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OPERATIONS AGAINST NORTH VIETNAM, JULY 1966-JANUARY 1967

The authority to attack the Hanoil/Haiphong POL had been
granted only after repeated argument and recommendation by the
Joint Chiefs of sStaff. They had welcomed this expanded authori-
ty, hoping that it would lead to further relaxation of the
curbs on ROLLING THUNDER. BRBut the bombing of targets close
to two enemy population centers evoked loud protests and
charges of escalation, not only from the communists, but also
from neutrals and a growing number of voluble opporients of
the natlonal pelicy at home, These outcries disquleted some
of the President's advisors and contributed to the delay or
denial of increased authority for ai? operations against NVN
during the next several months. Also serving to inhibit
ROLLING THUNDER were -certain current assessments of the
effects of the bombing on "NVN which tended t@‘deprecate its
effectiveness and value.

BT 51

R SRR ‘RT51, whlch became effective on 6 July 1966 and on

which no time limit was set, called for a "concentrated
effort" to destroy NVN POL systems, including dispersed
facilities, Four bridges, three of them within the Hanol
c¢ircle, were assigned as fixed targets. The armed reconnais-
sance area wasg expanded to 1include all of NVN except a

buffer zone 25 nm from the Chinese border and the sanctuarles
around Hanoi and Haiphong. All JCS targets previously
assigned in ROLLING THUNDER packages could be struck except
locks, dams, two Army barracks, and the POL storage facili-
ties at Hanol and Halphong. IRON HAND operations were author=-
1zed throughout the armed reconnaissance area without photo-
graphic confirmation. Ten days later the Joint Chiefs of
Staff authorized Admiral Sharp to fly BLUE TREE reconnaissance
over all NVN with the exception of a buffer zone 20 nm from
the Chinese border.l

., (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6008 to CINCPAC, 6 Jul 66.
(TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 6904 to CINCPAC, 16 Jul 66.

]

TOP_SECRET
36-1




TQP_SECRET

CINCPAC's Progress Against POL

After seeing CINCPAC's early reports of RT 51 strikes,
General Wheeler informed Admiral Sharp that he was ‘concerned
that so few POL targets had been bombed. Dally reports sent
€o the Whlte House and to the Secretary of Defense had shown
little progress in reducing enemy facilities. General
Wheeler feared that higher authority might order a specific
dally level of effort against POL. "Such an order," he
advised CINCPAC, "would be regrettable.” He suggested that
CINCPAC step up the POL campaign and submit as soon as
feasible a "POL strangulation" plan.2

Admiral Sharp assured the Chairman that a rise in POL
sortles would be apparent very shortly. He had been concen-
trating on cutting off the flow of additional POL into NVN,
feeling that he could dry up the supply faster this way than
by using -all his effort against storage. His planes had -
increased theilr attacks on northeast rall and rcad LOCs,
destroying also much coastal waterborne traffic believed to
be moving POL.3

CINCPAC's POL strangulation plan, forwarded to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in late July, envisioned four interrelated ™
actions: 1) reduce/limit POL importation; 2) destroy fixed
POL targets; 3) destroy transitory POL targets; 4) conduct a
POL reconnalssance. program. Reduction of import POL required
attacks on offshore loadlng facllities at ports, particularly
around Halphong and at Hon Gal and Cam Pha, attacks on coastal
and channel shipping, and interdictiocn of the northeast rall
line Hancil-Dong Dang, and the northwest line Hanoci-~-Lao Cai,.
Fixed POL targets would be attacked to reduce thelr residual
capacity. Transitory targets--bosts, trains, tprucks--and
temporary sterage areas would alsoe be attacked,

On 24 August General Wheeler presented Secretary
McNamara wilth” 2 progreas report showlng &8 great increase 1n
attacks agalnst fixed POL targets., The report noted that

2. (TS) Msg, JCS 4277 to CINCPAC, 21 Jul 66, OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Jul 66.

3. (T8) CM~1638-66 to SecDef, 23 Jul 66, same file.

L, ETS} CM=-1697-66 to SecDef, 24 asug 66, OCJCS File

091 Vietnam Aug 66.
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RT 51 had averaged over 2,400 sorties per week, Of these, 54
percent had been used in RP 1 near the DMZ to isolate the
battlefield. POL targets in this area were attacked as a
matter of course, The remaining sorties had been distributed
among other areas of NVN, with POL targets receiving the
highest priority. The northeast area, which had the greatest
residual storage capacity, had been hit by an average of 246
sorties per week despite bad weather in that area.b

"In summary," the report stated, "CINCPAC is applying
his full welght of effort against the NVN, with emphasis on
isclating the battlefield in the south and attacking the
over=-all NVN POL system, including distribution." It pointed
out that about 66,000 metric tons of residual POL storage
capaclty remailned in all categories of POL targets; and that
17,000 metric tons of this storage capacity had not been
authorized for attack. "We are chipping away at the POL
storage capacity,” the report concluded, "but based on :
estimated consumptlon, at present w% are probably destroying
only the surplus storage ¢apacity.” -

Bl 52 Provesals ]

on 8 August Admiral Sharp recommended an expanded program
to follow RT 51, asking for strikes against Phuc Yen POL, Kep
PCL, Cam Pha port POL, Thanh Hoa lock, Xom Trung Heoa lock,
dredges in the Haiphong area, Hon Gai port railrcad shops and
Halphong port warehouses, More than one-thipd of the residu-
al POL in JCS targeted stcrage areas was at Phuc Yen and Kep.
On 18 August the Chailrman directed that a new package, RT 952,

be developed and that the approprlate targets from the CINCPAC
proposal be included.”

The regultant Joeint 3taff proposal called for a far-
reaching program of strikes against major targets, combined
wlth a reduction of NVN sanctuaries (to a 10 nm racetrack
pattern around Hanoi~Phuc Yen, a circle of only 4 am radius
around Haiphong, and within 30/25 nm of the Chinese border),

~ 5. Ipid.
a. d.
7. %TSi Memo, J-=3 to CJCS, 12 Aug 66, JMF 9155 (18 Feb

65) sec 13, ROLLING THUNDER 52, Tab B, (S) Memo for Record,
sgd Coleman, 18 Aug 66, same file, Tab D.
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and other features that would make it the most effective
ROLLING THUNDER package to date. 'These features included
19 fixed targets, all of them high value and most of them
clustered around Hanol and Haiphong. Areas of the Haiphong
port, TPPs at Halphong, and portions of the Thail Nguyen
steel plant, as well as ports, locks, storgge areas, and
important depots were proposed for attack. '

The Joint Chlef's of Staff approved the Joint Staff
proposal for RT 52 on 19 August. On 22 August the package
wag presented fo the Secretary of Defense, who directed that
it be held in abeyance for the time being. The plan remained
under study and discussion for nrearly three months,9

Disparaging Evaluations of ROLLING THUNDER

Early in the Summer of 1966 Secretary McNamara, appar-
ently still skeptical of the effectiveness of ROLLING THUNDER,
had asked IDA to assess the effects of bomb damage on NVN.
This assessment, prepared by the JASON Summer Study Group,
was furnlshed the Secretary on 30 August. The consensus of
the Group was that RCLLING THUNDER was ineffective and that
1t would not be effective even if alr operations against NVN
were expanded. The members of the Summer Study Group stated
to the Secretary that i : . :

Under- these circumstances, we as a group
have grave doubts about the usefulness of con-
tinulng and expanding Rolling Thunder as one
of the military instruments for speedier ter=
mination of the war in the South, It does not.
appear to he a productive way o spend our
human and material resources, at least now
that the political and milltary situations in
the Scuth are more stable and NVN has learned
how to make Rolling Thunder costlier to us
and legg effective.

The possibility that the stabllity of the "political and

8. (Ts-GP 3) Memo, no sig /J-3/, for CJCS, 18 Aug 66,
w/encls, same file, Tab 2. (TS) Note to Control Div,
"ROLLING THUNDER 52," 19 Aug 66, same file, Tab 3.

9. Ibid.
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‘ Y\ ]E? ROLLING THUNDER was not addressed by IDA.LO

In the followlng meonth this pessimistic assessment was
strengthened by a CIA/DIA appraisal which stated that,
although ROLLING THUNDER pllotg by 12 September had flown
more than 73,000 armed reconnaissance and fixed target
gortles, little had been achieved in reducing the enemy's
wlll and capabllity to support the insurgencies in the RVN
and Laos. CIA/DIA officials reported that 78 percent of
the JCS targeted POL storage capacity had been destroyed
and that Haiphong POL capacity had been reduced by S0 per-
cent, Nevertheless, replenishment by Soviet tankers had
prevented NVN from running out of POL, "No evidence of
any shortages of POL in North Vietnam had been noted,”" the
report stated, "and 1t must be assumed that stocks on hand
and recent imgorts have been adequate to sustain necesaary
operations."l '

Although strikes against the NVN LOCs had been stepped
up, the US intelligence apalysts saw no evidence that the
enemy encountered any serious problems in movirg supplies
"to or within NVN." With CHICOM engineering help and the
divergion of a large labor force, NVN had maintained 1ts
trangport capaclty at the level required to meet 1ts
essential economlc needs and. to ,continue its loglstic sup-
port of the mllitary effort in RVN and Laos, OQnly two rail
lines, the Hanoi-Lao Cai line and a line running south from
Hanol to Vinh, were known positively to be interdicted.

The other three major rail lines (Hanoi-Dong Dang, Hanoi-
Haiphong, and Hanol-Thai Nguyen) were believed "operable
for service." 1In spite of the increased intensity of RT 51,
the CIA/DIA report asserted, "Hanol retains the capability
to continue support of activities in Scuth Vietnam and Laos
even at increased combat levels and force structure,"l2

According to the CIA/DIA report, ROLLING THUNDER strikes
had caused about $125 million in damage to the NVN economy.
Because this damage was largely offset by ald provided Hanol

10, (TS=GP 1) Memo, JASON Summer Study Group to SecDef,
30 Aug 66, IDA TS/HQ 66-60, OCJCS File 091 Vietnam Aug-66.
11. {(S-NOFORN=-GP 1) CIA/DIA Rpt, "An Appraisal of the
Bombing of North Vietnam (Through 12 September 1966),"
Sep 66, 0CJCS Bulky File 091 Vietnam Sep 66.

12, Ibid. -
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by other communilist countries, however, the essential economic
activities in NVN continued. There was said to be little
evlidence that the morale of the pecplf off NVN had bgen weak-
ened to any degree by US alr strikes.

Enemy Air Defenses--Concern Qvepr Alp Losses

In order to inflict on the enemy the damage which was
now belng reported in such negatlve terms, the United States
had incurred heavy alr losses, These losses had grown wilth
the expansion of air operations in the northeast guadrant,
and gave rise to growlng concern among US officlals. By far
the greatest number of planes had been lost to AA/AAA fire,
but the SAMs were also taking theilr toll. A significant in-
crease in SAM firings had begun in July 1966 concurrent with
the attacks on the POL system. A total of 122 Sam sites had
been identified by late August 1966, 'The enemy had fired
662 mizsiles downing 28 US planes since the first SAM firing
in July 1965, More dangerous than the missiles themselves,
however, was the fact that, in operatins over 3AM threat
areas, US pilots were forced into "compromise altitudes" in
the lower spectrum of the SAM envelope. This increased their
exposure to enemy antlaircraft., In evading misslles fired,
pllots dropped under the effective envelope (3,000 feet),
thus becoming even more vulnerable to enemy gunners., It was
clear that the SAM threat was a substantial factor 1n the
overall losses ﬁf US planes, apart from the losses suffered
from SAM hits,l ,

Generzl Wheelér wanted to be sure that the Unlted Stafes
was doing everything possible within the current rules to
keep losses down. Up to thls point the increase in NVN AAA,
SAM, and MIG capabilities had been matched by improved US
tactics and material., The Chairman foresaw that with further
training and materiel improvements NVN capability might out-
strip that of "the US forces, without an offsetting gain in US
evagive/deception abilities. He stated to Admiral Sharp on
15 September that 1t would be "most useful . ., . to have your
thinking re characteristics and potential of a strike and Ew
programs directed against selected elements of enemy assets"
that caused US alrcraft losses over NVN. He asked also for a
current review of related factors which would be "particularly

3. Ihid. .
4, %S-GP 1) DISM~-1077-66 to CJCS, 25 Aug 66, OCJCS Flle
091 Vietnam Aug 66,
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timely 1f our loss rate should increase significantly and
generate pressure from various quarters for immediate and
1ll~conceived response,l

Admiral Sharp confirmed that the enemy had 1lntegrated
his SAMs, MIGs, and AAA intec a coordinated and dangerous
defensive system. The SA-2 wag forcing aircraft into lethal
ground-fire range., The primary defense hy US pllots was
visual sighting of the missiles and immediate evasive action.
Unfortunately, in looking for SAMs the pilots occasionally
overlooked MIGs attacking from above and behind, Because of
this, several planes had recently been lost to MIGs. Further,
other planes had heen forced to Jettison bombe to avoid MIGs.

"The key to countering the threat of these three’
integrated systems, 1is, of course, defeat of the SA-2,"
Admiral Sharp sald. 1If this could not he done for technical
or other reasons, the United States might soon have to

destroy the MIG bases. '"We should start now to condition ocur-

selves to this eventuallity,” he said, All thpee elements of
the NVHM system, the AAA, {he SAMs, and the MIGs,were lmported.
Once it was determined how they were being brought in and
where they were stored, aigacks on the storage fgcilitles
should have top priority.

The heaviest US losses weré being suffered in the area
north of Hanol in trying to interdict LOCs in the northeast
quadrant, "We need to broaden the pattern of our air oper-
ations," said CINCPAC. "We should decrease the emphasis on
keeping the roads and rallroads in the area north of Hanol
interdicted and strike targets that are more vulnerable and
at the same time very valuable to the war-making capability
of the enemy." These targets included the Thali Nguyen steel
plant and the TPPs and materlal stoc¢kplled on wharves, in
warehouses, at railheads, and in the port areasg, "TheSe are
lucrative targets,” CINCPAC said, "whose value is commensur-
ate with the risk involved,"l7

He pointed out that the enemy, when he applled his
resources fully, was able to repalr roads and rallways
rapidly. The POL campaign had been "attritive” but few
worthwhlle targets remained, The United 3tates should re-
orlent 1its air strikes to destroy the enemy's materiel or

15, ETS) Msg, JCS 2723 to CINCPAC, 15 Sep 66.
16, (TS=-GP 1) Mag, CINCPAC to JCS, 192210Z Sep 69,
JCS IN 21905: :
17. Ibid.
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his means of producing that materiel. With specific refer-
ence to the enemy's SAM capability, CINCPAC assured the
Chairman that his forces were constantly looking for ways to
thwart the enemy and would continue to do so within their
current weaponry and wnow-how., He did not expect any major
improvement in the current situation. A change in the garget
pattern was the only way to get immediate improvement.l

General Wheeler informed CINCPAC that the Joint Chiefs
of Staff agreed with hils recommendations and that he was
continuing to press for authorization to strike such targets
in the new Rolling Thunder package, RT 52, then under dis-
cussion,

Meanwhlle the Secretary of Defense had studiled air losses
and had developed suggestions for at least changing the
pattern of losses., In December 1965, 0OSD statisticilans had
prepared estimates of future aircraft-losses based on limited
experience with ROLLING THUNDER. On 17 September 1966, the
Secretary furnished the Joint Chiefs of Staff statistics on
monthly attack sorties showing the losses which his statisg-
ticlans now predicted for each Service in NVN and Laos, based
on more recent experlence, Thesge new statisties showed that
the USN air losses would almost double those forecast in '
December 1965, but that the USAF would lose fewer aircraft
than had been estimated.20 S

Aircraft production schedules for FY 66/67 had been based
on logs rates shown 1n the December 1965 estimates., If USN
losses exceeded thoge estimates 1t would, the Secretary noted,
imply a ”substantial strain in Navy aireraft resources,
expecially fighters." Secretary MéNamara therefore suggested
that the Chairman investigate ways of cutting back on these
USN losses, He suggested possibly shifting the USN sorties
from NVN, which was a dangerous operating area, to Laosé which
was less dangerous, or to the RVN, which was safer yet.2l

18, d.

19, (TS) Msg, JCS 5855-66 to CINCPAC, 29 Sep 66, 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Sep 66, ;

20. (S-GP 1) Memo, SecDef to CJCS, "SEA Utilization of
Tactical Aireraft,” 17 Sep 66, Att to JCS 2339/235, 22 Sep 66,
JMF 9155 (17 Sep 66). o

21. Ibid.
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"Compensating increases by the Alr Force, if required,"
the Secretary stated, "would increase Air Force losses only
slightly above the December Plan, and these losses could be
more eaglily absorbed in the larger Alr Force force
structure.” He asked the Chalrman to review air operatlions .
to determine the number of probable attack and nonattack
sorfies in NVN and Laos and possible actions to reduce Navy
air losses,22

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were unable to verify the
gtatlstics used by the Secretary of Defense hut did not con-
sider them cumpletely reliable, They used, for purposes of
thelr review, data based on experience from July 1965 through
August 1966. This data showed that shifting USN and USAF
attack sortie responsibilities would decrease USN losses but
would at the same tlme increase USAF losses, Overall losses
would increase slightly since the USAF had a nigher loss rate
than the USN,23 o

The Joilnt Chiefs of Staff furnlished the Secretary with
the review that he had reduested on 6 October- : They explained
that accelerated alr operations and increased enemy defense
capabllitles had caused varlatlons from the loss_rates
developed by the OSD in December 1965. They maintained that
to exchange sorties bhetween the USAF and the USN as he had
proposed would be "inadvisable 4t this time." Such exchange
would result in significant operational difficulties. Current
restrictions on operations and targeting in northern NVN,
they Informed the Secretary, forced the use of operational
patterms that contributed dlrectly to inereased aircraft
losses. "The limited geographical area and the paucity of
targets authorized for strike tend<to result in operations by
the strike forces which can be predicted by the enemy, and
to permit the enemy to concentrate his defenses,"24

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended to the Secretary
that "a preferable method" of reduclng both USN and USAF
losses would be to broaden the patterm of air operations in
NVN as recommended in RT 52. They pointed out that continued

22, d,
23. (TS) Encl C to JCS 2339/235~1, 4 Cet 66, JMF 9155

(17 Sep 66). _
24, (TS~GP 4) JCSM-645-66 to SecDef, 6 Cet 66, Encl A

to JCS 2339/235-1, same file.

’
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interdiction had ylielded relatively little return for the
welght of effort, particularly north of Hanol., Interdiction
of the northeast rall lines and other LOCs had cost heavy
alrcraft losses without commensurate return in damage to the
enemy. By striking targets that are more vulnerable and of
greater value to the warmaking capablllity of the enemy and

by reduclng geographlc restrictions, better results can be
obtained with significantly fewer sorties and less attrition,”
the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff said. Rather than to shift sorties
in order to distribute alrcraft losses from one Service to
the other, US alr operations and targeting patterms should be
broadened, they informed the Secretary of Defense. '"The '
Joint Chlefs of Staff and PACOM commanders at all levels are
concerned with aircraft losses and are taking appropriate
action to minimize loss of US lives and aircraft,” they con-
cluded.25 No formal reply was made by the Secretary of
Defense.

On 29 September the Chairman informed CINCPAC that a
recent study had shown that the set pattern of US alr oper-
ations was a major factor in alr losses. Prominent in this
set pattern were the target systems and the sortie rate.

With regard to the latter, the Chailirman pointed out that the
sortie requirement for CINCPAC's area had been validated and
logistic planning to support that rate had been "laid on."

He wanted CINCPAC to know, however,.that the Joint Chlefs of
Staff did not expect him to fly all authorized sorties Just
for the sake of-meeting the quota., The Joint Chiefs of 3taff
would attempt to serve as a buffer between him and any pres-
sures from other gquarters to meet the gquota just for its own
sake. CINCPAC had already asked his component commanders to
reduce, insofar ag feaslible, the risk to air crews. The Chalr-
man asked him also to inform hils commanders that there was

no "sortie race” in Southeast Asia and to ask that they use
ingenulty in overcoming the set pattern that alr operations
had taks on. This would, hopefully, help reduce alr

losses, T

Admiral Sharp denied that his pllots or commanders were
in & "sortie race.," "What this ailr campalgn needs more than
anything else," he advised the Chairman on 20 October, "is
permission to strike some good targets, of which there are
plenty; as you well know." If his pllots had such targets,

25. Ibid.
26. (TS) Msg, JCS 5855-66 to CINCPAC, 29 Sep 66, 0OCJCS

File 091 Vietnam Sep 66.
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they would produce maximum destruction with minimum scorties.
"They are performing superbly with one hand tled behind their
back . . . . The conly continuing complaint that I have
heard," he concluded, ", . . concerns the restrictions imposed
and their firm belief that ailr power 13 not being used at 1its
full effectiveness. In these thoughts I concur.

ta o) a t3==30 lJentember 196

Qf eleven signifiicant airfields in NVN which had been
selected as targets by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, only four
had been struck by 30 September. The remaining Lields in-
cluded jet-capable fields at Hanoi/Glia Lam, Phuc Yen,
Haiphong/Cat Bi, and Kep. Sixty-one bridges had been targeted
as belng most important to the NVN transportation system.

More than half of these had been totally destroyed, but the
enemy had replaced most of them with bypasses or pontoon
bridges. Elghteen ammuniticn storage depots had been

targeted. TFourteen of these depots had been bombed, destroy-
ing almost 75 percent of the NVN storage capacity. Only four
of the six major ports capable of handling maritime shipping
had been attacked and these with negligible results., The ports
at Hanol (Red River) and Halphong had not been attacked. The
Joint Chief's of Staff had targeted 20 thermal power plants in
NVN, of which l1ll, including plants at Hanoi and Halphong, had

-never been hombed.. . .Of those qtrucg however, 7 had been

rendered completely unproductjve

vilian Ca lties

ROLLING THUNDER planners and responsible commanders were
under constant injunction to avold collateral damage to
civilian-type installations and to avoid killing civilians,

The enemy reallzed this and took full advantage. CINCPAC
reported in late Cctober that NVN was using towns and villages
as storage areas, to conceal SAM lnstallaticns, and as way-
steps for vehlcle traffic, CINCPAC had to reply frequently

(3) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 202111Z Oct 66, OCJCS
File 091 Vietnam Oct 66,
28, (TS) J-3 DIA Rpt, "NVN Target Analysis," 30 Sep 66,
QCJCS Bulky File 091 Vietnam Sep &
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to queries from higher authority as to the reasons for
collateral damage. On the occasion of such a query about
damage during attacks agalnst the Thanh Hoa and Ninh Binh
areas, he polnted out that at Ninh Binh the enemy had run a
rall spur from adjacent yards down a town street for conceal=~
ment. The spur, lcaded with boxcars, had been successfully
struck. "It 1s apparent in this instance,” said Admiral Sharp,
"that the exact letter of the restriction against striking
targets in populated areas was not followed. However, in my
oplnion, the pllots made the correct declsion, We are at war
and some cilvlllans are bound to get hurt. This was a valuable
military target and should have been hit. ., . . Every effort
wlll be made in all attacks to minimize clvilian casualties
but we cannot let every populated area be a ganctuary for the
enemy.

he Joint. efs of aff O ' Q ' eta a !
emoran

In mid-October General Wheeler recelved from Secretary
McNamara a wide-ranging memorandum whlch the Secretary
intended to give to the President, He asked for the JCS
views, but stated that he did net wlsh to change hls expres-
sions of opinion., General Wheeler called the Joint Chiefs
of Staff together on that same day for a conslderation of the
memorandum, and the results of their deliberation revealed a
deep cleavage between thelr views and those of Secretary
McNamara on the air campaign.30

In addressing the other members of the_Joint Chiefs of
staff on the Secretary's paper, General Wheeler noted that:
the Secretary was appending extracts from current intelligence
analyses, showlng the essential frultlessness of ROLLING THUNDER.
Much of this analysils was based on statistics emphasizing the
replacement cost of military supplles, facilities, and LOCs
that had been-destroyed in NVN, General Wheeler had already
told the Secretary that he did not agree that the effect of

. (T3) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 290110Z Oct 66, 0CJCS
File 091 Vietnam Oct 66.
(TS) CM~1831~66 to CNO et al., 14 Oct 66,
game fille,
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this destruction could be assessed 1in terms of_how many
dollars 1t would take to replace these 1items.

(*‘ At thelr meeting on 14 October the Joint Chiefs of Staff
prepared a detalled memorandum for the Secretary in which
they pointed out thelr speciflc disagreement with some of the
advice he apparently intended to give to the President. With
particular regard to ROLLING THUNDER, the Joint Chilefs of
Staff told Mr, McNamara that the restricted air campaign
against NVN had destroyed substantial quantities. of military
supplies and war supporting facilities, The bombing had
Inflicted major damage on LOCs and had forced the diversion
of at least 300,000 men from NVN agriculture and industry to
repalr and maintenance Jjobs. As evidence of the real effect
of the bombing on NVN, the Joint Chiefs of Staff cited the
demands and outcries of the communists and leftist sympa=
thizers that the bombing be halted. The Secretary apparently
intended to advise the President that there should be no
— increase in the level of bombing effort and no modification
N\ in areas and targets.subject to air attack. The JCS objected
Eoan that the air war was an integral and indispemsable part of the
3\ overall war effort. "To be effective," they said, "the air
campalign should be conducted with only those minimum con-
: 3traints necesgsary to avold indiscriminate killing of the
: population.”32 ) .

/
/

"The Joint Chlefs of Staff yeealled that in Novembex:
1964 they had recommended a "sharp knock" on NVN military
assets and war suppoerting facilities rather than the campailgn
of slowly lnereasing pressure which was adopted. Whatever
the political merits of the latter course, the Joint Chlefs
. of Staff stated, the United States had deprived itself of the
- military effects of an early welght of effort and shock and
- had glven the enemy time to adjust to the slow quantitative
i and qualitative increases in pressure, It was stlll not too
i late to gain some military benefit from a more effective and
.extensive use of US air and naval supericrity. The Joint
:Chiefs of Staff then recommended to the Secretary approval of
tRT 52 and "use of naval surface forces to interdict North
\Vietnamese coastal waterborne traffic and appropriate LOCs."

\

31. %21 .
32. (TS~-GP 3) JCSM-672~66 to SecDef, 14 QOct 66,
e 9155.37 (14 oet 66).
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/They also requested authority "to attack other coastal mili-

tary targets such as radar and AAA sites.," 1In conclusion
they %gked the Secretary to present their views to the Presi-
dent. ‘

General Wheeler attended a meeting of the National
Security Councill on 15 Qctober. Just prior to this meeting he
talked with the President in company with the Vice President,
Secretary McNamara, and Deputy Secretary Vance, President
Johnson seemed receptive to striking a "few targets of greater
worth" in NVN, despite advice he had received from "some
quarters" to forego expanding the target system or increasing
the welght of effort. He was, however, opposed to reducling
the sanctuaries around Hanol and Halphong. The Chairman told
Admiral Sharp, who was to be in Manlla, that he probably would
be dlscussing the alr campalign with the President there and
suggested that 1f so, he do 1t "in a broad way." "Since we
are commlitted to a program of increasing pressures,” General
Wheeler observed, "we should continue to increase preSﬁures
rather than staying on a level or decreasing effort."3

he reat

By the end of October 1966, 890 SAMs had been fired at
US aircraft and a total of 32 aircraft had been lost to
missiles. By this time losses to ground fire totaled 298
attack and reconnaissance planes and 78 support planes (SAR,
ECM, etc.). The significant increase in firings since July
1966 indicated the avallability of a considepable stockpille
of missiles and nedessary support equipment,33

Because of the continuing concern over the SAM threat
a high level conference to devise better methods of coping
with 1t was convened at CINCPAC's headquarters 1in late
October., Experts representing the Servlices, CIA, DOD,
CINCSAC, ahd TOMUSMACV and the Joint Chiefs of Staff attended
this conference.3

33. 3.

3L, (TS) Msg, JCS 5339-66 to CINCPAC, 17 Oct 66, 0CJCS
File Q91 Vietnam Oct 66. '

35. (TS~GP 3) Study, "Attack of North Vietnam~ROLLING
THUNDER 52 (U)}," n.d. /30 Oct 66/, w/handwritten comment,
same file.

36. (TS~GP 3) Conference Rpt, Encl to Ltr, CINCPAC to
JCS et al., Ser 5050, 22 Nov 66, JMF 9155.3 (22 Nov 66).
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The experts at the conference did not consider the SAM
problem in 1solation but examined the overall threat,
including automatlc weapeons, AAA, enemy ailrcraft, and all
related aspects, Thelr conclusion was that NVN had 2 highly
effective alr defense system, a major part of which was made
up of 28 tc 32 SA-2 battalions. Most of these units were
congentrated in northern NVN. An expansion of this system
to a maximum of 40 battalions was pcssible, the limiting
factor being trained personnel rather than equipment. The
Soviet Union was supporting the system with "virtually
unimpeded supply of weapons and equipment,” and had announced
its intention to furnlsh even more sophlsticated weapons,
possibly the SA-3,

Although the United States had not been very &3uccessful
in destroying SAM sites, US countermeasures and techniques
had largely thwarted the potentilial of the enemy's missile
gystem for shooting down large numbers of aircraft. CINCPAC's
current ‘policy for attacking SAM sites was to divert strike
forces from other miaslong and to attack occupied sifes
immediately upon their discovery. This was medessary because
sites became "fleeting" targets if not attacked a once.
Because of this mobility and enemy skill at camouflage, pre-
cise ‘acquisition of targets by photo reconnaissance was very
difficult and would become more S0 'as the enemy improved hils
techniques,37

"The conference report polnted out that the SAM csiltes
were rapldly becoming equal in importance to any prime targets
in NVN. The conclusion of the conference experts was, however,
that an aggressive campalgn against the entire SAM system was
not "feasible at this time," owlng to shortage of planes and
proper munitions, the difficulty In locating sites, and the
mobility of the system, They recommended instead that, 1f
they could be precisely located, the control centers through
which the system was coordinated be attacked and that missile
storage and equlpment areas, Be designated high pricrity
targets for ROLLING THUNDER.3

The AAA and the SAMs were closely related in the NVN ailr
defense system hoth in nature and function. The number of

37. kid.
38. Inid.
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AAA units and thelr concealment made any air campalgn to
destroy them impractical, For the same reason the air defense
experts rejected as "counter productive" the concepf of
destroying the entire NVN radar network used to support both
SAMs and AAA. As to the other element of the system, the
MIGs, the conference report stated that, even if a major
effort were made agalnst NVN aircraft, such an effort-would

be "unrewarding in terms of reduction of the SA-2 threat.,"

US strike pllots would still be denled freedom of action at
altitudes above the flak envelope because of the SAM threat,

The report polnted out that the most heavily defended
areas were RP 6A and RP 6B, '"Consideration should be given,"
the report stated, "to maintaining only significant presence
in these areas until we have targets approved that warrant
the risk presently involved.,"39 “Current measures being
employed by US alr forces to thwart the SAM threat involved
the use of highly sophisticated and effective ECM equipment.
Not all planes in the ROLLING THUNDER inventory were equipped

. fully, however, since some of this equipment was scarce. The

study group noted the Soviet intention to improve the migsile
defense posture 1in NVN, and sald that the Soviets might be
deterred 1in thiles if the Unlted States matched any such 1lmprove-
ment by an upgrading of 1its own ECM and antil-SAM weapon capa-
bility 1in the theater. Other measures that could possibly ‘
deter the Soviets from upgrading the NVN SAM capability would
include appeals to world opinlon branding such a move an
escalation of the war, and making 1t "hard policy" not to
recognize any sanctuary in NVN insofar as the attacks on
Improved SAM systems were concerned, 0 :

The conference report then listed recommendations for
meeting the SAM threat in the short term., These dealt malnly
with policles to be followed in the fileld of ECM, including
the installatlion and procurement of equlipment, and 1in the
techniques, weapons, and strategles for operations against the
system., Among these recommendations was one that approval be
granted for destruction of key NVN port facilitles through
which SAMs and thelr supporting equipment were being
imported, 41

39. 1oid.
L0, Ibid.
41. Ibid.
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Admiral Sharp selected some of the recommendations of
the conference report and forwarded them to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff on 19 November, urglng that they be given special
attentlon and emphasis. Three days later he forwarded the
entire report with the full recommendations., On 29 November
the Joint Chiefs of Staff informed CINCPAC that they con-
curred in his selected recommendations and were tﬁking
those actions that were possible to support them, +2

T 52 Approval

Meanwhile, on 8 November, following the President's return
from Manila, the Chairman had renewed his efforts to galn
approval of RT 52. In & memorandum to the Secretary, urging
that he take the matter up with the Presildent, the Chairman
gtated:

.+ . the Jolnt Chilefs of Staff are convinced that
we should increase military pressures on North
Vietnam. They belieV¥e that the milifary actions
designed to reduce still further the capabilities
of the North Vietnamese to recelve help from
cut-of -country, to move men and materlel in-
country and from North Vietnam to South Vietnam,
and to reduce in-country wér-supporting facili-
ties and supplies are necessary and feasible =--
mllitarily, politically, and psychologically.

The RT 52 package was then explained in detall to the Secre-
tary, with justification for all high value targets and for
reducing the sanctuary areas around Hanol and Haiphong.4

The fixed targets proposed at this time included three
SAM support facilitiles, POL facilities at Ha Gal and Can
Thon (formerly erroneously identiflied as being at Phuc Yen
and Kep respectively), the Thal Nguyen steel plant, the

42, (TS-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JC3, 1922477 Nov 66,
JCS IN U3412; (TS-GP 3) Conference Rpt, Encl to Ltr,
CINCPAC to JCS et al., Ser 5050, 22 Nov 66; JMF 9155.3
(22 Nov 66). (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 9088 to CINCPAC, 29 Nov 66,
43, (TS} CM=-1906=-66 to SecDef, 8 Nov 66, 0OCJCS File
091 Vietnam Nov 66,

+
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Haiphong cement plant, two TPPs at Haiphong, four Kﬁterway
locks, and selected areas of Cam Pha and Haiphong. The
Jolnt Chiefs of Staff also recommended that naval surface
craft be allowed to interdict coastal shipping in the area
between 17°30' N, and 20© N. latitude,

The President approved RT 52 on 11 November, and-
CINCPAC was authorized to strike all of the fixed targets
recommended, but with limiting instructions., He was told to
strike the Thal Nguyen steel plant, Haiphong cement plant, and
the two TPPs at Haiphong prior to 18 November, weather and
operational factors permitting. Those not struck by that
time would not be struck until the Joint Chiefs of Staff had
again cleared them. With regamd to the Van Dilen vehicle
depot, near Hanol, there was considerable concern that
excesgslve c¢ivilian casualties might result. Therefore CINCPAC
was told to take extreme care and extraordinary precautions
to insure accuracy by his pilots. He was authorized a total
of 13,200 attack sortles per month against NVN and Laos,
interchanging sortles as necessary. Restrikes of Hanol and
Haiphong POL would require specific authorization. The area
for "certain surface naval operations” was raised to 180 N,
ratherusthan to 20° N, as proposed by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

The proviso on striking the four targets prior to
18 November had been added for political reasons. The UK
Forelign Minister, Mr., George Brown, was to visit Moscow about
20 November, and 1t had been judzed undesirable to strilke
these "politically .sensitive targets” in the few days Jjust
preceding his visit, The Chalirman assured CINCPAC, however,
that this d1d not mean that "hell or high water" he . had to
gtrike the targets before 18 November. After Mr. Brown left
Moscow, theﬁg would be no difficulty in getting the targets
reinstated.

Within a few hours after sending these instructions, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff directed CINCPAC to defer strikes on

44, Ibid,

45, (TS-GP 3) JCS 7735 to CINCPAC, 1l Nov 66,

46, (TS) Msg, CJCS 6925-66 to CINCPAC, 11 Nov 66,
OCJCS File 09l Vietnam Nov 66,
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the Thal Nguyen and the Halphong targets. General Wheeler
Informed CINCPAC that thls change also stemmed from the

visit of the UK Forelgn Minlster to Moscow and the political
sensiltivity of the UK/Soviet Co-Chalrmanshilp of the Geneva
Conferenice., He had been 2ssured that when Mr. Brown left
Moscow, about 25 November, clearance to strike these targets
would be forthcoming. In another vein, the Chalrman asked
that CINCPAC's public affairs staff refrain from publicly
depleting RT 52 as an escalation of ROLLING THUNDER. "As you
know," he concluded,

both domestlcally and Intermationally, any time

we undertake a slightly different or lnecreased
inltlative, 1t is characterized by those opnosing
U S. policy as "escalatory." AS you know -
escalatory has become a dirty word; and such
charges, true or false, impose further 1nh&bitions

here against moving ahead to win this war.

On 21 November the Chalrman informed CINCEAC that he
had been "approached by the White House" withr the suggestion
that as soon as weather permlitted CINCPAC should strike all
targets authorized under RT 52 in the shortest possible time,

"presumably one day.," This measure had been offered as
another means of minimlizing fhe effects of RCLLING THUNDER
during Mr, Brown's visit to Moséow. He had demurred at this
suggestlion, sald General Wheeler, and pointed out that such
a concentration of alrcraft at one time gould present too
valuable a target to the MIGs and SAMs.4

By 9 December, although Mr. Brown had come and gone from
Moscow, the four "politically" sensitive targets were still
being kept Ilnviolate, On that date General Wheeler ralsed the
question with the President, but the President refused,
because of "certain political problems," to approve strikes
on these targets. He told the Chairman that he would take
the matter up with him in the following week.

47, (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 7783 to CINCPAC, 1l Nov 66; (T3)
Msg, JCS 6926-66 to CINCPAC, 11 Nov 66; same file.
(TS) Msg, JCS 7105-66 to CINCPAC, 21 Nov 66,
same file,
L9, For further discussion of the political problems
referred to, see Ch. U0.
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The whole matter became academic, however, when on 13-14
December RT 52 attacks on the Yen Vien rallroad classifica-
tion yard and the Van Dien vehilcle depot, both very, clcse to
Hanol, created an International uproar. These attacks sparked
chargez that the United States had delilberately bombed a
thickly populated part of Hanol and had killed many civilians.
Both targets had been struck earlier, on 2 and 4 December
respectively, but attacks on these targets in the second week
of December unaccountably brought a storm of protest.

Eye-witness reports of the bombilng by reasonably unblased
observers revealed that damage had undoubtedly been caused,
but whether 1t resulted from bombs or from NVN antlaircraft
and missliles was not clear. These observers seemed to agree
that the Unlted States had destroyed valid targets and had not
deliberately almed at the clvlillian elements near the target
area. On the other hand, Soviet and Chinese news reports
charged that deliberate bombing had killed many civilians,
damaged embassy bulldings, and destroyed homes of people 1in
the area,

Because weather and operational factors precluded accurate
BDA, full informatlon on what had actually happened near the
two targets was difficult to assemble. Reports from observers
on the scene indicated that damage inside Hanol itself was
concentrated around the western edge of the Red River bridge.
Just how damage to the civilian structures in the area had
been caused could not be established, but there was certalnly
a question as to whether enemy AAA and SAMs 1n falling to the
earth had not done most of the damage charged against US
pllots. ,

During the attacks on Yen Vien and Van Dien at least 125
SAMs were fired against US planes and 1t was likely that at
least some of them had fallen into the c¢lty or suburban areas,
In addition, AAA fire was intense and could also have created
considerable debris,

On 21 December CINCPAC learned that the strikes against
Yen Vien rallroad yard had ilnadvertently struck another

80. (TS) Tabs 21, and 24, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) sec 13,
ROLLING THUNDER 52. (S-NOFORN) DIA IB 244-66, 19 Dec 66,
p. A=G,
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target two and a half miles southwest on the same rail line,
The general layout of the targets was very similar and the
Scattered cloud cover coupled with the intense air defense
activity in the area had contributed to this error.5l

The intensity of the protests, apart from the guestion
of their validity, caused the President to direct that
nelther of the targets be struck again, On 15 December the
Jolnt Chlefs of Staff ordered CINCPAC to suspend stgikes
against Yen Vien and Van Dien until further notice.52

On 16 December CINCPAC asked to be allowed to attack a
number of cargo transshipment barges operating from ship €£o
shore and from ship to barge southeast of Tlen Yen, about
81x miles within the Chinese buffer zone. Because the US
pollcy was to avold confrontation with Communist China and
because the "Washington climate” was not right at the moment,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff denied his-.request.53

On 23 December, -because of certain sensitfive negotiations
in which Italian and Polish authoritles were-adting as inter-
mediaries between the United States and NVN, the President
directed that no attacks be conducted against targets within
10 nm of the center of Hanol. This did not limit reconnais-
sance operations, Transit of the Hanocl area by strike air-
craft was to he avoided. The Joint Chilefs of Staff warned
CINCPAC to communicate this new restriction only to those who
must know and to keep newsmen from learning of 1t. The Presi-
dent had Imposed the restriction because of a pogzsibllity that
if the United States halted its bombing within 1C nm of the
center of Hanol for an indefinite perilod NVN might agree
to pegin talking about negotiations. CINCPAC was not told
the real reason for the prohlbition and naturally assumed
that 1t ztemmed from the loud cutcries made by the enemy in
newspapers and elsewhere.D ‘

S51. (TS~GP 4) Meg, CINCPAC to JCS, 2320427 Dec 66,
JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) sec 13, ROLLING THUNDER 52, Tab 26,

52. Ts; Msg, JCS 1471 to CINCPAC, 15 Dec 66.

53, (TS} Tabs 22, and 23, JMF 9155 (18 Feb 55) sec 13,
ROLLING THUNDER 52. .

54. (TS) Msg, State 106358 to Warsaw, 21 Dec 65 (text
from White.House§. (TS) Msg, JCS 2135 to CINCPAC, 23 Dec
66. See Ch., 40 for details of these negotlations.
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Admiral Sharp made a strong but futile objection. He
protested that the United States had Just started to put
some real pressure on the enemy, and that the strikes
ggainsg the raill yard and vehlcle depot had hit him hard.

Then,” he said, "Hanol complains that we have killed a few
civilians, hoping that they would get a favorable rggction.
And they did, more than they could have hoped for."2>

By 1ts success in establishing a 10 nm strike-free area
around Hanoi, sald CINCPAC, NVN would be encouraged to con-
tinue 1ts aggressicn, hoplng to outlast the United States.
Because there were by this time nearly 400,000 US fighting
men in the RVN, Hanol must realize that 1t could not force a
military victory. But it could carry on a protracted
guerrilla war, terrorizing and killing the people. "This
kind of war can go on for a long time," Sharp asserted, "if
we let them get away with 1t." In his opinion, the United
States had better conclude the war as soon as possible
becauge the American people were getting 1impatient., If some
civilians got killed in the course of the air strikes, that
was regrettable but necessary. Admiral Sharp emphasized
that "we need to get hard-headed about it. That is the only
Kind of action that these tough Communists will respect.
That is the way to get the war over soonest.”

He called again for authority to hit all the targets
originally included in RT 52, "And theg when Hanol screams
in anguish, we should hit them again."S

I

urther RO ) : in

In accordance wlth the 1instructions for the Christmas
and the New Year truce perleds, all air attacks against NVN
were suspended during the periods from 0700 on 24 December
to 0700 on 26_December and from 0700 31 December to 0200
2 January 1967.

Planning for ROLLING THUNDER nevertheless went on. 1In
gpite of Admiral Sharp's protestations, with which he was
largely in sympathy, General Wheeler, in issuing guidance

55. (TS) Msg, CINCPAC to CJCS, 242142Z Dec 66, JMF 9155
(18 Feb 65) sec 13, ROLLING THUNDER 52, Tab 39.

56. Ibid.
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to the Joint Staff for the next ROLLING THUNDER, RT 53,
directed a "middle=-of-the -road" approach. 1In this he was
merely being realistic, The propaganda from Hanol that
erupted in mid-December, followed by strong political
reaction in the United States and the impact of the negoti-
ation 1lnitiatives, made 1t highly unlikely that the President
would approve a strong ROLLING THUNDER program. The Chair-
man was also concerned that for political reasons the national
pollicy might be changed to halt the alr campaign in the
northern and most valuable target areas of NVN, Route Pack-
ages 5, 6A, and 6B.

The program developed by the Joint Staff as 2 result
of thils guidance was presented to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for consideration on 4 January 1967. Eighteen JCS numbered
targets (3 barracks, 4 ammunition depots, 1 storage area,

2 supply depots, 6 TPPs, 1 cement plant, and elements of a
steel complex) were recommended for strike, A total of 121
eivilian casuglties wasg predicted 1f these strikes were
carried out.5 - .

N

The- £inal RT 53 program, approved by the President and
ordered carried out beginning on 24 January, was-a watered-
down version of an already mild proposal. It contailned
authorization to atrike only-nine targets, all of them, from
the viewpoint of US military le&ders, of low value and
innocucus, comprising barracks, storage, and depot facllities
for ammunition and other supplies, The Hanoi preonibited aresa
was now formally recognized as a cirecle 10 nm from the center
of the city, while the Hanol and Halphong restricted areas
were within 30 nm of Hanol and within 10 nm of the center of
Haiphong., Within these restricted areas a few LOCs and some
dispersed POL and SAM support areas could be bombed.59

ROLLING THUNDER, 1966--A Recapitulation and Appraisal

The strong pressures to reduce the scope and effective-
ness of ROLLING THUNDER came at a time when other issues wilth

57. (U) Memo for Record, sgd. Coleman, 26 Dec 66;
(TS-GP 3) CJCS informal workilng paper, "ROLLING THUNDER 53,"
26 Dec 66; . JMF 9155 (18 Feb 65) sec 14, ROLLING THUNDER 53,
Tab 1.

58. (TS) Briefing for RT 53, 4 Jan 67, same file, Tab 1.

59, (TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4441 to CINCPAC, 24 Jan 67.
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regard to the program, 1ts effectiveness, 1ts cost and the
general wisdom of conducting 1it, were also in doubt. There-
fore, 1In connection with RT 53, General Wheeler asked the
Joint Staff to furnilsh him certain appraisals of the results
thus far achieved in the air campaign, the effectiveness of
the enemy's alr defenses, the costs of the campailgn to the
United States, and information on civilian casualties.

| During 1966 US planes had flown 81,000 attack sorties
iand 48,000 combat support sorties against NVN. Armed recon-
‘naisaance agalinst NVN since the beglinning of ROLLING THUNDER
! was estimated to have destroyed or damaged 9,260 trucks,

' 13,400 waterborne logistic craft, and nearly 2,500 items of
- rallroad stock, inecluding 31 locomotives.

The Joint Staff estimates furnished General Wheeler on
3 January 1967 showed that measurable losses inflicted on
: NVN by ROLLING THUNDER through November 1966 had amounted
- to $184 milliion, $116 million in economic costs and $68
SK. million in military equlipment and facilitles. Increased
gl\'defense costs, logss of production, lower productivity of
, 1abor, and man hours lost from civil defense actions were
- very real losses to the enemy, but they could not be
- measured accurately. About 20 percent of NVN military
forces were dlrectly tied up 1in defensive programs agalnst
ROLLING THUNDER, and about 300,000 civilians had heen diverted
to repalr, reconstruction, and dispersal programs, Over 80
percent of the sargeted POL in NVN had been destroyed.
Destruction of facllities at Haiphong had more than doubled
- unloading time for tankers. TUS alr strikes had forced the
enemy to disperse hils facilities and had thus made it more
difficult for him to conduct milifary loglstics and malnten-
ance activitles., The enemy had incurred great expense and
made major efforts to mount his modern alr defenses, He had
- lost one~third of hls total gunboaf fleet.

% On thé ofher hand, ROLLING THUNLCER had not substantially
. reduced the capacilty of NVN's fixed military establishment.
In terms of national capacity no major military target system,
" barracks, airfields, SAM sites, naval baseg, radar or supply
depots, had suffered as much as 25 percent damage. NVN still
retained the capabllity to continue to support the present
" level of actlvity in NVN and RVN, Much of thils was owing fo
- the fact that most of the major military faclliflies were in
"sanctuary areas"

!
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Bombing restrictions had limited the impact on any
critical sector of the economy, and the damage sustained
had not yet reached unacceptably high levels, The cost of
bomb damage had bheen broadly distributed throughout the
economy and, more 1lmportant, gbing losses were more than
compensated for by forelgn aid.

By the end of 1966 the enemy had 1in NVN between 115

" and 120 MIG aircraft, 19 of which were MIG 218, The JCS

had not sought, since March 1966, authority to eliminate

the threat of enemy MIGs by attacks on NVN airfields. In
the meantime attacks, and the threat of attacks, by MIGs

had continued increasingly to hamper ROLLING THUNDER.

During the month of December alone 17 engagements had taken
place betwéen US aireraft and communist MIGs, A significant
aumber of US planes had been forced to jettison their
ordnance, During the period 1-24 December, MIG activity had
compelled 44 HS aircraft to Jettison .approximately 91 tons
of ordnance, 8

Recently MIG pilots had been demonstrating increased
capabllity, and were now employling air-to-air .missiles
against US planes, The Chairman was also informed that
"North Korean pilots are flying MIGs thereby improving NVN
combat potential." Nevertheless, the combat edge was still
with the United States. Between 3 April 1965 and 2 January
1967 the United States lost a total of 13 planes to enemy
aircraft as opposed to 2y communist planes claimed by US
pilots.

The majority of US air losses came from the 6,900 AW and
AAA weapons that had been located 1n NVN; these weapons ranged
from heavy machine guns to 1lO00mm artillery. The enemy had
deployed from 25 to 30 battalions of SAMs throughout the
country, and had established a sophisticated and effective
alr-warming and ground control intercept capability to sup-
port his weapons.,

The Joint Staff also provided the Chairman with
evidence indicating that the effects of ROLLING THUNDER were

(TS) DISM-10-87 to CJCS, 3 Jan 67, w/encl, JMF 9155
(18 Feb 65) sec 14, ROLLING THUNDER 53, Tab 1. (TS) CcJC3
Briefing for N3C, 7 Feb 67, same flle, Tab 21.

61. 1bid.

’
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belng felt by the enemy, particularly in the RVN. The rate
of VC/NVA buildup in the RVN had dropped substantially, wilth
only a 25,300 net increase in strength in the RVN during
1966 as opposed to a net increase of 110,600 during 1965,

VC population and area control had dropped also. In Marech
1965 the VC had controlled 26 percent of the population and
60 percent of the area. In November 1966 US estimates
credifed the VC wlth contreolling only 17.5 percent of the
population and 48 percent of the area.

Ag for charges that ROLLING THUNDER was too costly in
terms of dellars, the Jolnt Staff pointed out that the cost

: of inflicting one dollar's worth of damage on NVN during 1966

had been $9.50, Comparing the GNPs of the two countries
($630 billion~-US and $1.5 billion-NVN) the US equivalent cost
was two cents for destruction of a dellar's worth of NVN
capablilicty.

With respect to the furor raised ”by elements of the
foreign and domestic press" over "alleged" civilian casual-
tles in NVN, the Joint Staff informed the Chairman that these
elements espoused the false premise that the United States
wag attacking the civilian population of NVN as one of its
military objectives., This derogated the very real and costly
efforts the United Stafes had made fo avold harming c¢civilians,
agriculture, and the economy of NVN, and further inhibited the
effectiveness of US air actions. Cilvilian casualties :
inflicted by the VC in the RVN from 1 January to 25 November
1966 had amounted to a total of 11,387 killed, wounded, or
kidnapped. It was esftimated that during the same periliod
ROLLING THUNDER strikes had inflicted about 14,600 civilian
casualties on NVN, This estimate was based on CIA f,‘actors.62

Early in 1967 General Wheeler, addressing the NSC on

| the alr campaign against NVN, pointed out that NVN had

i
H

{
'
'

organized a propaganda campalgn, domestic and foreign,
designed to force the US to stop bomblng operations against
NVN without conditions. This fact, plus other statistics
and Jjudgments available, made 1t clear that ROLLING THUNDER
wag hurting NVN and making 1t pay a substantial price for 1ts
aggresslion In the RVN. Obvicusly Hanol wanted a cessatlon
of alr attacks so that the people now engaged in the repalr
and upkeep of LOCs, air defense, and coastal defense could
be freed for other employment. I{ alr attacks were halted,

62, Ihid.
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| NVN would be abtle tc move men and supplies with impunity in

| @ sanctuary. The net result would be that the US/FWMAF and

]

i

RVNAF would be forced to face larger bodies of better

j supplied and supported enemy forces with accompanyilng greater

casualties.

"I believe that the ailr campailgn against North Vietnam
1s one of two blue chips avallable to Prealdent Johnson to
be used 1n negotiations," General Wheeler told the NSC, "the
other belng the presence and aggressive use of U,S, ground
troops in Soufth Vietnam. It 1is my Judgment that our air
campalgn 1s an iIntegral and indispensabée component of our
over=-all operations in Southeast Asia."©3

i{//ﬁ -

Operation SEA DRAGON

Adding to the pressures against "NVN the Unlted States
began in 1966 a program of naval gunfire against certain
types of targefs as an adjunct of ROLLING THUNDER. On 5 May
1965 the Joint Chlefs of Staff had recommerided that US naval
warshipe bombard the Ile du Tigre as part of the ROLLING
THUNDER program. The Secretary of Defense had, at that tlme,
approved the recommendation in principle, saying that it would
be considered for inclusion in ROLLING THUNDER at a later date.
Although the Jolnt Chlefs of Staff included proposals for
naval bombardment of the igland in a number of subksegquent
ROLLING THUNDER draft planning messages, Ehese were invarlably
disapproved by the Secretary of Defense.6

On three occasions in early 1966, U3 Navy destroyers
engaged NVN coastal shore batterles during SAR operatlons,
None of the 1lncldents provoked any adverse political reactions.
On 1 May CINCPAC asked to augment ROLLING THUNDER with naval
gunfire coperations agalnst NVN, particularly during bad
weather, He named specific targets, mainly around Vinh, ask-
ing to be allowed to take them under fire with naval artillery.
He cited among the advantages: 1) targets heavily defended
by antiaircraft would be vulnerable to naval artlllery;

683, (TS) Statement, CJCS, 7 Feb &7, Att. te Ltr, CJCS
to SecState, B8 Feb 67, same flle, Tab 21.

64, (TS~GP 3) Rpt, J=3 to JCS, JCS 2343/824, 9 May 66,
JMF 9155.3 (1 May 66?.
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2) naval gunfire could deliver large amounts of ordnance
accurately, with low collateral risk to nonmilitary targets;
3) naval gunfire was effective during bad weather and during
darkness; 4) 1t was economical in relation to air attack
costs. Although he expected enemy retaliation against
attacking ships, CINCPAC was confident that, in view of the
gself~defense characteristics of the ships involved, the

risk was militarily acceptable .65

The Joint Chilefs of Staff agreed with CINCPAC, and on
13 May proposed to Secretary McNamara that US naval vessels
be allowed to employ naval gunfire against suiltable targets
ashore and in the coastal waters of NVN between 179 N. and
209 N, latitude. Targets would include radar sites, SAM
gites, AA sites, and LOCs. In their view such employment of
naval gunfire would augment the air campaign and do much to
thwart enemy air defenses. The vessels required to carry
out thils naval gunfire program were already in the area of
the Tonkin Gulf, operating in support of aircraft carriers.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff pointed out that the US naval
gunfire capabllity was already being used extensively against
the VC in RVN. There would be political problems, but they
were not very significant in re%gtion to the military and
other advantages to be derived,

_.The Secretary of Defense did not reply to this recom-
mendation for several months. Durling that time, because of
US pressures agalnst routes through Laos and because of
monsgoon rains, the enemy made increasing use of the coastal
routes through southern NVN and through the DMZ, In late
July and early August CINCPAC and COMUSMACV made additional
requests to be allowed to subject wvulnerable routes and other
targets to naval gunfire, These 1included loglstic targets

in the Vinh complex, ferrlies, a highway segment, and water-
craft used to deliver supplies to the DMZ.©T

The Chalfman, concemmed that no action had been taken
on JCS recommendations for the use of naval gunfire, person-
ally ralsed the question with Mr., McNamara, On 7 September

e5. (TS~-GP 3) Msg, CINCPAC to JCS, 012359Z May 66,
JCS IN 5406T.

66. (TS~GP 3) JCSM=325-66 to SecDef, 13 May 66 (derived
from JCS 2343/824), JMF 9155.3 (1 May 66).

67. (TS-GP 3) Encl B to JC5 2343/824-1, 18 Aug 66,
same file.
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he recommended that the Secretary take favorable action on
the JCS recommendations for attacks against coastal targets
in NVN, He apparently received no direct reply immediately,
On 13 September, however, General Wheeler informed CINCBAC
that a request, associated with an ARC LIGHT strike recom-
mentation, to employ naval gunfire along the coastal areas
from 17¢ N, to 17052!' N, had been disapproved by higher
authority. He told CINCPAC at that time, however, "I
believe that favorable consideration for naval gunfire sup-
port along the southemrm coast of NVN in support of our combat
operations can be obtained Lf CINCPAC and COMUSMACV can limit
the area 8§ operation or further specify the targets to be
engaged.” . '

On 14 Qctober the Chairman informed the Joint-Chiefs of
Staff that thelr recommendations of 13 May on naval gunfire
had been approved in part. Naval gunfire operations to
Interdict NVN military and loglstic waterborne traffic in
the coastal waters of NVN south of 17°930' N. were authorized,
Naval bombardment of .targets ashore in NVN was not authorized
except In self-defense. %MThese operations, conducted under the
nickname. SEA DRAGON,. negan on 25 October, with two US
destroyers assigned to gunfire missions. On 29 Qctober
CINCPAC gave specific autherization for SEA DRAGgN forces to
fire upon logistic craft when b§ached or moored,09

In connectlon with RT 52, on 1l November, the limit of
the authority for naval gunfire operations against waterborne
military traffic was raised to 180 N, On 24 November CINCPAC
asked for authority "as a matter of urgency" to use artillery
and naval gunfire against clearly defined military activity
in NVN north of the line of demarcation In the DMZ, to include
the TALLY HO area scuth and east of the Dal Glang ERiver.

Enemy activities in that area indlcated extensive AAA and
fortifications within the DMZ and extending approximately
geven kKllometers faprther north. The enemy could emplace
additional artillery Just north of the DMZ, enabling nim to
fire on friendly forces south of the DMZ, On 11 November
four friendly aircraft had been shot down in that area,
Because current rules allowed artillery and naval gunfire

68.. (3} Memo, DepSecDef to CJCS, 23 Sep 66, Encl to
JCS 2343/824-2, 26 Sep 66, same file,

69. (TS~NOFORN-GP 1) CINCP ommand Histo Q88
p. 587.
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only 1in that portlon of the DMZ south of the demarcation
line, the enemy had built up his AAA and fortifications with-
out fear of attack. He was obviously aware of the self~
imposed restrlctlion and was taking advantage of 1it, under
cover of bad weather, to develop positions nerth of the line
of demarcation. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended, as
"militarily prudent," the extensicn of authority to employ
both artlllery and naval gunfire in the portion of the DMZ
north of the line of demarcation and the TALLY HQO area which
CINCPAC and COMUSMACV had prescribed,T0

The Joint Chief's of Staff notified CINCPAC on 10 Decembher
that his request to use artlllery and naval gunfire against
clearly defined military activity 1in NVN territory had been
"mot favorably considered at this time." CINCPAC was informed,
however, that he could employ artillery fire against weapons
flring on friendly forces from positi¢ns north of the demar-
cation line.Tl

On 7 December the Joint Chiefs of Staff again asked the
Secretary of Defense for an answer to their 13 May request.
At the same tilme they informed him that they belleved that
the employment of naval gunfire agalnst sultable targets aghore
and in the NVN cocastal waters between 17° and 20° N, latitude
would augment and increase the overall effectiveness of the
current interdiction .campaign, wlth moderate and acceptable
risk to ships. They felt that the limited operations that had
already been carried out had contributed materially to reduc-
ing enemy military and loglstic waterborne traffic in the
southern coastal area of NVN.

During operations from 25 QOctober to the end of December
1966, SEA DRAGON, employing only two destroyers on stations,
virtually stopped the southward flow of enemy ccastal maritime
traffic between 17° N. and 180 N. latitude. These destroyers
had sunk 382 waterborne logilstic craft and damaged 325 others,
destroyed five shore batteries and damaged two more, and had
destroyed two radar sites and damaged two others. But the
wider authority sought by the Joint Chlefs o; Staff on 13 May
had not been granted by the end of the year,

70. (TS) Note to Control Diwv, 14 Oct 66; (TS-GP 3) Msg,
JCS 5427 to CINCPAC, 14 Qct %6; (TS-GP gﬂ JCSM-T36-66 to Sec
Def, 29 Nov 66 (derived from JCS 23h3/9 y; IMF 9155.3 (1 May

71. (TS~-GP 3; Msg, JCS 1122 to CINCPAC, 10 Dec 66,
72, (TS-GP 3} JCSM~755-66 to SecDef, 7 Dec 66 (derived
from JCS 2343/941~1), JMF 9155.3 (1 May 66).
73. (TS-NOFORN-GP 1) CINCPAC Command History, 1966, p. 591.
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In their proposals for RT 53 the Joint Chiefs of Staff
agaln asked permission to carry out naval gunfire missions
against the NVN coast as far north as 20° N. latitude. The
final authority for RT 3 on 24 January 1967 g;ﬁnted a rise
of the northern limit only to 13° N, latitude.

T4, (.TS-GP 3) Msg, JCS 4441 to CINCPAC, 24 Jan 67.
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