. (TS=GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV to JC3S, 28 Mar 66, JCS IN
84950, TS) Msg, COMUSMACV to JCS, 31 Mar 66, JCS IN 89658,
(TS-GP 4) Msg, Saigon 4120 to State/Defense, 21 Apr 66, JCS
IN 35359.

3. (TS=~GP 3) Msg, JCS TU4BO to CINCPAC, 31 Mar 66, (8)
Msg, JCS 1710-66 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 31 Mar 66, 0OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Mar 66. (S~GP 3) Jt State-Def Msg, (State
3212) to Saigon, 26 Apr 66, JCS IN 44793.

4, (TS~GP 4) JCSM-8-66 to SecDef, 7 Jan 66 (derived from
JCS 2339/171-3); (TS-GP 3) JCSM=-295~65 to SecDef, 9 May 66
(derived from JCS 2339/171-5); {(TS~GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS,
%66May 62,)Encl to JCS 2339/171-6, 18 May 66; JMF 9150

16 Feb 65).
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cf a force capabllity for elther covert or overt cross—-border
operations into Cambtodia to mitigate the possibility of '
surprise attack on US/GVN forces. The Joilnt Chiefs of Staff
supported thils recommendation, and in a memecrandum of 9 May
1966 proposed to the Secretary of Defense the organization,
fraining, and equipping of an indigenous force consisting
Initlally of 30 clancdestine intelligence agents, sixteen
20-man reconnalssance teams, four 150-man reaction companies,
and one 150-man security unit. These forces would be deployed
against targets on the RVN side of the Cambodian border. The
Joint Chlefs of Staff also requested the necessary funding and
deployment of 156 additional US Army Special Forces personnel
to RVN to support the indigenous force.d

The State Department accepted the wisdom of planning for
possible coperations in Cambodia, but opposed the actual
operations at that time., Deputy Assistant Secretary Unger
told the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) on 7 June 1966
that there should be no designation of forces for possible use
in Cambodla since 1t would inevitably become public knowledge,
"with unfortunate repercussions"; nor should there be any
recruitmegt of ethnlc Cambodians (Khmers) in RVN for such
purposes,

Subsequently, the Secretary of Defense approved on 13
June the development and funding of a foree capabllity for
possible future cross-border operations., He emphasized that
thils did not constiltute approval to commit the force into
Cambodia and directed that the State Department views, includ-
ing the prohibition against the recruitment of ethnic
Cambodians, be taken 1into account 1in developlng the capablility.
Several weeks later the Deputy Secretary of Defense approved
the deployment of the requesated Army Speclal Forces augmen-
tation to support the Cambodlan cross-border capahility. The
project was designated DANIEL BOONE.7

5, {(TS=QP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC and JCS, 1 Feb
66, JCS IN 78527; (TS-GP 1) JCSM=~309-66 to SecDef, 9 May 66
(derived from JCS 2343/820); JMF 9155 (1 Feb 66).

6. (TS) Memo, DepAsstSecState for FE Affairs to Dir,
Far East Reglon (ISA), 7 Jun 66, Att to Encl to JCS
2343/820~1, 15 Jun £6, same file,

7. (TS-GP 1)} Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 13 Jun 66, Encl to
JCS 2343/820-1, 15 Jun 66, same file. (C-GP 4) Memo,
DepSecDef to CJCS, 27 Jun 66, Encl to JCS 2343/760-70, JMF
9155.3 (24 Tan 6€) sec l1l2.
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é 1966, and the operation was extended on & June to include the)|
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A different but concurrent effort to solve the Cambodizan
sanctuary problem had been instituted by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in late 1965, This effort involved political pressure
on the Royal Cambodlan Government (RKG, for Royal Khmer Govern-
ment) to prevent the VC/NVA forces from using its territory
and psychological pressure on the NVA personnel in Cambodia.

In November 1965, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had proposed
political action to persuade the RKG to cease its tacit
gupport of fhe VC«-support that was manlifested by the RKXG's
tolerance of the VC use of Cambodian territory. They had also
suggecsted the enlistment of third country pressure on Prince
Sihanouk to the same end. In January 1966 the Acting Secre-~
tary of State, although he recognized the importance of
political and psychological pressure on the RKZ, declined to
initiate any speclfic actions for fear that gambodia might be
pushed into active belligerency against RVN.

In"april 1966, COMUSMACV, Ambassador Lodge, and CINCPAC \

-
j all requested permission to initiate a psychological oper=-

atlans campaign plan, 1involving night leaflet drops against
NVN personnel in Cambodia, The request was supported by the
Jdoint Chlefs of Staff, but hlgher authorities approved only
the wind-drift of leaflets into Cambodlan territory opposite
the Plelku/Darlac Provinces. This was authorized on 26 May

. Cambodian area opposite Kontum Province.9 i

- support of, or collusion with, the NVA/VC forces, and they

advised the Secretary of Defense that there was a need for

On 27 August 1966, the Joint Chiefs of Staff again
continuing political efforts to persuade the RKG to stop 1ts

recommended the preparation of an Interagency psychological
operations plan. The purpose of such a plan would he to

8. (TS-GP 1) JCSM~812-65 to SecDef, 12 Nov 65 (derived
from JCS 2366/7-1); (TS=GP 3) Ltr, Actg SecState to SecDef,
17 Jan 66, Encl to JCS 2366/7-3, 20 Jan 66; JMF 9155.1
(14 oct 65).

9. ETS-GP 1) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 26 apr 66, JCS IN
4h755, (TS) Jt State=-Def-USIA MSﬁ, (3tate 3641) to Saigon
and CINCPAC, 26 May 66, JCS IN 95467, (TS) Jt State-
Def-USIA Msg, (State 1469) to Saigon, 6 Jun 66, JCS IN
?0739. T?-GP 1) JCS 2366/9, 22 Aug 66, JMF 9155,1

25 Jun .
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promote an understanding on the part of the RKG of US
objectlves, the Free World determination to achieve "ultimate
victory" in RVN, and the advantages to Cambodia of gupporting
Free World aims,lO

Shortly after their request for a psychological operations
plan for Cambodia, the Joint Chilefs of Staff, at CINCPAG's
behest, requested the Secretary of Defense to seek State Depart-~
ment reconslderation of the prohibition against the recruitment
of ethnic Cambodians for possible cross=-horder operations into ;
Cambodia. The Joint Chlefs of Staff explained the operational !
advantages of using personnel familiar with the area, language,
and customs of the Cambodlan people, and they pledged that all
ethnic Cambodians would be closely scieened and that careful
security measures would be observed.t

The State Department once again objJected to the JCS
recommendations on both the psychological operations plan for
Cambodia and the recruitment of ethnic Cambodians for possible
crogs~border operations, In appreciation of the many policey
and operatlional conslderations that had arisen, ané promised
to arlse agaln, the Deputy Secretary of Defense requested the’
Under Secretary of State and the Director of Central Intelligence .
to form a Joint State-Pefense~CIA Study Group to consider prob-
lems assoclated with Cambodia. The Defense Department would
have two representatives, one from OSD and one from 0JCS. The
State Department agreed, and the 3tate-Defense~CIA Study Group
on Cambodia was established on 21 December 1966, The Group
did not complete its study until May 1967.12

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were not satisfied with the
higher level decisions with regard to Cambodia, In a memo-
randum of 19 December 1966, they urged the Secretary of
Defense to seek a review of national policy toward Cambodia

10. (TS-GP 1) JCSM-54T =66 tc SecDef, 27 Aug 66 (derived
from JCS 2366/9), JMF 9155.1 (25 Jun 66).

11. (TS-GP 1) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 1304012 Aug 66, JCS
o 48355, (TS=GP lg JCSM~612~66 to SecDef, 24 Sep 66 (derived
from JCS_2343/820'2 , JMF 9155 (1 PFeb 66).

12, (TS} Memo, DepSacDef to CJCS, 3 Dec 66, Encl to JCS
2343/820-3, 7 Dec 66; (TS-GP 4) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 4 Jan
67, Encl to JCS 2343/820-5, 5 Jan 67; (TS-GP 1) Ltr, USecStats
to DepSecDef, 9 May 67, Encl to JCS 2343/820-6, 24 May 67;

IMF 9155 (L Feb 66).
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in the light of overall US objectives in Southeast Asia and
the continuing use of the Cambodian sanctuary by the VC/NVA.
They noted the proposal for a Joint State-Defense-CIA Study
Group, but pointed out that this approach would take time.

In the interval, they recommended an expansion and intensifi-
catlon of the overall Intellligence collectlion program in
Cambodla, 1ncluding authorization for ground reconnaissance
operations such as DANIEL BOONE and U-2 photography on a regu-
lar basis. They also requested authority for medium= and low=
level day/night hotography, airborne radio detection (ARDF),
and infrared (IR) and side-looking airborne radar {SLAR)
operations on & continuing basls 1into Cambodia to a depth of
75 nm (excluded wag a 25 nm area around Phnom Penh). Further,
they sought authority for immedlate pursult of actively
engaged VC/NVA forces that withdrew into Cambodia. They

also requested a more extensive coordinated public affairs

and information program and supporting psychologleal oper=-
ations to focusg attention on Cambodiah support of the VC/NVA
and to dissuade the RKG from continuing such support. No
_actlon was taken on these preoposals by higher authoritiles;
apparently, they were awalting the recommendation of the State-
Defense~CIA Study Group.l3 _ &

Lacs

North Vietnam nhad long used the Laog Panhandle as a
primary Infiltraticon route to support the VC, With the
commitment of US/Free World combat forces to the struggle in
1965, the enemy also began to rely on the Laotian border
area as a sgafe haven for thelr troops. On 7 January 1966,
the Joint Chlefs of Staff asked the Secretary of Defense to
approve new rules of engagement for Southeast Asia, ilncluding
provision for immedilate pursuit of hostile land forces into
Lacs., When by early April there had been ne response to thelr
request, the Joint Chlefs of Staff on & April apprised the
Secretary of Defense of the 1increasing attacks by enemy forces
entering RVN from Laos. As an example, they cilted the 9 March
attack by VC/NVA forces on the A Shau Special Forces Camp,
"one of many US/friendly installations located within close
tactical distance of the Laos border." Pending authorization
for immediate pursult, the Joint Chlefs of 3taff requested
authority for US/Free World forces operating in the RVN near
the Laos border similar to that granted in December 1965 for

13, (TS=GP 3) JC3M-779-66 to SecDef, 19 Dec 66 {derived
from JCS 2366/10-1), JMF 9155,3 (28 Jul 65)
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emergency operations near the Cambodian/RVN border. The
Secretary of Defense approved this request, and on 9 June,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff authorized US forces near the RVN/
Laos border, in emergency situations, to take the necessary
counteractions "in the exercise of the right of self-defense"
against enemy attacks from locations in Laos. Such counter-
actions 1Included artillery and air strikes and maneuver into
Laos while actually engaged and 1in contact with enemy forces.
An emergency was consildered to exist when, in the commander's
Judgment, the urgency for action in self-defense precluded
prior approval. The new authority specified that Laotian
villages would not be attacked except when fire was being
recelved from them or when 1t was egsentiazl for the preser-
vation of the US/Free World forces., Any other operations in
Laocs continued to require prior Washington approval.l

In May, the Joint Chiefs of 3tzaff agaln asked the Secre-
tary of Defense to approve new rules of engagement for South-
east Asila that would include the blanket authority for
immediate pursuilt into Lacs, but the Secretary of Defense
repllied that exlsting authorities seemed adequate. He added
that urgent consideration would be glven this mdtter when the
gsituation warranted 1t.1l5

In a further effort to reduce enemy use of the Laos Pan-
handle sanctuary, the United States in 1966 expanded SEINING
BRASS operations. In early 1966, COMUSMACV requested approval
to develop three battalions of Nung tribeamen for the immediate
purpose of securing SHINING BRASS forward launch bases and
for operatlons agalnst SHINING BRASS targets on the RVN side
of the Lacg border. The Joint Chiefs of Staff supported this
request and recommended to the Secretary of Defense the
approval for recrultment and funding of three 540-man Nung
battalions and the deployment of 127 additional US Army Specilal
Forces personnel to RVN to advise the Nung force. The Secre~
tary of Defense approved the JCS recommendation on 1l April,

14, (TS-GP 4) JCSM~8-66 to SecDef, 7 Jan 66 (derived
from JCS 2339/171-3), JVUF 9150 (15 Feb 65). (TS-GP 4) JCSM-
216-66 to 3ecDef, 6 Apr 66 (derived from JGCS 2339/223);
ETS*GP l%6§ss, JCS 4007 to CINCPAC, 9 Jun 66; JMP 9155

23 Mar .

15, (TS-GP 3) JCSM-295-66 to SecDef, ¢ May €6 (derived
from JCS 2339/171-5); (TS-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 16 May
66, Encl to JCS 2339/171-6, 18 May 6&6; JMF 9150 (16 Peb 8&6).
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carefully stipulating that the Nung battalions would be
employed only in RVN and that use made of them in cross-border
operatlions would be a matter for future decision in light of
political/military developments. Five days later, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense approved the deployment of the 127
Speclal Forces advisors to support the Nung battalions.l6

The commitment of the Nung battallons to actual c¢ross-
border operatlons 1n Laocs hinged on the concurrence of the
US Ambassador in Vientiane, and on 18 May 1966, Ambassador
Sullivan concurred In a COMUSMACV proposal for their use in
the Laos Panhandle., However, Ambassador Sullivan imposed
certaln operational restrictions with regard to the size,
depth, and duration of the penetrations into Laos and requested
advance notice of the intent to launch operations, Subsequent-
ly, CINCPAC recommended expansion of SHINING BRASS in accord-
ance with the Sullivan-Westmoreland agreement,l7

The: Joint Chiefs of Staff passed thilis recommendation on
to the Secretary of Defense, who approved it on 16 June 1966,
Secretary McNamara directed that beth he and the Secretary of
State be Informed simultaneously with Ambassador Sullivan of
the intention to launch missions. This action constituted
approval of Phase II of the SgINING BRASS concept approved 1n
principle in September 1965,1

AR perat s ﬁ 03 and
The first B~52 bombings outslide of RVN had taken place

on 10 December 1965 when B=52s, with the knowledge of Laotian
Prime Mlnister Souvanna Phouma, hit an enemy supply area

16, {(TS-GP 1) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 8 Jan 66, JCS
IN 41106, (TS-GP 1) JCSM=-191-66 to SecDef, 31 Mar 66
(derived from JCS 2343/601-7); (TS) Memo, SecDef to CJCS,
11 Apr 66, EBncl to JCS 2343/601-8, 13 Apr 66; (S-GP 1) Memo,
DepSecDef to CJCS, 16 Apr 66, Encl to JCS 2343/601-9, 18 Apr
66; JMF 9155 (27 Mar 65) sec 1,

17. (TS) Mag, Vientlane 724 to State, 18 May 66, JCS IN
10692. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 28 May 66, JC3S IN 10666,

18, (TS-GP 1) JCSM-378-66 to SecDef, 7 Jun 66 (derived
from JCS 2343/601-10); (TS~GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 16 Jun
66, Encl to lst N/H of JCS 2343/601-10, 20 Jun 66; JMF 9155
(27 Mar 65) sec 2.
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astride the RVN-Lactian border. Press reports of the bombing
in Laos caused Scouvanna Phouma to react adversely, Although
bomblngs by B-52s contlnued in the border areas of Laos, to
interdict the Ho Chi Minh trail, most of the strikes were not |
cleared with the Prime Minister. Each gtrike 1in Laos was
made gimultaneously with a "cover" strike in RVN to draw press‘
attentlon away from the Laotian target. Y
In March and April requests from COMUSMACV to uze ARC :
LIGHT strikes to block the Mu Gla Pass leading from NVN into
Laos were concurred in by CINCPAC and Ambassador Sullivan,
The Joint Chiefs of Staff authorized, on 8 April, ARC LIGHT
bombing of the NVN side of the Mu Gla Pass, The strike took
place three days later. COMUSMACV's request for a second
strilkke was not so readily agreed to by CINCPAC but he was
eventually persuaded, and a second strike was authorized on
22 April. Although General WEStmoreland asked for contilnuing
ARC LIGHT bombing of the Mu Gla Pass, CINCPAC believed it
would be a waste of bombs, already in short supply. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff turned down COMUSMACV's request on 30 Apr1l,.20

General Westmoreland began 1in late April proposing ARC
LIGHT bombing of specific enemy targets that had been detected
in Laos, Because these targets were well inside Lacs, the US
Ambagsador objected on the ground that the =ztrikes would have
to be approved by Souvanna Phouma. The Ambasgsador was reluc-
tant to seek such approval. He also questiloned the military
necessity of ARC LIGHT bombings in Laos. Nevertheless as the
enemy bulldup in Laos became more and more visible, COMUSMACYV
continued to ask during May and June for ARC LIGHT bombings
well inside the border of Laos. These requests were not

19. (TS~NOFORN except Canada-RD~GP 1) SAC History, 1368,
pp. 248-249,

20. (S) Msg, COMUSMACY 08332 to CJCS, 17 Mar 66, JCS IN
5499k, (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 0321502 Apr 66, 0CJCS
File 0Gl Vietnam Apr €6, (S-GP 2) Msg, Vientiane 1064 to
State, 7 Apr 66, JCS IN 12552, (TS-GP 33 Msg, JCS 8110 to
CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 8 Apr 66. (3-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to COM~
USMACV, 200221Z Apr 66, JCS IN 32747. (s- GP 3) Msg, JCS 9105
to CINCPAC and CINCSAC, 22 Apr 66. (S=GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACYV
14735 to JCS 29 Apr 66, JCS IN 4GH02. gTD‘GP % Msg, CINCPAC
to JC3, 300405Z Apr 66 JCS IN 51806, S=-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9782
to CINCPAC and CINGCSAC, 30 Apr 66.
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concurred in by the Ambassader and thus net approved. On 16
July Generzl Westmoreland, calling attenticn tc the rapid
enemy bulldur in Laos, and 1in the area Just north of the DMZ,
sought once agaln €c have the restrictlons lifted so that
B-52s could strike enemy lcgistical and training areas 1n
Lacs, He also asked at thls time for authority toc strike
identigied enemy targets in the DMZ west of the populated
areas. '

General Westmoreland visited Ambassader Sullivan at
Udorn on 19 July te discuss lifting restricticns, He asked
that the Ambassadecr attempt to cbtain Souvanna Phcouma's
approval even though there was a risk that the latter would
turn down the request. COMUSMACV alsc recognlized that the
Prime Minister'!s refusal would make 1t even more difficult to
continue the B-%2 strikes being conducfted along the frontier
without the Prime Minister's knowledge.22

One month later, the Joint Chiefs of Staff informed the
Seeretary of Defense that "the expected damage to be achleved
by striking the proposed targets is worth the risk of possible
disapproval of future B-52 strike requests in Laos." They
supported COMUSMACV's request that Ambassador Sullivan be
authorized to cecnsult with Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma to
conduct the ARC LIGHT strikes against Laotian targets.23

On 13 September, a Jolnt State-Defense cable directed
Ambassador Sullivan to seek Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma's
approval to conduct eight ARC LIGHT strikes in Laog. The
Ambagsador was instructed to make it clear to the Prime
Minister that the United States, while not willing tc deny
completely communist charges of US air operation in Laos,

21. (S~-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV 14056 to CINCPAC, 23 Apr 66,
JCS IN 39120. (S~GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV 14052 to CINCPAC,
23 Apr 66, JCS IN 39071. %TS-GP 2) Msg, Vientiane 1120 to
State, 26 Apr 66, JCS IN 43616; (TS-GP 3; JCSM=-523-66 to
SecDef, 19 Aug 66; JMF 9l155.2 élS Jul 66). (TS) Msg, COMUS-
MACV 6018 to CINCPAC, 16 Jul 66, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Jul 66,

22. (TS) Msg, Vientlane 340 to State, 19 Jul 66, JCS '
N g4T700,.

23. (TS-GP 33 JCSM~523~66 to SecDef, 19 Aug 66, JMF
9155.2 (15 Jul 66
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would meet such allegations with "no comment or confirmation."
In addition, each B-52 strlke would be accompanied by a cover
strike in RVN.24

After meeting wilth Ambassador Sullivan on 15 September,
the Prime Minister approved the eight ARC LIGHT strlkes, but
with two conditions: first, he insisted that the bombings
be zccurate and there he no mistakes; second, the Unilted
States would say nothing regarding the strikes. No mention
would even be made to anyone in the RLG. Ambassador Sullivan
interpreted the second stipulation as a test to see 1f the
United States could control security leaks, and he expressed
his belief that permlssion to conduct future ARC LIGHT oper-
ations would depend on the US abhility to comply with the
Prime Minister's requirements,

erationsg In andg a

In 1965 US authorities had recognized the threat posed
by enemy viclation of thé" DMZ and had considered possible
counteractions. In September 1965, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had sought authority for attack of targets In both the northem
and southern portions of the DMZ by "all appropriate military
means," but the State Departmgnt had opposed such action and
the matter had been shelved.2

In March 1966, COMUSMACV reported confirmed evidence of
enemy uge of infiltraticn routes in the westerm porticn of
the DMZ and requested authority for air strikes in this area.
CINCPAC concurred with this request, stating that the enemy

24, (T3-aP 3) Jt State-Def Msg 45705 to Vientlane,
13 Sep 66, JCS IN 10Q63.

25, (TS) Msg, Vientiane 1581 to State, 16 Sep 66,
JCS IN 15967.

26. (S=GP 4) Memo, Dir, Far East Region, OASD(ISA) to
D/JS, 1 Sep 65, Encl to JCS 2343/676, 2 Sep 65; (S~GP 3)
JCSM-T702-65 to SecDef, 20 Sep 65 (derived from JCS 2343/676-1);
(TS-GP 3) Ltr, DepAsstSecState for FE Affairs to ASD(ISA),

2 Dec 65, Encl to JCS 2343/676-3, 7 Jun 66, JMF 9155.3
(23 Jul 65).
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had now a sanctuary in the DMZ that should be denied. Sub-
sequently, the Director, Joint Staff, informed the Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) of "the strong
probabllity" that the extreme western portion of the DMZ was
belng used for Infiltration into RVN. The Director requested
action to resolve State-Defense differences over the conduct
of alr operations in the DMZ so that appropriate instructions
could be dispatched to CINCPAC and Ambassador Lodge.27

Representatives of the Asslstant Secretary of Defense
(ISA) dizcussed the matter with State Department officials,
who Indicated that tactical alr strikes against infiltration
routes in the DMZ might be compatible with current US policy
provided. the followlng conditions could be established: 1)
concrete evidence of NVN use of the DMZ for infiltration 1in
order to assure that US strikes could "reascnably and Justi-
f1avly" be described as counteractions in response to NVN
violations of the DMZ; 2) an adequate record of GVN protests
to the IAC regarding NVN violations of the DMZ; 3) preparation
of appropriate public affairs guldance in advance of ‘the
execution of contemplated mllitary actlons. Consequently, the
Director, Far East Reglon (ISA) suggested to the Director,
Joint Staff, that, when "firm military intelligence" was avall-
able, specific strike proposals be submltted to the Secretagy
of Defense for State Department and White House clearance.?

Such evidence was quickly forthcoming. In June, Intelli-
gence sources reported the movement of a NVA division across
the DMZ into Quang Tril Province., This movement was followed
by the deployment of NVN division-sized units "to the area of
the DMZ." COMUSMACY informed CINCPAC and the Joint Chlefs of
Staff of this buildup on 13 July 1966 and requested authority
for tactical air strikes against targets in the DMZ "in 1its
entirety.” To counter the increased enemy threat, COMUSMACV
planned operations in the immediate vicinity of the DMZ,
Since his troops might be subjected to enemy fire emanating
from the DMZ, COMUSMACV intended, unless instructed to the
contrary, to authorize return fire and maneuver intc the DMZ.
for the purpose of self-defense, CINCPAC supported General

27. (SGP 3) DJSM-506-66 to OASD(ISA), 21 Apr 66, Encl
to JCS 2343/676~2, 22 Apr 66, JMF 9155.3 (23 Jul 65).
S=-GP ug Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 17 Mar 66, JCS IN 64994,
ES*GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 19 Mar 66, JCS IN 69320.
28, (TS-GP 3) Memo, Dir, Far East Reglon, OASD(ISA) to
D/JS, 1 Jun 66, Encl to JCS 2343/676-3, 7 Jun 66, JMF 9155.3
(23 Jul 65).
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Westmoreland's assessment of the situation and recommended

to the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff the authorization of air gper-
ations and artillery fire against identified military activity
in the DMZ. The US Embassy in Saigon had alpresdy advised
Washington that GVN protests to the ICC of alleged DMZ
viclations by NVN numbered in the hundreds. Thus the State
Department conditions for military operations in the DMZ, with
the exception of the preparation of public affairs guldance,
had now been fulfilled.2%

On 20 July 1966, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with the

- approval of the Secretary of Defense and with State Department
congurrence, authorized CTNCPAC to conduct "air strikes in the
DMZ, and artillery fire (land and naval) into that portion of
the DMZ south of the line of demarcation,” against clearly
defined military actlivity. Ten days later the Joint Chilefs of
of 3taff authorized US/Free World forces to maneuver into the
DMZ south of the Demarcation Line whenh in contact with VC/NVA
forces, or when engagement was imminent, Lf necessary for
pregervation of friendly forces, The Joint Chiefs of 3taff
specified that US/Free World farces would not advance north of
the Demarcation Line, and would withdraw from the DMZ once
contact wilth the enemy was broken. The authorization faor
cperationa in the CMZ also allowed for RVNAF participation in
the southern part of the IMZ on the same basis as US/Free World
forces, but the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instructed CINCPAC that
U3 military personnel should make every effort to assure that
RVNAF operations in or near the g%z ohgerved the limitations
appllied to US/Free World forces.

In a further attempt to counter the increased enemy infil-
tration through the DMZ and the buildup Jjust north of the DMZ
COMUSMACV began Operation TALLY HO on 20 July-—-2 grogram aof air
gtrikes and reconnaissance in an extended hattle area north
of the IMZ, intended %to disrupt and block the flow of men and
gupplies from NVN to the South.

29. {(TS-NOFORN-GP 1) COM omman story, 1066
p. 25. (S-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 13 Jul , JCS
IN 85166, (TS-GP 3) Mag, CINCPAC to JCS, 18 Jul 66, JCS IN
92786. (8) Msg, Salgon 5537 to State, 15 Jun 66, JCS IN 38916.
30. (TS-GP 3; Msg, JCS 7184 to CINCPAC, 20 Jul €6, JMF
9155.3 (13 Jul 66), ?TS-GP 3; Msgs, JCS 7991 and 7992 to
CINCPAC, 30 Jul 66. (TS~GP 3) Msg, JCS 85350 to CINCPAC, 6 Aug

66. (TS-NOPORN-GP 1) COMUSMACV Command History, 1966, p. 355.
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Durling the latter part of July and early August, B-52s
supported group operations (HASTINGS/PRAIRIE) in RVN near the
MZ. On 28 July, COMUSMACV requested approval of three
strikes against infilltration routeg located between 12 and
14 miles nerth of the DMZ in NVN.31

- On 21 August, before COMUSMACV recelved authority for.
these three strikes, General Westmoreland requested approval
of nine additional strikes agalinst targets located near the
southern edge of NVN and within the DMZ to "disrupt the
enemy’'s attempts to mass and maintain supply areas for a
possible offensive against Quang Trl Province."32

On 2 September, more than a month after COMUSMACV'S
request for B-52 strikes against inflltration routes iIn
southern NVN, the Department of State objected to the proposal
to strike the first three targets because "at this time such
action would be regarded in many circles and the press as
escalation and possibly even a mlsinterpretation as a soften-
ing up for more direct military action on the ground." The
State Department explalned that such operations would prob-
ably work against current GVN efforts to persuade the ICC to
investigate NVN's use of the DMZ. However, the State Depart-
ment would reconsider the matter 1f intelligence established
positive lucrative targets beyond the capabllity of tactical
aircraft,33

The Secretary of Defense informed the Joint Chilefs of
Staff on 7 September that "in consideration of the views of

the Secretary of State . . . I desire that no B=-52 strilkes
be conducted against targets 1in North Vietnam or the DMZ
north of the Demarcation Line.," He said, however, that he

would be willing to consider, on an urgent basis, any "spe-
eific strike proposals which might be warranted by military
developments of a highly critical nature.”" He offered to

31, (S-GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV to AIG 7041, 28 Jul 66,
JCS IN 19452; (S=~GP 3) Memo, J=3 to JCS, "Employment of ARC
LIGHT Force (U)," 17 Aug 66; JMF 9155.3 (28 Jul 66). See -
Ch.

32. (S~GP 3) Msg, COMUSMACV 29148 to AIG 7041, 21 Aug
66, JCS IN 60384, JMF $155.3 (21 Aug 66). .

33. (UNK) Memo, Asst3ecState for FE Affairs, to RADM
Lemos, 0SD/ISA, "ARC LIGHT Strikes in North Viet-Nam," 2
Sep 66, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 66
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arrange for General Wheeler to discuss the probleﬂ wilth the
President 1if the Chairman felt it was necessary.3

The Joint Chiefs of Staff informed CINCPAC and COMUSMACY
of this decision on 8 September. General Wheeler asked the
two commanders to send to the Joint Chiefs of 3Staff any urgent
and critical requirements for ARC LIGHT missions in NVN and
the northern part of the DMZ as =oon as possible., He said he
would take the matter before the President as had been pro-
posed by the Secretary of Defense if circumstances warranted,35

On 13 September, General Westmoreland re-emphasized the
growing threat presented by the NVN troop buildup in Quang
Trli Province. 1In a cable tc CINCPAC, he stated that the
"enemy's buildup, dispogzition of forces, forward stockage
of zupplies, AA weapon systems being deployed southward and
depth of patrol penetrations indicate by all accepted
standards that the enemy iz developing an offensive as opposed
to a defensive posture.”

Intelligence sources had verified that the NVN was truck-
ing supplies up to the Demarcation Line and then moving the
goods south by porter, bleycle, and animals over a well-worn
trail network, The polnt at which the material was transferred
waz well camouflaged by Jjungle canopy. Westmoreland asked
that ARC LIGHT strikes against thils transfer point be approved
to allow the clearing of the canopy 20 that tactical zircraft
¢ould then attack specific targets within the cleared zone.

He believed that the target could be described as a "highly
eritical” one and that it satizfiled the Secretary of Defense's
requirements,36 Late that evening the Joint Chlefs of Staff
approved the ARC LIGHT attack against the tranafer area., The

34, (3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, "Use of ARC LIGHT Forces,'
7 Sep 68, QCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 66.

35. (T3~GP 3) Msg, JCS 2105 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACY,
8 Sep 66, OCJCS File 09l Vietnam Sep 66, (TS) Msg, JCS
5333-66 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACV, 8 Sep 66, 0OCJCS File 091
Vietnam Sep 66.

36. (TS) Msg, COMUSMACV 41191 To CINCPAC, 13 Sep 46,
JCS IN 99085, 0CJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 66
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strlke, which straddled_the Demarcation Line, was carried
out on 16 September.

This strike took care of only one of the nine B-52
targets he had requested authorilty to strike on 21 August.
On 17 September, he asked to bemb the remaiging elght
because of their "highly critical nature."3® Three of the
gema%ging elght were approved for executlon on that same

ay. K

Additional strikes were conducted north of the DMZ
and within 1ts boundaries, throughout 1966. Of the 68
targets recommended by COMUSMACV in the lﬂst month of
the year, 6 were in the DMZ and 4 in NVN.

The declslen. to launch ARC LIGHT forces against enemy
enemy targets in the area of the DMZ and the southern
part of NVN brought with 1t the danger that NVN would
deploy SAMs within range of the relatively unmaneuverable
B-52s8. Evidence that the SAMs were belng positioned
close to the DMZ was discovered late in September 1966,
when B-52 c¢rews reported that efforts were belng made to
track them and that they weres receivﬁng signals from the
radars used by SA-2 misslle systems.%l

On 10 October, a SAM installation was observed about
12-15 milles northeast of Dong Hol. EEE site was attacked
by tactical zircraft two days later. _

The possibllity that the SA-2s were beilng moved toward
the DMZ heightened on 18 October when two pilots reported

37. (S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 2554 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC,
13 Sep 66, 0OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Sep 66. (TS-GP 3)
Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 16 Sep 66, JCS IN 15561, 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Sep 66. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command
History,1966, p. S81. '
38, (TS-GP 4) Msg, COMUSMACV 41856 to CINCPAC, 17 Sep
66, JCS IN 177T71.
39, (8S-GP 3) Msg, JCS 2979 to CINCPAC and CINCSAC,
17 SEE 66,
o.

p. 581.

41. (TS-NOFORN except Canada-RD-GP 1) SAC History,
1966, p. 256.
T 42, (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 203-66, 19 Oct 66, p. A-4,

(TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 1966,
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observing what they believed to be a missile in £light
approximately 16 miles north of the 17th Parallel. It was
suspected that the installation could have been located
six to eight miles north of the DMZ.

The following day, ARC LIGHT forces were to conduct a
mission, LIGHT SIGHT, in the wvicinity of the suspected site.
Although CINCPAC assured the Joint Chlefs of Staff that
adequate measures were being taken to preclude the possibility
of a B-52 shootdown, the Joint Chiefs of Staff disapproved
execution of LIGHT SIGHT. Explaining thelr decision, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff stated, "considering the world-wide
publicity which would result from the loss of a B-52 to SAM
actlon . . . this strike should not be undertaken prior to
2 November 1966." During December, other B-52 raids were
authorized against targets within and north of the IDMZ because
intelligence sources concluded that either the SAM &ﬂstallation
had been reported errcnecusly or it had been moved.

In early September, CINCPAC sought permission to conduct
"SHINING BRASS type {(ground)} reconnaissance"” in the area

. north of the CMZ to a depth of 20 km. This reconnalssance
could 1identify and direct air strikes against enemy infil-
tration targets in the area above the DMZ. Washington, how=-
‘ever, disapproved the request. In response to a further
request by CINCPAC, the Joint Chlefs of Starff asked the
Secretary of Defense in a memorandum on 20 October 1966 to
approve the operation of US-advlised reconnailssance teams in
the southern half of the DMZ and of all-indigencus reconnails-

|
|

t
i

t

sance teams supperted by US-manned helicopters in the northern !

" half of the DMZ and into NVN to a depth of 20 km. The Joint

03, (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 191-66, 20 Oct 66, p. A-4.
(S-GP %) Msg, COMUSMACV 48395 to CINCPAC 20 Oct 66, JCS
IN 77260.

44,  (S-GP 3) lsg, JC3 5877 to CINCPAC, 19 Oct 66.
(TS=-GP 3) Msg, JCS €143 to CINCPAC, CINCSAC, and COMUSMACV,
21 Oct 66, JMF 9155.3 (21 Oct 66). (TS-NOFORN except Canada-
RD~GP 1) SAC History,1l966, p. 256.
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Chiefs of Staff recognized the political risks of such {
action, but considered them cutweighed by the critical need i
for "hard intelligence"” of the area. They informed the :
Secretary of Defense that ground reconnalssance teams could

not only verify intelligence obtained by technical means,

but could take Iimmedilate action to direct air strikes

against appropriate targets, The Jolnt Chiefs of Staff added
that "relatively few" US troops would actually be commited

to these operatlons and those only in a supporting role "with
no US personnel . . . committed into NVN in a ground role.”
Such reconnalssance misslons, the Joint Chilefs of Staff said,
would represent only an extension of the type of operations ;
currently authorized for OPLAN 34A and USAF SAR helicopters.45:

Thls request apparently became the subject of lengthy
debate at the State-Defense level, and a declsion was not
reached until late January 1967. The State Department
objected to the operation of reconnalssance teams north of
the Demarcatlon Line and, as a result, on 28 January 1967 the
Deputy Secretary of Defense approved only the conduct of
"ground reconnaissance operatlons with Hg-advised teams 1n
the DMZ south of the Demarcation Line." S
T .
+Degplite the US alr strikes in the DMZ, artillery fire

into the southern portion of the DMZ, and alr operatlons Just
north of the DMZ, the VC/NVA forces continued to operate in
the area. By November, there were 1lndlcatlons of numerous
fortiflcatlions and antlalrcraft posltlions within the DMZ, and
in one day, ll November 1966, antiaircraft fire from the DMZ
degtroyed four US alrcraft. Intelligence conflrmed that the
enemy had the potentlal of constructing addltional land
artillery emplacements Just north of the DMZ, which could

ire on US and ARVN forces south of the DMZ. In & memorandum
of 29 November the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff poinfed out to the
Secretary of Defense that the restriction of artillery fire
(land and naval) to the southern portion of the DMZ had
allowed enemy forces to improve fleld fortificatlons, particu-
larly antiaircraft positions, and had made it "extremely
hazardous" for forward air control alrcraft to operate in
areas north of the DMZ. The Joint Chlefs of Staff stated that
the enemy was aware of these restrictlions and was taking

45, (TS=-GP 1) JCSM~675-66 to SecDef, 20 Oct 66 (derived

from JC8 2343/929), JMF 9155 (10 Oct 66)..
46, (TS-GP 1) Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 28 Jan 67, Encl

to JCS 2343/292-1, 31 Jan 67, same file.
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advantage of them, together with the cover of bad weather,

to develop additicnal positions north of the Demarcation
Line. They requested authority to employ artillery and naval
gunfire against clearly defined militapy activity in NVN
terrifory north ¢f the Demarcation Line, incl&ding the TALLY
HO area gouth and east of the Dal Gang River.<(

The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA)
wag prepared tc support the JCS proposal, subject to the
cencurrence of the Department of State, Bgt at the year's
end, there had been nc reply from State.

In 1966, another possibility considered for inhibiting

- enemy use of the DMZ, especially infiltration routes through

the zone, was defoliation, Defoliatlion had bheen practiced
in BVN and Laos since 1961, and approximately 630,000 acres
had been defoliated, Defoliation operations had evolved to
a2 routine stage and the defoliants used were not harmful to
human or animal life. Defolilation in the DMZ would remove
the dense vegetatlon there, exposing enﬁmy activity and per-

mitting more effective countermeasures,

In August 1966, COMUSMACV suggested to Ambassador Lodge
defoliation in the southern half of the DMZ. Lodge recognized
the military advantages of such an operation, but he feared
that, inadvertently, the northern part of the DMZ might be
gprayed,. resulting Iin NVN charges of chemical warfare, As
an alternative, General Westmoreland suggested the defoliation
of a large area Just south of the DMZ, and Ambassador Lodge
found this acceptable.20

Both the State Department and 0ffice of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (ISA) supported the alternate defoliation
proposal, but CINCPAC and the Joint Chiefs of 3Staff favored
COMUSMACV's original suggestion. The Joint Chiefs of 3Staff

47, (TS=GP 3) JCSM~T36-66 to SecDef 29 Nov 66 (derived
from JCS 2343/964), JMF 9155.3 (1 May 6
48. (TS~GP 3

Memo, OASD( ISA& to DepAsstSecState for FE
Affairs, 1 Dec 66, Encl to JCS 2343/96L-1, 29 Dec 66; éTS*GP 3)
Memo, DepSeclef to CJCS, 4 Feb 6T7; JMF 9155.3 (1 May 6
49, §S-GP 4} JCS 2343/910, 17 Sep 66, JMF 9155 (16 Aug 66).
50. (S) Msg, Saigon 3601 to State, 16 Aug 66, JCS IN
51790, same file,
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informed the Secretary of Defense on 22 September that
current defollation guldelines were adequate to minimize
adverse political effects, and they requested that he
obtain State Department approval for defoliation operations
in the southern half of the DMZ. The Chairman suggested

to the Secretary of Defense that the proposal might be
presented to the State Department as Tn action that would
assist the ICC as well as COMUSMACV.?

The Secretary of Defense accepted the JCS proposal and
requested the Secretary of State on U4 October to concur,
The Secretary of Defense assured Secretary Rusk such defoli-
ation had political as well as definite military advantages,
were defensive in nature, and would assist the TICC.52

On 18 November, the Secretary of State gave his con-
currence., Whille the Secretapry of 3tate could foresee some
unfavorable polifical reacfion to thege operations, he
believed .the reaction could be managed so long as defoliation
of any area of NVN was avolded. In implementation of this
agreement, the Departments of State and Defense jointly
authorized the conduct of defoliation opérations within the
gsouthern portion of the DMZ, subject to positive control to
prevent ilnadvertent spraying north of the Provisional Mili-
tary Demarcation Line, The actual defollation did not begiln
until 5 Pebruary 1967.53 :

Meanwhile, on & October, Ambasgssador Lodge and General
Wezstmoreland had sought Washington consideration of a
COMUSMACY proposal for defollation of the northern portion
of the DMZ and specifiled Infilltration roufes In NVN. Again
the Joint Chiefs of Staff supported COMUSMACY. They informed

.the Secretary of Defense on 10 November that the proposed

51, (TS-GP 3) JCSM=-603-66 to SecDef, 22 Sep 66 (derived
from JCS 2343/910); (S~GP 4) CM-1772-66 to SecDef, 22 Sep
66; same file, '

52, (S-GP 4) Ltr, SecDef to SecState, 4 Oct 66, Encl to
JCS 2343/910~1, 10 Oct 66, same file,

53, (S-GP 3) Ltr, SecState to SecDef, 18 Nov 66, Att to
Encl to JCS 2343/910-~3, 8 Dec 66; éS-GP 3) Jt State-Def Msg,

State 91707) to Saigon and JCS, 28 Nov 66, JCS IN 54955;
S=GP 4) DJSM-166~6T7 to ASD(ISA), 13 Feb 67, Encl to 1lst N/H
of JCS 2343/910-3, 16 Feb 67; same file.
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defoliation would aid visual and photographlic detection of
movement, thereby lmproving all other militirj operations
almed at restricting enemy use of the DMZ,

In light of Secretary Rusk's views on limiting defoli=-
ation to the area south of the Demarcation Line, the Secre-
tary of Defense deferred actlon on any expansion of defoli-~-
ation in the DMZ, pending evaluation of the military and
political consequences of the currently authorized
operations.55

he Anti- ration Ba e

Another poszible method of impeding the Infiltration of
men and material, in addition to authorlzed military oper-
ations, was the constructlon of a defensive barrier along the

17th Parallel in RVN and Laos. Washington officials had
considered the 1idea of a barrler in the vicinity of the DMZ
tn 1965, but discarded it as militarily infeasible, and as
a visib%g fixed, long=-term" violatilon of the 1962 Geneva
Accords, . '

The Secretary of Defense raised the question of a barrler
again in the Spring of 1966, In late March, he requested the
Chairman, Joint Chlefs of Staff, to assess the requirement to
i establish "an iron-curtain counter-infiltration barrier across
northern South Vietnam and Laos from the South China Sea to
Thailand." The Secretary of Defense requested the Chairman
to determine the effectiveness and englneering feasibllity of
guch a barrier, the time requlred for construction, and the
requlrements for construction units and for men, materlals
equlpment, and weapons to man the barrier, wlthout weishing
dollar costs or the pelitical aspects.

|
B

54, (S) Jt Emb-MACV Msg, (Saigon 7583) to State, .4 Oct 68,

JCS IN 46905, (S-GP 3) JCSM~711-66 to SecDef, 10 Nov 66
(derived from JCS 2343/910-2), JMF 9155 (16 Aug 66).

55. (3~GP 3) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 5 Dec £6, Encl to
JCS 2343/910~3, 8 Dec 66, same file.

56. (TS=GP 1) J=3 TP-58-65 for CJCS, 8 Nov 65, JMF
9155 (8 Nov 65).

57. (TS-GP 4) CM-1286-66 to SecDef, 22 Mar 66, Encl to
JCS 2339/222, 24 Mar 66, same file.
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The Chairman forwarded to the Secretary of Defense on
18 April 1966 a counterinfiltration barrier study prepared
by the Jeolnt Starff. The study described a 500-meter cleared
and mined strilp, bounded by two barbed wire entanglements.
At the rear edge of this strip would be a chain-link electri-
fied fence with watchtowers or bunkers and lighting for night
observation. The barrier would employ a variety of detection
devices and booby traps, and would be emplaced along the north ;
side of Route 9 for a total length of 225 miles; the study !
also called for another barrier (about 120 miles) on the south
gide of Route 9 in order to protect the troops guarding the
main barrler from rear attack. The Joint Staff estimated
that, overall, the establishment of such a barrier would
require: from two to four years for completion, including
assembly and deployment of forces; approximately 206,000 tons
of construction materials; 271 englneer battallion months for
constructilon; agd a minimum of three US divisions for man-
ning purposes.d

The Joint Staf? doubted that a barrler would be effective
or worth the cost In terms of men and materials, The study
pointed out that a barrier could only stop large-scale in-
filtration, not small groups. The Jolnt Staff also belleved
that, with the erection of a barrier, the enemy would lncrease
hig infiltration by sea and through Cambodla, COMUSMACYV,
COMUSMACTHAI, CINCPAC, and CINCPAC's component commanders all
opposed the fixed barrier concept, and the Joint Staff study
concluded that the large forces required to construct and
maintain a barrier would cause a dangerous diversion of
forces from current milssions. According to the study addi-
fional forces, 1f made avallable, could be employed to better
advantage under concepts previously recommended by the Joint
Chiefs of 3taff, The Jolnt Staff recommended that a barrier
system not be undertaken, and in submitting the study to the
Secreta5 of Defense, the Chalrman supported this recommen-
dation.

- In the summer of 1966, the JASON Division of the
Institute for Defense Analyses studled several subJects
related to the war in Vietnam, including the feasibllity of
an anti-infiltration bharrier. The JASON Summer Study, for-
warded to the 3ecretary of Defense on 30 August 1966,

58, (TS~GP 4) CM-1353-66 to SecDef, 18 Apr 56, Encl to
lst N/H of JCS 2339/222, 20 Apr 66, same file.
59. Ibid.
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contained a concept for an air-supported anti-infiltration
tarrier. The concept provided for a barrier with two "some-
what different parts"--one against foot traffic and one
against vehicles. The preferred locatlon for the antiperson-
nel portion was the reglon along the southern edge of the DMZ
to the Lactlan border and then north of Tchepone to the
vicinity of Muong Sen. Thls area was virtually unpopulated
and 1ts ferraln was rugged. The location for the anti-
vehicular part of the system was an area in Laos, "about 100
by 40 kilometers."” The road network there tended to be more
constricted than elsewhere and there was a smaller area
avallable for new roads. The study consldered this concept
not very different from previcus barrier proposals. New
aspects reflected in the JASON Study included: '"the very
large scale of area denial," especilally mine fields kilo-
meters deep rather than the conventilonal 100-20C meters; the
large numbers and persistent employment of weapons, sensors,
and aireraft sorties In the barrier area; and the emphaszsis on
rapid and carefully planned 1ncorporgtion of more effective
weapons and sensors into the system.9C

The antipersonnel system of the barrier concept would
encompasgs a constantly renewed minefield of nonsterilizing
gravel (and possibly button bomblets) distributed in pattemms

i covering Iinterconnected valleys and slopes along the entire
' barrier (the actual mined area would be equivalent of a

strip 100 by 5 km)., There would also be a pattern of acoustic
detectors to listen for attempted pentrations as iIndicated by
mine explosiona., The antivehicular system would consist of
acoustlic detectors distributed every mile or so along trackable
roads in the interdicted area, monitored 24 hours a day by
patrol aircraft, Vectored strike alrcraft using SADEYE

(bomb clusters) would respond to signals of truck or truck
convoy movement, Patrol alrcraft would distribute self-
sterilizing gravel over parts of the road net at dusk (the
gelf-sterilizing feature was needed 8o that road-watching and
mine~planting teams could be used in this area) and recong?isv

r sance aircraft would cover the entlre area each few days.

The authors of the JASON Summer Study belleved that con-

rstruction of such a barrier could be iniltiated using currently

avallable or "nearly avallable" components, with some

60. (T3S-GP 1) Memo, ILDA to SecDef, "JASON Summer Study,”
30 Au% &6, 0CJCS File 0%l Vietnam Aug 66,
1

. Lbid.
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necessary modifications, and could be installed within "a
year or so'" from go-ahead at an estimated cost of $800
million per year. Although recognizing that countermeasures
to the barrier system would be found, they stated that it
would take some time to bring these countermeasures into
operations. The study recommended the establishment of a
task force to carry out detalled design and planning of a
barrier, to experiment with and decide on modifications of
Present components, and to design and accelerate development
of medified and new components to be fed into the barrier,
The study alsec proposed that, after a few months, and if the
prospects stilll appeared promising, the task force could be
merged into a task force chagged with helping the operating .
forces implement the system, .

The Secretary of Defense was favorably impressed with
the barrler concept of the JASON Summer Study, and on 3
September he forwarded the conespt, though not the entire
lstudy, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, "He helleved that the
propogal had "sufficient merit to warrant a decision that we
will acc¢ept the plan or some modification thereof in princil-
ple and install 1t at the earliest practicable date," He
| requested the views of the Joint Chlefs of Staff, and asked
!that they be prepared 1n consultation with CINCPAC and
N COMUSMACV, If the Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred in his
\\i proposal, saild the Secretary, he would form an organlzation
DM to expedite glans and supervise the several concerned DOD

\ 6
\\\1 cemponents.,

E The Secretary of Defense did not awailt the reply of the
1Joint Chiefs of Staff to begin ac¢tion on the barrlier., On
15 September, he established Joint Task Force (JTF) 728
(unclassified designation: Defense Communications Planning
Group) "to achleve the objective of having” an infiltration
interdiction system "to stop (or at the minimum substantilally
reduce) the flow of men and supplles from North o South
Vietnam." The Secretary of Defense directed that the system
be designed, produced and put into place in RVN and Laos by
15 September 1967. The Secretary named Llieutenant General
Alfred D. Starbird as Director of JTF 728, authorizing General
jsuarbird to report directly to him and to have direct contact
A

o2,
63. gTs -GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 3 Sep 66, Enel to
Jcs 2343/898, 6 Sep 66, JMF 9155/3330 (3 Sep 66) sec 1,
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wlth the Joint Chilefs of 3Staff and the military services. The
Secretary of Defensg assigned the project the unclassified
name PRACTICE NINE.o4

The Joint Chlefs of Staff were obviously not enthusilastic
about the barrier concept. In a memorandum to the Secretary
of Defense on 17 September, they stated that they would concur
with the concept so long as the barrier was In addition to,
and not a substitute for, "any major US or Free World military
effort" in Vietnam. They stated that logistical support for
the barrier should be large enough to preclude the diversion
of critical munitions and strike forces from other combat
operations. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognized the "historic
use of barriers and the potential inherent in this concept,"
but they shared with CINCPAC a concern over 1ts "practicality.”
Although they considered the 15 September 1967 operational
date gilven General Starbird optimistic, they admitted that the
concept might have "the potential of shortening the war and
that proceeding in the manner directed wlll provide a quick
determination of vali%ity and accelerated development of the
assoclated hardware,"05

JTF 728 proceeded with 1ts task at once, On 29 September,
General 3Starbird provided the Secretary of Defense with a
preliminary report, including a draff program with inltlal
egtimates of personnel, equipment, and facllifles for achlev-
ing and maintaining barrier capability. Several weeks later,
after a further refinement of requirements, General Starbird
requested and the Secretary of Defense approved lmmedlate
funding authorization ggr certain regearqeh and development and
production activities, '

64, (3) Memo, SecDef to LGEN Starbird, Dir, JTF 728, 15
Sep 66, Encl to JCS 2343/3507, 15 Sep 66, same file,same sec,

65. (TS~GP 1) JCSM=594-~66 to SecDef, 17 Sep 66 (derived
from JCS 2343/89&-2), same file, same sec.

(TS=GP 3) JTF 728, "Report to the Secretary of

Defense on Schedules and Requlrements for the Project of JTF
728 (C)," 29 Sep 66, same file, sec 2. (TS-GP 3) Memo, Dir,
JTF 728, to SecDef, 16 Oct 66, Encl to JCS 2343/507-6, 17
Qct 66; (TS) Memo, ASD(A) to DDR&E ef al., 19 Oct 66, Encl
to JCS 2343/507-9, 25 Oct 66; same flle, sec 3.
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These actions gave the Joint Chiefs of Staff concern.
In a memorandum of 10 October 1966, they informed the Secre-
tary of Defense that the J7G 728 draft program would hamper
Eurrent combat programs by commltting critical resources
wilthout prerequisite determination of practicality.” They
recommended to the Secretary a modification in the JTF 728
terms of reference to require determination of feasibillity
prior to commitment of resources, to allow adjustment in the
initlal operational date, and to provide that the JTF project
definition plan be submitted to the Secretary of Defense
through the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Secretary of Defense
agreed with the Joint Chilefs of Staff concerning the feasi-
bllity of the barrier project before commitment of resources
"to the extent it applies to feasibility of components of the
interdiction system (munitions, sensors, aircraft modifica=~
tions, ete.)." Also Mpr, McNamara instructed General Starbird
to make hils reports, including the project definition, avall-
able to the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the same time they were
submitted to him.67 '

Although the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff were concerned that
Secretary McNamara's approval of the JTF 728 request would
divert essentlal weapons and materlals from current programs,
they declded to regerve thelr views for the overall con-
sideration that wggld be given JTF 728's project definition
plan in November.

Meanwhile, during a vislt by the Secretary of Defense to
RVN 1in October, COMUSMACV zuggested an alternate barrier plan.
The COMUSMACV proposal included: "a physical barrier, in the
traditional sense, on the eastern end of the line where the
country 1=z relatively flat and open . . . ; secondly, an
extension to the northwest from the Laos-South Vietnam border,
which would be 1laid by alr and policed by air"; and a "center
section through the mountains to the east of the Laos-~South
Vietnam border" consisting of a serles of physical obstructions
in the mountain passes. At the Secretary's request, General
Westmoreland refined his proposal into a requirements plan

67, (TS=GP 1) JCSM~652-66 to SecDef, 10 Oct 66 (derived
from JCS 2343/907-2), same file, sec 2, (TS) Memo, SecDef
to CJCS, 25 Oct 66, Encl to JCS 2343/907-10, 28 Oct 66, same
file, sec 3.

68, (TS~GP 3) JCS 2343/907-11, 31 Oct 66, same file,
gec 3. _

TOP SECRET
3526




IQFP SECRET

that he submitted on 25 OQOctober. General Westmoreland's plan
assumed that additional forces, over and above COMUSMACV's
operational force requirements, would be provided for the
barrier construction and manning. But, because of the strength
cellings imposed by Program #U4, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
informed CINCPAC and COMUSMACV on 18 November 1966 that addi-
tlonal forcesg could not be made available to meet the require-
ments of the barrier plan. The Jolnt Chiefs of Staff added
that COMUSMACV should plan to meet all PRACTICE NINE require-
ments from within approved in-country strengths. Subsequently,
both COMU%MACV and CINCPAC expressed disagreement with this
decision .29

On 14 November 1966, General Starbird submitted his
Project Definition Report to the Secretary of Defense. 1In
his report, he analyzed four approaches to a barrier system:
the Prescribed Plan, a modifled version of the JASON Summer
Study concept providing for the installation of a ground-~
emplaced linear barrier south of the DMZ "on the 30 km adjacent
to the coast" and an zir-emplaced antipersonnel barrier from
the linear barrier westward into Laocs and an antivehicular
barrier in the Laos area; COMUSMACV's barrler plan; and two
alternate proposals that were phased composites of the Pre-
Scribed and MACV Plans. The first alternate, titled the
Phased Installation Plan (PIP), called for the installation
of a ground-emplaced linear harrier from the RVN coast to the
Laos border similar in nature and timing to the MACV proposal.
In Laos, the PIP provided for the installaticn of the "origi-
nally conceived" air-supported antivehicular protion by 1
November 1967 and the antipersonnel portion by 1 April 19683, (
The second alternate, the Phased Installation Plan (Modified)
wag the same as the PIP, except that both the antivehicular
and antipersonnel portions would be installed by 1 November

1967 .70

09. {TS~GP 3) CM~1845-66 to Secy, JC3, 17 Oct 66, Encl
to JCS 2343/907-7, 19 Cct 66, zame file, sec 3. (TS-GP 3)
Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 21 Oct 66, JCS IN 78800. ETS-JP 32
Msg, COMUSMACV to CINCPAC, 25 Oct 66, JCS IN 89093. TS-GP 4
Msg, JCS 8228 to CINCPAC and COMUSMACYV, 18 Nov 66. (TS-NOFORN -
GP 1) U V_Command tory, 1 pp. 1073-1075.

70. (TS-GP 3) Memo, Dir, JTF 728, to. Seclef, 14 Nov 6§
Encl to JCS 2343/907-14, 15 Nov 66, JMF 9155/3330 (3 Sep 605
secg 4 and 4a.
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After reviewing and comparing the requirements of the
four proposals in terms of personnel, major equipment,
facilities, construction, and unprogrammed funding, General
Starbird recommended that barrier preparations proceed on the
basls of the Phased Installation Plan. The Secretary of
Defenge, however, requested JCS views on any increases in
programmed forces required to execute the Phase Installation
Plan (Modified) and %Ey other comments or recommendations
they wished to make.

The Joint Chilefs of Staff took advantage of the oppor-
tunlty afforded them t¢ express again their dissatisfaction
wlth the whole barrier concept. In a memorandum for the
Secretary of Defense, dated 1 December 1966, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff recommended that the plan not be approved for
execution and, instead, that current efforts to reduce
inflltration be continued and expanded, The Joint Chilefs of
Staff belleved that the forces required te form the barrlier
could not be realized either from Program #4 forces without
Jeopardizing exlisting programs or from out=-of-country sources
because of equlpment and sustaining base limitatlons. They
consgldered the technical and operaticnal feasibllity of the
plan open to question and the estimated plaster cost of the
plan dangerous to the already critical inflation in RVN. They
believed that the division of effort and increased costs of
the barrier would not produce henefilts commensurate wlith the
resultant_loss of military inltiative and momentum 1in current
programs.

After considering the JTF 728 Project Definition Plan and
the subsequent JCS comments, the Secretary of Defense directed
General Starbird to prepare a revised barrier plan that would
minimize the impact on other Southeast Asla missions and that
would require only minimum additional forces from the CONUS,
General Starblrd submitted the revised plan, entitled "Plan
for Increased Antil-Infiltration Capability for SEA (S)," on
22 December, It provided for materials for the linear portion
of the barrier to be procured and in-country by 1 July 1967,
but without a commltment for deployment. Aircraft and other
resources unlque to the alr-supported portion of the bharrler
were to be developed and prepared on a schedule to permit

71. ﬁg&g. (TS-GP 1)} Memo, SecDef to CJCS, 15 Nov 66, Encl
to JCS 2343/907~16, 17 Nov 66, same file, sec 4.

72. (TS~GP 1)} JCSM=T40-66 to SecDef, 1 Dec 66 (derived
from JCS 2343/907-24), same fille, sec 5.
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operational availability in-theater by 1 November 1$67--again
without a decision for deployment. The 22 December plan also
provided for the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff to task COMUSMACYV and
CINCPAC for the preparation of plans for the interdiction of
infiltration through the conventional linear barrier area by
10 February 1967 and for interdiction in the area west of the
linear barrier, including both a "defile" barrier area in RVN
and an alr-supported barrier area in Laos, by 15 April 1967.
The revised plan called for Secretary of Defense decision-
points to be 25 February 1967 for the linear barrier and 15
July 1967 for the air-supported barrier, with both keyed to
an IOC-option date of 1 November 1967. Requests for "minimum
essential augmentation forces" beyond currently programm$%
forces were to be submitted to the Secretary of Defense.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were stlll dissatisfied with
the barrier plan, At a meeting on 6 .January 1967, they re-
affirmed- their oppostion to an anti-infilltration barrier until
plans could be properly evaluated. They stated that, 1if the
Secretary of Defense had declided to construct a barrier, then
they would proceed as directed, but since he had not made such
a decislon, they wished their concern to be understood.

Rather than be "aggravating" by lengthy repetitions of their
position, the Joint Chlefs of 3taff, in a memorandum of 9 Janu-
ary 1967, merely called the Secretary's attentlon to their
views on the barrier as stated on 1 December. They also
requested certain minor revisions in the 22 December Anti-
Infiltratlon Capabllity Plan. Apparently fthe Joint Chiefs of
Staff did not expect Secretary McNamara to reverse his support
for the barrier for they had already instructed COMUSMACV and
CINCPAC to prepare the anti-infiltraﬁion Interdletion plans
responglve to the 22 December plan.7

The JCS expectation proved correct. For on the same day
that they forwarded thelr latest comments, the Secretary of

73. (TS-GP 3) Memo, Dir, JTF 728, to SecDef, "Plan for
Increased Anti-Infiltration Capabllity for SEA (S)," 22 Dec
66, same file, sec 7. (TS=GP 3) Talking Paper for CJCS, same
aubj, 30 Dec 66, same file, same sec,

T4. (TS) Note to Control Div., "JCS 2343/907-28 - Plan
for Increased Anti-Infilltration Capability for SEA (S),"

6 Jan 67, same file, sec 7. (TS-GP 3) JCSM=-11-67 to SecDef,
9 Jan 67 (derived from JCS 2343/907-34), same file, sec 8.
(S=GP 4) Msg, JCS 2986 to CINCPAC, 6 Jan 67, same flle, same
sec,
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directed General Starbird to prepare an anti-infil-
capabllity 1in accordance with the 22 December plan.
however, request General Starbird tc make the minor
that the Joint Chilefs of Staff had requested.75

if to underscore the importance that the Secretary of
attached to the barrier project, the Deputy Secretary

of Defense requested and the President approved-on 13 January
1967 the designation of project PRACTICE NINE "as being 1in the

highest

national priority category." After nearly a year of

planning and debate, the United States was fully committed to
the constguction of an anti-infiltration barrier in South

Vietnan,

7

75,

(S-GP 3) Memo, SecDef to Dir, DCPG, 9 Jan 67, Encl

te JCS 2343/907-35, 11 Jan 67, same file, same sec.

76

S-GP 4) Memo, DepSecDef to Pres, 7 Jan 67, Encl to

70S 1725/844, 10 Jan 67; (S~GP 4) NSAM No. 358, 13 Jan 67,
Encl to JCS 1725/644~3, 29.Mar 67; JVF 418 (7 Jan 67).
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