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The per1111eter wes heavtly wired wfth trip.flares to essfst in dttectfng 

intruders. Unfortunately, there was no use of NOOs desptte the1 ava11-

ab111ty. Addittona1,,. most o . perimeter obser on towers were 

unusually low and several were set back fl"CIIII the per1Nter, thus b nder1ng 

tffect1ve observati on of parts oft e perimeter l ·nes. l i , 1n June 

1972, the base oegan the constrJ : 1on of mortar p • • 

Physical protection fn the "4S area had the potent1a of becoming hfghly 

effect ve. Higher towers and adequate fencing surrounded tl'\e area; unfor­

tunately, several sections of lights wre inoperative because required perts 

were on back order froa supply. L1rge areas of the defense perfaeter were 
149,' 

dangerously darkened.-

b 

d 511 1 

u 

as r1 n 

► 1 L1ght1ng 

around the straight periaeter .as excellent and Nf-2 ight-All units were 

placed at the drainage ditches which went through the fences. High obser­

vation towers located close to the pert•ter afforded excellen• vfs1b11 ty 

It all points. 

As previous , entioned, a lf ■ited BPS detection system was installed 

1n 1971 around porti s of the outer pert•ter fence. Fu 1 coverage was 

planned for late 1972. The 1frcraft on the flight 11nes .ere generally 
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unrevetted and parked in line, which inade then highly vulnerable to a stand• 

off attack or sabotage. However, the special Task Force Alph& Project, 

located on the base, was protectad by high revetlllents and was thus tinperv1ous 
ll!/

to all but direct hfts. 

I 
Takhli RTAFB. When Talthli wa.s reactivated in May 1972, a •bare-base 

defense• concept was 1mplaented. Designed for locations where defenses 

were non-existent, the concept envisioned rapid deplo~nt of fully-equipped 

security personnel. Defense penonnel were drawn fl"OII the SPECS progr111 and 

equipment .as to have either been brought w1th the units or supplied from 

other PACAF resources. Unfortunately, 1n several cases the SPECS units 

caine without any support equipment and in no case dfd they brtng vehicles 

or c111111Untcat1ons equipment. Consequently, they were dependent on PACAF 

support, Extra equ1~nt was drawn from several bases, fncludtng those tn 

Th&iland, but the timeliness and quality of the support was frequently 

less than des irable, For ex111ple. several battery chargers for the por­

table radios were 1noperatfve when received, as was one of the M-60 machine 
.1W 

guns. Ubon and NKP both sent base cOlnlnic:attons stations to Takhli, 

but both were received without any tranststors or tubes. The mbfle radio 
ill/unit from Korat 1111s inoperative when received. 

On 15 May the base defenders, possessing only 15 portable radios. 

were severely 11111ted due to the connun1cations deficienc1H, They received 

29 1110re 1n early June, but there were over 100 defensive posts to be manned 

during the critical even1ng hours. Finally, on 1 July, Takhlf received an 
ill/additional sht,-ent of 220 511rplus radios frm VietRM, 
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Recogn1zing the cr1t1cal c011111un1cat1ons problems, 7/l3AF SP rec011111ended 

that all future SPECS planning include four-channel radios in mob11fty 
lli/equ1pnent. 

Takhli defenses were rebuilt by massive self-help operations using the 

TOY security forces. However, 13AF staff inspectors reempnas1zed the same 

ad110nition voiced earlier concerning the necessity to coordinate 1110rk order 

requests with C1vtl £ng1neer1ng for support in constructing physical defense 
1W

aids. 

The single greatest problaa faced by the defense unit was lack of 

veh1cles. There .ere no tracked M113 &l"l!IOred personnel carriers available 

for Takhl1. This restr1cted troop deplo)'IIM!nt during the rainy season. 

Of the four smaller personnel carriers the ·SPs hid, only one was operative. 

In ■id-June. over 55 percent of the few vehicles available were inoperative 

due to maintenance difficulties. The defense force had the use of only a 

few •M" series canbat jeeps. However. the wfng and base c0111Mnders had 

each indicated camiand interest in solving this problem by recalling such 
~ jeeps fr0111 other mfssfon elements on the base. 

Since the security forces did not w1sh to use than. the base made no 

use of tr1p..flares in its intrusion detection system. Nor were there any 

perimeter lights installed as of June. although a proposal had been sub­
l57/

mitted to 13AF for approva 1. -

Lack of sufficient vehicles and ca1111un1catfons equipment in the early 

days of the defense construction had severely hampered the defense posture. 

71 

SEEREI 

http://shop-las-vegas.comNBA/USAF-CHECO/CHECO-Base-Defense-in-Thailand.htm 1/21/2008 

http://shop-las-vegas.comNBA/USAF-CHECO/CHECO-Base-Defense-in-Thailand.htm


USAF CHECO Base Defense in Thailand (Extract) in Support ofDisability Claim Page 31 of39 

§'
Fortunately, that posture lilS not tested. The greatest rema1nfng problems 

1n June were the inadequate numbers of vehicles 1nd the lack of perfineter 

lighting. 

Ubon RTAFB. In the opinion of the defense personnel at Ubon RTAFB 

in 1972, the proximity of the perimeter defenses to the pr1lllil.ry resources 

constituted a serious weakness at this base. At the point of penetration 

fn June, the perimeter was less than 300 feet fr011 the AC-130 parting revet­

llll!nts. This area compression 11mfted the effective application of the three­

defensfve-ring conc:ept and seriously 1fmited the fields of fire. The type 

of peri111eter fences variedi some sections of the fence consisted of two 

lines of triple concertina wire, while, in other sections , the fence was 

■uch less of a barrier. 

Lighting on the per1neter was adequate under normal conditions, but 

he1vy rafn frequently shorted out large sections of the lights. Back-up 

Light-All units were 1n short supply, even durfng periods of heightened 

security. Ordfnarfty. 81111111110rtars were available to provide ill1111ina-

tfon when needed. Unfortunately, observation devices were in short supply, 

and the base only had 12 NOOs available. Four Xenon lights were on the 

bese, but were not used either because the unit or 1ts generator was 

tnoperat1ve, or the special b1nocul•rs were not funct1onfng. 

A BPS 1ntrus1on detection system was prograRllled for October 1972 1 and 

plans had been made to fence the close-fn-defensfve peri•ter. 
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The 114S area, six •iles off-base, was defended in-depth with good 

fighting positions and excellent observation towers. It was probably the 
ill/

110st secure MMS area 1n Thailand. 

Ubon ~d undertaken a Jni .J approach to so ve one • ts pr. ems, 

that of COl'ltroll fng off-base veqet.. t1on. The ROE proh· _,, ted the use of -

herbicides outside the per·,eter, but Base L vie Act1on undertook the 

project of having vege-C.t1on clured 100 meters from the IIJIS area fence 

and had additionally contracted with local villagers to clear 150 111eters of 

dense underbrush fl"OII around the base periaeter. The proJec:t was nexpen­

sive, cleared a wfde field for observatf0t1, and put amey 1nto the local 
l!!Yvillages, thereby he1 ping to create good w11l, 

Udorn RTAFB. Udorn C1ty abutted a large area of the base, creating 

detection problems. The peri•ter was also very close to the aircraft 

at several points, denying the defenders the necessary "battle rOOlh• to 

employ the three-defensive-rings technique. Describing the situation 

there, the ch1ef of security police st.ted: "Internal defense 1s inade­

quate because of the geographic problems. We are just too Slllil 11 I,.ill/ 

Deep drainage canals, or "klongs,n created further limitations on 

the detection ab111ty, but a BPS was scheduled for installation 1n December . 
1972 to help alleviate some of those problems. 

As prevtously mentioned, a long section of the peri111eter was shared 

with conmercial airlines, specifically, Afr America and Continental Airways. 
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This section was not defended in-depth, but fencing and some bunkers were 
present. More act i ve defense of th1s sector was planned after July. 

The POL area was 1n a corner of the base next to the town. Several 

of the fuel storage tanks were less than 100 feet from civilian housing. 

The ,.,.S areas, both off-base, were very small and vulnerab1e to attack, 

The interior ft.ln1tions were revetted, but the openings to several of the 

revetJaents faced the fence, greatly 11•1t1ng the effectiveness of that 

protection against a RPG attack. 

The flight line area was well revetted, but there was little use 
162/

of wfre fencing to give depth to the close-fn defenses.-

.... 
U-Tapao RTNAF. Unlike Udorn and Ubon, which suffered from too 11ttle 

battle spece, U-Tapeo defenses were almost engulfed by territory. Such 

a massive amount of real estate forced dilution of both people and resources 

cam1ftted to the defense effort. Tttat dilution contributed to the weaknesses 

demonstrated in January 1972. Hollll!ver. by June, the defense concepts were 

a1tered and the main line of resistance was planned around the ~iddle 

defensive positions. Construction of physical barriers in this region 

and installation of lighting still lagged. A BPS was scheduled to ring 

the close-in aircraft area defenses, the HHS area, and the POL site, Pop­

up ■ 1nes had also been approved for those areas. 

The base had another unusual problem. There was a Tha; village located 

on the base inside the perimeter, This created difficultfes, especially 

in pf1ferage control. 
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Veget.tiOfl control was all but 1aposs1ble over the ent re reservation. 

Vegetation contro· was further hindered by the 1nab111ty of the base to 

get herbicides throc,gh supply channels during the entire ffrst ha 1f of 

1972. 

Despite the eighteen and one-half miles of perimeter. U-Tapao possessed 

only six NODs, and of those, only two were operative, The typical vehicle 

mafntenance difficulties also existed. 

Essentially, U-Tapao's defenses were being restructured 1n mid-1972 

in response to the lessons learned during the January attack. The plans 

had been made and the defense forces were occupied 1n constructing the 
163/

physical barriers to prevent another penetration atteapt by the enemy . 

.. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSION 

In 1968, air base defense in Thailand lllilS in its infancy. A series 

of daring sapper attacks over the next four years did much to hasten the 

evolution of defense concepts that were adapted in the effort to protect 

vital USAF resources fr0111 such surreptitious assaults. 

The Director of Security Police. 7/1'3AF, tasked each base to develop 

a plan stressing flexibility within certain set standards in preparing 

their defenses. Although fo"'ed 
. 

to counter the . enemy threat from behind 

static defense lines, base secur1cy forces demonstrated positive and inno­

vative thinking in reassessing and strengthening the physical fort1f1c,tions 

of the installations. Continuing consideration was given to 1110re effective 

utilization of the 11m1ted personnel and equipment resources ava11able, 

Various deficiencies existed, but they were recognized, and connand con-

cern was focused on the1r elf•ination. 

If any lag in response to a perceived enemy threat existed, it was 

1n the preparation of effective countenaeasures to enemy action other than 

sapper attacks. Circulation control in flight line, POL, and fotlS areas 

to protect against a sabotage threat was often inadequate. A1 so, the 

risk of stand-off attack was not matched by effective defenses. As was 

observed in Vietnam in 1969, •rhe stronger USAF internal base defense forces 

have become, the more the enemy has relied on stand-off attacks, and the 
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.16Y
threat of penetration by sapper squads has diminished. Unfortunately, 

the best security against such a threat was beyond the control of the USAFi 

a vigorous and regular presence by friendly anned forces in areas around 

the external i>@r1111eter of the bases MDuld have provided a powerful deterrent 

to any hostile activity. but adequate RTG presence was often lacking. 

Security for the more obvious aircraft targets was generally gOOd, 

but 1n other areas also important to the canbat mission, it was often 

unsatisfactory. Thfs deficiency was cOIDlOnly justified on the premise 

that defense resources were limited and "the enemy had never chosen to 

destroy fuel or 111101 t1ons before." Of course. history has recorded 11111ny 

attacks that were "the first of thefr kfnd." Fortunately, such •reaction­

type" planning was the exception and not the rule 1n Thafland base defense, 

and the vulnerability of such targets was recognized. 

Perhaps the best example of the att;tude taken toward secitrity on 

the Thai bases was stated fn late May 1972 by the senior USAF Security 
.ill/. Policeman in the country. • 

Prfme attention and interest has been rightly focused 
on base peri•ter defense and the capability to 
detect and deal with hostile forces at this point
long before they have a chance to get to vital 1111ss1on 
resources. We have, however, at the same tfme failed 
in some cases to protide adequate attention and secur1ty 
coverage around and adjacent to vital m1ss1on resources. 
Without jeopardizing 01ar perimeter defense, we must take 
a close look at the security being provided aircraft and 
essential mfsston items. In looking at this problem 
we must take fnto consideration factors which limft 
our control over who comes and goes on base and our 
resulting laclc of knowledge of who may be secluded on 
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base at the end of the day. We must also consider • 
penetration of our defense and security through use 
of subterfuge as well as outright undetected pene­
tration of the perimeter defense. Our circulation 
control, security coverage and placement of sentries 
in and around those areas 1111.1st be such that it insures 
that we -detect and deal wfth hostile elements before 
they destroy our resources, We must be as well pre­
pared as our security force. equi,-ent and the 
s1 tuition wf 11 permit. . . . 
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The pert-.ter 1111s heav ly w1red with trip-flares to assist fn dttectfng 

intruders. Unfortunately, there was no use of NOOs desp1te tl'le1r ava11-

ab1lft,y. Add t on lly, t o the perf•ter observat on towers 111ere 

unusually low and several were set back. fram the perimeter, thus h ndering 

effect ve bservation o parts of tne peririeter l·nes. h lS , 1n June 

1972, the base began the construc.~1on of 81IIRI mortar pt . 

Ph,ysfcal protectton in the ""S area had the potential of becc.fng fghly 

effect ve. Hfgher towers and adequate fencing surrounded the area; unfor­

tunately, several sections of 1ightl were inoperative bec:ause required parts 

were on back order frm supply. Large areas of the defense per1-ter were 
149/

dangerously darkened.-

P b 

L ghUng 

1n,und t~ straitht perimeter ws excellent and NF-2 Light-All unfts were 

placed at the drainage aitches which went through the fences. High obser­

vatton towers located close to the perimeter afforded excellent sib lfty 

at all points. 

As pre¥1ous J t 1oned, a 11 ■ 1ted BPS detectton systel! .as ;nstalled 

1n 1971 around porttons of the outer pert•ter fence. Fu ' 1 coverage was 

planned for late 1972. The aircraft on the f1"1ght lines *re generally 
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unrevetted and parked in line 1 wh1ch made them highly vulnerable to a stand­

off attack or sabotage. However, the special Task force Alpha Project, 

located on the bah 1 wu protected by high revatJneflts and .as thus impervious 
150/ 

to all but direct hits,-

Takh11 RTAFB. When T1khli was reactivated in May 1972 1 a •bare•base 

defense• concept was 1111pleanted. Designed for 1 ocations where defenses 

were non-existent, the concept envisioned rapfd deployment of fully-equipped 

sacurity personnel. OefenH personnel were drawn fro11 the SPECS progr1111 and 

equipment was to have either been brought with the Ullits or supplied fro11 

other PACAF resources. unfortunately. 1n several cases the SPECS units 

I _ came without any support equ1i:-,,t and 1n no case did they bt1ng vehicles 

or cC11n1ntc1tfons equipment. Consequently. they were dependent on PACAF 

support, Extra equ1p11ent was drawn from several bases, including those in 

Thailand, but the timeliness and quality of the support was frequently 

less than desirable. For exuple, several battery chargers for the por­

table radios were 1noperat1ve when received, as was one of the M-60 nachine 
.ill/

guns. Ubon and NKP both sent base cC111111Unfcattons stations to Takhli, 

but both .,..re received without any transistors or tubes. The mbfle radio 
ill/

unit frcn Korat was 1~rattve .tlen received. 

On 15 May the base defenders, possessfn9 only 15 portable radios, 

were severely lfmfted due to the COl!llllnicetions deficiencies, They received 

zg more 1n orly June, but there were over 100 defensive posts to be manned 

during the critical evening hours. Finally, on 1 July, Takhlf received an 
1W

additional shi!Jll8flt of 220 surplus radios from V1et111111. 
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Reeogn1z1ng the cr1t1cal c00111unfcat1ons problms, 7/1'3AF SP reconrnended 

that all future SPECS planning 1nc1ude four-channel radios in mobility 
llil

equipaent. 

Takhlf defenses were rebuilt by massive self-help operations using the 

TDY security forces. However, 13AF staff inspectors reemprlas1zed the same 

admonition voiced earlier concerning the necessity to coordinate .ark order 

requests wfth C1v11 Eng1neer1ng for support 1n constructing physical defense 
ill/

aids. 

The single greatest problem faced by the defense un1t was lack of 

vehicles. There were no tracked Ml13 1n110red personnel carriers available 

for Takhli. This restricted troop deplo.)llllent during the rafny season. 

Of the four smaller personnel carriers the SPs had, only one was operative. 

In •id-June, over 55 percent of the few vehicles available were inoperative 

due to maintenance difficulties. The defense force had the use of only a 

few 11 M'' series canbat jeeps. However, the wing and base conmanders had 

each ;ndfcated cClllllilnd interest in solving th1s problan by recalling such 

jeeps from other mission elements on the base. ~ 

Since the security forces did not wish to use them, the base made no 

use of trfP-flares in 1ts intrusion detection system. Nor were there any 

perimeter lights installed as of June, although a proposal had been sub-
1.F!.Jm1tted to 13AF for approval. 

Lack of suffic;ent vehicles and connunications equfpnent fn the early 

days of the defense construction had severely hampered the defense posture. 
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~ Fortunately, that posture wes not tested. The greatest remaining problems 

1n June were the inadequate nllllbers of vehicles and the lack of perimeter 

lighting. 

Ubon RTAFB. In· the op1n1on of the defense personnel at Ubon RTAFB 

in 1972, the proximity of the perimeter defenses to the prf111ry resources 

constituted a serious weakness at this base. At the point of penetration 

in June, the perimeter was less than 300 feet frOII the AC-130 parking revet­

llll!nts. Thts area coq,ression lf ■ ited the effective application of the three­

defensive-ring concept and seriously limited the fields of fire. The type 

of perimeter fences varied; some sections of the fence consisted of bro 

lines of triple concertina wire, while, 1n other sections, the fence was 

IIUCh less of a barrier. 

Ltght1ng on the per1111eter was adequate under nonnal conditions, but 

heavy rain frequently shorted out large sections of the lights, Back•up 

Light-Al l units were in short supply, even during periods of heightened 

security. Ord1narf1y, 81DIII R10rtars lllltre available to provide ill1111ina-

t1on when needed, Unfortunately, observation devices were in short supply, 

and the base only had 12 NOOs avaflable. Four Xenon 1 ights wre on the 

base, but were not used either because the unit or 1ts generator was 

inoperative, or the special binoculars were not functioning. 

A BPS intrusion detection system was progranned for October 1972, and 

plans had been made to fence the close-in defensive perimeter, 
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The MMS area, six ailes off-base, was defended in-depth with good 

fighting positions and excellent observation towers. It w«s probably the 
w 

most secure IOlS area 1n Thailand. 

Ubon had undertaken a unique approach to so ve one , i ts prob ems, 

that of control ng ,;i · ·-r. 5, veget. ~ on. The ROE proh b1t.ed the use of 

herbicides out51de the perimeter, but Base C vie Action undertook the ,.._ 

project of navfng vegetation clured 100 meters froa the 1',t!S area fence .­

and had add1tion1ll1 contr,cted with local villagers to clear 150 111eters of 

dense underbrush froM around the bese per1•ter. The project was nexpen­

sive, cleared a w1de field for obsenatfon, and put aoney 1nto the local 
160/

v;llage,, thereby helping to create good will. 

Udorn RTAFB. Udorn Cfty abutted a large area of the base, creating 

detection probll!IIIS. The peri•ter lillilS also very close to the aircraft 

at several po1nts, denying the defenders the necessary •battle ro011• to 

employ the three-defensive-rings technique. Describing the situation . 
there, the chief of security police suited: "Internal defense 1s inade-

,).fil/quate because of the geographic problems. We are Just too small I 

Deep drainage canah, or "klongs," created further 1i11itat1ons on 

the detection ability. but a BPS was scheduled for installation in December 

1972 to help alleviate some of those proble111s. 

As previously inentioned. a long section of the perimeter was shared 

with comnercfal airlines, specifically, Air America and Continental Airways. 
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This section was not defended in-depth, but fencing and some bunkers were 

present. More active defense of this sector was planned after July. 

The POL area was 1n a corner of the base next to the town. Sevenl 

of the fuel storage tanks were less than 100 feet. frOII civ;lian housing. 

The "'1S areas, both off-base, were very small and vulnerable to attack. 

The interior n.initions were revetted, but the openings to several of the 

revetments faced the fence, greatly 11m1ting the effectiveness of that 

protection against a RPG attack. 

The flight line area was well revetted, but there was little use 
162/

of wire fencing to give depth to the close-in defenses.-

... 
U-Taf!O RTNAF. Unlike Udorn and Ubon, which suffered from too little 

bettle space, U-Tapao defenses were almost engulfed by territory. Such 

a massive amount of real estate forced dilution of both people and resources 

ce111111tted to the defense effort. That dilution contributed to the weaknesses 

demonstrated in January 1972. Howver. by June, the defense concepts were 

altered and the main 11ne of resistance was planned around the 11iddle 

defensive positions. Construction of physical barriers in this region 

and installation of lighting still lagged. A BPS ..as scheduled to rfng 

the close-in aircraft area defenses, the J+lS area, and the POL site. Pop­

up mines had also been approved for those areas. 

The base had another unusual problem. There was a Thai village loc1ted 

on the base fnside the periaeter. This created difficulties, especially 

in pf1ferage control. 
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Vegeution control was a but iapossible over the entire reservation·, 

Vegetat1on contro was further h1ndel"'ed oy the 1nab1 fty of the base to 

get herbicides through supply channels during the entire first ha f of ~ 

1972. 

Despfte the eighteen and one-half miles of perfRter. u-Tapao possessed 

only stx NODs, and of those, only t1110 were operative, The typical vehicle 

maintenance difficulties also existed, 

Essentially. U-T1p10 1s defenses were being restructured 1n mid-1972 

fn response to the lesspns learned during the January attack. The plans 

had been niade and the defense forces were occupied 1n constructing the 
163/

physical barriers to prevent another penetration attempt by the enemy.-
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CONCLUSION 

In 1968, air base defense in Thailand 111as in its infancy. A series 

of dariAg sapper attacks over the next four years did much to hasten the 

evolution of defense concepts that were adapted in the effort to protect 

yftal USAF resources fr0111 such surreptitious assaults. 

The Director of Security Polfce. 7/1'3AF, tasked each base to develop 

a plan stressing flexibility within certain set standards 1n preparing 

their defenses. Although forced to counter the ene111y threat fr'Ofll l>eh1nd 

static defense lines. base sec:urit,y forces demonstrated positive and inno­
.... Yative thinking in reassessing and strengthening the physical fortifications 

of the fnstallattons. Continuing consideration was given to more effective 

ut111zat1on of the 11•1ted personnel and equ1iaent resources available, 

Vartous deficiencies existed. but they were recognized. and connend con-

cern was focused on their elf■1nation. 

If any lag in response to a perceived enemy threat existed, it was 

tn the preparation of effective countenaeasures to eneiny action other than 

sapper attacks. Circulation control in flight line. POL, and ~S areas 

to protect against a sabotage threat was often inadequate. Also, the 

risk of stand-off attack was not matched by effective defenses. As was 

observed in Vietna11 fn 1969. •rtie stronger USAf internal base defense forces 

have be<:Cllle, the more the enemy has relied on stand-off attacks. and the 
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• ..164/
threat of penetration by sapper squads has diminished. Unfortunately, 

the best security agafnst such a threat was beyond the control of the· USAFi 

a vigorous and regular presence by friendly anned forces in areas around 

the external per111eter of the bases would have provided a powerful deterrent 

to any hostile activity , but adequate RTG presence 'lfaS often lacking. 

Security for the more obvious aircraft targets "'1!S generally gOOd, 

but 1n other areas also i.iportant to the canbat m1ssiOII, 1t was often 

unsatisfactory. This deficiency 11111s cannonly justified on the pre1111se 

that defense resources were 1i111ted and "the enemy had never chosen to 

destroy fuel or munitions before." Of course, history has recorded 111ny 

attacks that were "the first of thefr kfnd." Fortunately, such •reaction­

type" planning was the exception and not the rule 1n Thoiland base defense, 

and the vulnerability of such targets was recognized. 

Perhaps the best example of the attitude taken toward security on 

the Thaf bases was stated 1n late May 1972 by the senior USAF Security 
~ Policeman tn the country. 

Pr1• attentfon and interest has been rightly focused 
on base perf•ter defense and the capability to 
detect and deal wfth hostile forces at this point
long before they have a chance to get to vital mission 
resources. We have, however, at the same time failed 
in some cases to provide adequate attention and secur1ty 
coverage around and adjacent to v1tal m1ss1on resources. 
Without Jeopardizing our perbieter defense, we must take 
a close look at the security being provided aircraft and 
essential mfssion items. In looking at thfs problem 
~e must tau fnto consideration factors which limit 
our control over who comes and goes on base and our 
resulting lack of knowledge of who may be secluded on 

77 

http://shop-las-vegas.comNBA/USAF-CHECO/CHECO-Base-Defense-in-Thailand.htin 1/21/2008 

http://shop-las-vegas.comNBA/USAF-CHECO/CHECO-Base-Defense-in-Thailand.htin


USAF CHECO Base Defense in Thailand (Extract) in Support of Disability Claim Page37 of39 

SECRET 

base 1t the end of the day, We must also consider 
penetration of our defense and security through use 
of subterfuge as well as outright undetected pene­
tration of the per1111eter defense. Our c1n:ulat1on 
control, security coverage and placement of. sentries 
fn and around those areas must 1141 such that it insures 
that we detect and deal with hostile elmnents before 

. they destroy our resources, We must be u well pre­
pared as our security force, equipaent and the 
s1tult1on will pel"llit. ... 
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