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

PROJECT CHECO REPORTS

The counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare environment of
Southeast Asia has resulted in the employment of USAF airpower to meet
a multitude of requirements. The varied applications of airpower have
involved the full spectrum of USAF aerospace vehicles, support equip-
ment, and manpower. As a result, there has been an accumulation of
operational data and experiences that, as a priority, must be collected,
documented, and analyzed as to current and future impact upon USAF poli-
cies, concepts, and doctrine.

Fortunately, the value of collecting and documenting our SEA expe-
riences was recognized at an early date. In 1962, Hq USAF directed
CINCPACAF to establish an activity that would be primarily responsive to
Air Staff requirements and direction, and would provide timely and analyti-
cal studies of USAF combat operations in SEA.

Project CHECO, an acronym for Contemporary Historical Examination of
Current Operations, was established to meet this Air Staff requirement.
Managed by Hq PACAF, with elements at Hq 7AF and 7/13AF, Project CHECO
provides a scholarly, "on-going" historical examination, documentation,
and reporting on USAF policies, concepts, and doctrine in PACOM. This
CHECO report is part of the overall documentation and examination which
is being accomplished. It is an authentic source for an assessment of
the effectiveness of USAF airpower in PACOM when used in proper context.
The reader must view the study in relation to the events and circumstances
at the time of its preparation--recognizing that it was prepared on a
contemporary basis which restricted perspective and that the author's
research was limited to records available within his local headquarters
area.
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Director of Operations Analysis
DCS/Operations
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OVERVIEW (U)*

(S) The period from July 1971 through the end of 1973 was a time
of transition, growth, and profound challenge for the Vietnamese Air
Force (VNAF). As U.S. personnel continued to withdraw from South
Vietnam (SVN), the VNAF was faced with growing combat requirements and
demanding force expansions. Then, following a massive Communist offensive
in the Spring of 1972, VNAF personnel, support, and operational capabili-
ties were pushed to the limit to respond to intensified combat needs,
force structure increases, and accelerated squadron activation schedules.
These difficulties were overshadowed in late 1972 when, in anticipation
of a cease-fire and an accompanying total withdrawal of U.S. forces
from Vietnam, there was an unprecedented infusion of aircraft and equip-
ment into South Vietnam, and a massive transfer of remaining U.S. facili-
ties to the South Vietnamese. Once more the VNAF force structure was
expanded and activation schedules were accelerated. Shortly thereafter,
on 27 January 1973, the Agreement to End the War and Restore Peace in
Vietnam was signed, and during the next 60 days U.S. forces and advisors
were withdrawn from Vietnam. Unfortunately, the "cease-fire" did not
bring with it a period of peace and stability, thus necessitating con-
tinuing VNAF combat requirements in addition to its monumental transition,

expansion, and training tasks. The combination of these factors--marked

*This volume parallels a study which the author subsequently wrote for
another Air Force project examining recent events in Southeast Asia; both
volumes are based largely upon the same research materials, hence the
similarity.
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VNAF growth, continuing combat requirements, and withdrawal of U.S. forces
and advisors--presented the VNAF with its greatest challenge of the con-
Thict.

(S) Following the cease-fire, U.S. in-country support for the VNAF
was acutely limited. The number of U.S. personnel allowed in Vietnam
was small and tightly controlled. The type of support was limited to
technical assistance--advisors, per se, were not permitted. The time
allowed for assistance was restricted to one year after the cease-fire
(although this self-imposed constraint was eventually relaxed). Finally,
the extent of U.S. financial support was carefully Timited and was under
increasing scrutiny for reduction.

(C) Under these circumstances, it was remarkable that continuing
progress toward self-sufficiency* was realized in the year following
the cease-fire. In fact, on the basis of attitudes and opinions reflected
in correspondence between "improvement and modernization" planners during
1972, it was the consensus that the VNAF would not be able to survive an
expansion and acceleration of the magnitude which later actually occurred.
The fact that a VNAF collapse did not result is less a condemnation of
the predictions of planners than it is a testimonial to their efforts, and
those of the Vietnamese Air Force, to derive order and progress from an

overwhelmingly difficult situation.

*Discussion of the term "self-sufficiency" is provided on pages 132 and
133.



UNCLASSIFIED

(U) This report examines the events which occurred, the goals pursued,
the problems encountered, and the achievements attained in the program
to improve and modernize the Vietnamese Air Force between July 1971 and
December 1973. It also addresses the limitations which, as of the end

of 1973, remained to be overcome on the road toward VNAF self-sufficiency.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION (U)

Background (U)

(S) By July 1971,* through the Consolidated Republic of Vietnam Armed
Forces Improvement and Modernization Plan (CRIMP), the VNAF had attained
a size of 37 squadrons and 36,000 personne]j which represented a doubling
in size during the preceding three-year period. Thus, by mid-1971, the
VNAF was well on its way toward the goal of a 50- squadron force structure,
which was essentially programmed** for completion by the end of 1972.2
Early 1971 marked a crossroads for the VNAF, and for the Republic of Vietnam
Armed Forces (RVNAF) as well. In May 1971, for the first time since the
beginning of U.S. involvement, the number of combat sorties flown in South
Vietnam by the VNAF exceeded those flown by U.S. forces.3 Furthermore,
by mid-1971 more than half of the U.S. forces stationed in South Vietnam
had already been withdrawn, and combat activity was at a relatively low
level. At the same time, however, the future was clouded by the prospect

of accelerating U.S. withdrawals and uncertainty surrounding enemy military

intentions and capabilities.

*(S) The evolution, through June 1971, of the program to expand, improve,
and modernize the South Vietnamese Air Force has been detailed in previous
CHECO reports. See Project CHECO Reports Vietnamization of the Air War,
1970-1971, 8 Oct 71, Secret; The VNAF Air Divisions Reports on Improvement
and Modernization Program, 23 Nov 71, Secret; VMNAF Improvement and Moderniza-
tion Program, 5 Feb 70, Secret; Organization, Missions, and Growth of the
Vietnamese Air Force, 8 Oct 68, Secret.

*The 50th Squadron, an F-5E Air Defense Squadron, was to be activated in
mid-1973.
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(S) The rate of U.S. withdrawals, and the level of combat activity,
were vitally important to the success of Vietnamization. Although the
VNAF had achieved noteworthy progress in attaining programmed levels of
equipment and personnel, it was clear that continued explosive growth,
coupled with accelerated U.S. withdrawals, would severely tax the VNAF's
capability to absorb its new equipment and train its new personnel while
at the same time meeting operational requirements. With key personnel
already stretched thin, thousands of untrained recruits were filling the
lower end of the VNAF ranks. Simultaneously, expanding quantities and
types of equipment burdened VNAF logistics capabilities which were already
strained. The maintenance of a degree of stability was essential to the
success of the Vietnamization program: the VNAF required time and stability
to train its new personnel, develop the capability to support and maintain
new equipment, and to employ that equipment in existing or new ro]es.4
Central to conditions of stability were (1) avoidance of drastic changes
to programmed U.S. withdrawal and VNAF expansion plans, since acceleration of
either would force the VNAF to absorb equipment and missions prematurely,
and (2) continuance of low levels of combat activity in South Vietnam,
which would allow the VNAF to concentrate on training and expansion rather
than operational requirements. Unknown to Improvement and Modernization
(I&M) planners, however, the VNAF, as well as the RVNAF, was entering a
period not of stability, but of unprecedented turmoil. Within the next
18 months, South Vietnamese forces would face their sternest test of the

war: continued and, in fact, expanded growth in the face of an all-out

EURE
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invasion by North Vietnam (NVN), a massive influx of military supplies

and equipment, and a total withdrawal of U.S. military forces.

(S) The progress of the VNAF toward self-sufficiency, as of mid-1971,
could be assessed on the basis of two distinct criteria: (1) achievement
of programmed CRIMP schedules, or (2) ability to cope with the threat.

With regard to the attainment of CRIMP schedules, the I&M program was quite
successful. Yet, viewed from the standpoint of ability to meet an inten-
sifying enemy threat, the VNAF was clearly inadequate.

(TS) On the one hand, the VNAF's status could be viewed strictly on
the basis of adherence to unit activation schedules, personnel force
levels, and facility transfers as dictated in the CRIMP. After all, the
improvement and modernization of the VNAF was designed to give the VNAF
"a specific set of capabilities. Parity with combined RVNAF/U.S./Free
World Military Armed Forces capabilities required to counter NVN aggression
supported by the Soviet Union, People's Republic of China, and Soviet bloc
was not the goa]."5 Thus, an assessment of VNAF progression toward CRIMP
goals led to the conclusion that the I&M program had been quite successful.

(S) The basic problem in such an evaluation of the I&M program was that
the assumptions and goals of the program were not static. Initially, the
goal had been to foster a self-sufficient VNAF capable of operating within
SVN, in an insurgency environment, in support of RVNAF ground operations.
At the outset, these were envisioned as the conditions which would follow
a negotiated settlement and U.S. withdrawal. It was believed that many

of the roles and missions previously accomplished by the USAF would not be
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required on the same scale after a negotiated settlement, and that missions
beyond VNAF capability, such as air defense and interdiction, could be per-
formed by USAF resources in Southeast Asia (SEA) should the need arise.
By design, therefore, the VNAF was to have capabilities which would fall
far short of the combined Allied capabilities in SEA at the height of
the confh’ct.6

(S) As time passed, however, it became increasingly clear that some of
the basic assumptions underlying the I&M program were no Tonger valid.
A protracted presence of U.S. forces in Vietnam, even in Southeast Asia,
was no longer a certainty, and the arrival of the day when the RVNAF would
have to bear the entire burden of combat operations was a prospect that
demanded attention. Also, since the option of reintroducing U.S. forces
into SEA was increasingly uncertain, it could no longer be comfortably
assumed that the level of combat activities in South Vietnam would continue
to decline. CRIMP planners were compelled to evaluate the VNAF, and the
RVNAF, on the basis of their ability to meet the growing threat. These
planners faced a dilemma: the CRIMP had been "accelerated to the maximum
feasible 1imits," yet an alternative to U.S. support might have to be
found,7 in which case RVNAF forces, already strained to the 1imit, would
have to be expanded even more.

(U) The following paragraphs outline the status of the VNAF, as of
July 1971. First, the overall status of the I&M program, including unit
activations, personnel Tlevels, and general progress and problems are pre-

sented. Second, VNAF operational and support capabilities and limitations

will be summarized.
4
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(S) VNAF Status--July 1971 (U). As of July 1971, the VNAF had

reached a 37-squadron strength. Squadron activations were on or ahead
of schedule; by the end of 1971 they were programmed to reach a 39-squadron
strength, which as late as 1970 had been the end strength programmed for
the VNAF. CRIMP called for the activation of an additional 11 (net gain
of 10) squadrons during 1972.8 While this was a demanding goal, CRIMP
planners were confident that it was attainable, assuming that drastic
changes in the CRIMP were avoided and a degree of stability could be
attained in the level of combat in South Vietnam. This confidence also
applied to the VNAF personnel force structure, which was to increase from
the 36,000 July 1971 level, to nearly 50,000 by the end of ]972.9

(S) Despite their basic optimism regarding the attainability of CRIMP
goals, planners hastened to point out that the VNAF faced formidable
obstacles in the quest for self-sufficiency. The attainment of a given
level of aircraft, squadrons, and personnel, while it might Took good on
paper, did not necessarily reflect the operational capabilities envisioned
in CRIMP planning. Perhaps the most striking example of disparity between
attainment of force structure goals versus desired capabilities is provided
by the VNAF personnel situation. From a level of 17,000 personnel in 1968,
the VNAF was programmed to expand to the 50,000 mark by late 1972, a tripling
in size in four years. The impact of this expansion on middle management
was staggering. It would take years to provide the new recruits with the

training and experience required to take over middle management positions.

Yet these VNAF personnel were expected to support and operate an increasingly
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sophisticated and modernized Air Force, an essential element in a credible
South Vietnamese military force. As reflected by the personnel situation,
the VNAF faced formidable tasks in the months and years ahead.

(S) Fighter Capabilities (U). As of July 1971, the VNAF fighter

force consisted of a total of 195 aircraft organized into three A-1 squad-
rons, five A-37 squadrons, and one F-5/RF-5 squadron. While the South
Vietnamese fighter pilots were regarded as excellent in the accurate delivery
of ordnance in daylight, good weather conditions, the fighter force suffered
from a shortage of combat-ready crews. Eight of the nine squadrons were
operationally ready (OR), but the pilot manning for these OR squadrons
varied from 37 to 96 percent.10

(S) The shortage of qualified pilots was a symptom of the growing
pains from which the VNAF was suffering. There had been an increase in
the number of fighter aircraft and squadrons without a corresponding
increase in the training of new fighter pilots. During the 18 months pre-
ceding July 1971, over 1,100 South Vietnamese went through helicopter
pilot training, while only about 70 completed fighter training.]] The
South Vietnamese could provide a finite number of candidates for pilot
training, and the priority for helicopter pilot training was high at that
time. While this problem could eventually be resolved by shifting the
priority back to training of fighter pilots, that approach would also
take time since pilot training was a relatively long-Tead-time item.

(S) The shortage of pilots was the most serious, but by no means

the only personnel problem limiting the operational capabilities of VNAF



—— e

op W ,i

fighter squadrons. Personnel shortages in supply, maintenance, and other
support functions were also having an inevitable impact on capabi]ities.]z
Opinions on the extent of that impact, however, varied substantially. In
one message, for example, the Air Force Advisory Group (AFGP), addressing
the failure of the VNAF to attain programmed projections for fighter sorties,
denied that maintenance capabilities had substantially restricted the
generation of fighter sorties. While recognizing the impact of the
shortage of qualified pilots, the message attributed the low sortie rate
primarily to a dissimilarity between American and South Vietnamese manage-
ment phﬂosophies:]3

(S) . . . The VNAF has not been fragged to its capacity.

Within the VNAF, measurement of achievement and effec-

tive management is based upon meeting the primary mis-

sion tasks and maintaining aircrew proficiency to meet

those tasks. The generation of flying sorties merely

to satisfy flying hour allocations is neither acceptable

nor indicative of effective utilization of assets.
(While the applicability to VNAF sortie rates of these Advisory Group
comments may be uncertain, they are worth noting if only because they
follow a vein which permeates the VNAF I&M program; namely, the impact
upon the Vietnamization program of the divergence between American and
South Vietnamese viewpoints. This topic repeatedly surfaces throughout
this report.)

(S) While the VNAF fighter force was capable in daytime, Visual

Meteorological Conditions (VMC) air support operations, in a low-threat

environment, it suffered from limitations in a number of areas, including

all-weather bombing and night operations. The VNAF did not have a night



strike program and conducted all-weather strikes only occasionally, despite
the fact that the A-1/A-37 force was capable of night delivery of ordnance,
VNAF fighter pilots were night- and weather-qualified, and the VNAF had a
continuation night-training program. There were a number of reasons for
this. First, the RVNAF had "neither an overall air targeting program nor
an integrated air/ground interdiction program.“]4 Since there was little
development of night preplanned targets, there was no requirement for
preplanned night airstrikes. Nighttime targets were usually the result

of hamlet attacks or troops-in-contact (TIC), which were covered by gun-
ships. Second, rules of engagement specified that the delivery of ordnance
by fighters be controlled by Forward Air Controllers (FACs). VNAF FAC

aircraft were not equipped for instrument or night operations. A Combat

Required Operational Capability (CROC) had been prepared to correct that

deficiency. Finally, VNAF squadrons were fully committed to daytime sorties.

Any night sorties, therefore, could be conducted only at the expense of day
sorties.]5

(S) Another difficulty faced by the VNAF fighter force was the need
for a viable air defense capability. As of July 1971, the VNAF had only
one squadron of F-5 aircraft, and they were beginning to train for VMC
air defense. The VNAF was programmed to activate three more F-5 squadrons
beginning in FY 74, but until then they would possess only a very nominal
VMC air defense capability, and no all-weather air defense capability at

16
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(S) Fixed-wing Gunship Capabilities (U). As of 1 July 1971, the

VNAF had only one fixed-wing gunship squadron. The squadron, composed
of 16 AC-47 gunships based at Tan Son Nhut Air Base (AB), flew missions
in all four South Vietnamese military regions and portions of Cambodia.
While considered effective, the primary limitation of the gunship force
was its size. In September 1971, however, activation of an AC-119G
squadron was scheduled. In addition to doubling the size of the VNAF
gunship fleet, this action promised improved capabilities by virtue of
the AC-119's superior flight and operational char‘actem’stics.]7

(S) In preparation for the AC-119 squadron activation, VNAF crews
were integrated into the USAF's 17th Special Operations Squadron, which
was the source of the aircraft for the projected September transfer. This
training approach was considered quite successful. Additionally, mainten-
ance of the new gunships promised to present no unusual problems since
the VNAF had a base of experience by virtue of their C-119 airlift
aircraft. Thus, the VNAF gunship force appeared to be headed toward
rapid completion of CRIMP goa]s.]8

(S) Airlift Capabilities (U). July 1971 was a time of flux and

transition for the VNAF airlift fleet. A squadron of C-47s had just
been activated during the previous month, and another C-47 squadron was
scheduled for activation that very month. Activation of the latter
squadron would give the VNAF four airlift squadrons (two C-119 and two
C-47 squadrons), and a total of 64 airlift aircraft. In addition, two

squadrons of C-7s were scheduled for activation by June 1972. Thus,



in the course of a single year, VNAF airlift resources would triple from
a two-squadron, 32-aircraft force to a six-squadron, 112-aircraft force.
The aircraft possessed would also increase in both type and sophistication--
from two systems (AC-119 and AC-47), to four systems (C-123 and C-7
added).]g

(S) The explosive growth of the airlift force had its inevitable
problems, the most serious of which, again, were related to the train-
ing of personnel to operate and support the aircraft. Availability of
aircrews was particularly critical, and each new squadron activation
further diluted the aircrew strength of established squadrons. The VNAF
supplied aircrews to the new squadrons by borrowing from the aircrews
of established squadrons, and by relying on pilot training programs to
fill the vacant spaces. Unfortunately, there simply were not enough pilots
to go around, and pilot trainees were not graduating at a rate adequate
to satisfy rapidly expanding needs. The shortage of experienced support
personnel, especially in the maintenance area, was also serious, and
was further exacerbated by the proliferation of aircraft types, increasing
sophistication, and the sharp rise in aircraft numbers. To promote the
development of the needed maintenance capabilities, training teams were
dispatched to South Vietnam to conduct maintenance training for C-123 and
C-7 maintenance personnel. Highly qualified Vietnamese teams, once trained,
in turn trained other Vietnamese personnel. Training was facilitated

20
by integrating Vietnamese personnel into USAF C-123 and C-7 units.
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(S) With the activation of new units, despite the personnel shortages,
the VNAF airlift capability was steadily increasing. During July 1971,
VNAF airlift accounted for two-thirds of the cargo carried for RVNAF
forces. The vast majority of this support was provided during the day.
Night airlift missions were flown when absolutely necessary, but were
normally avoided. (Although VNAF airlift crews were night/weather quali-
fied, many airfields were not adequately 1lighted, approach and departure
routes at many fields were not secure at night, and limited ground handling
support precluded 24 hour operations.) While facing formidable expansion
problems, by July 1971 the VNAF was well on its way toward satisfying
CRIMP airlift goa]s.Z]

(S) Helicopter Capabilities (U). Unlike their U.S. counterparts, the

RVNAF placed all helicopters under VNAF management. Tactical mobility
was critical to the RVNAF, yet it was not possible for them to continue
to enjoy the level of support provided by the U.S. helicopter armada.z2
Considering the Timited helicopter resources available to the RVNAF, it
would have been impractical to assign helicopters to the various Army of
the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) units. The central management of heli-
copters by the VNAF was accomplished in accordance with Joint General
Staff (JGS) Directive 310-19, which outlined mission priorities and
general management and maintenance guidelines. The directive was designed
to insure the maximum utiTization of Timited helicopter resources. It
“was aimed at resolving the conflict between the ARVN and the VNAF and

23
it did so on VNAF terms."
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(S) Improvement and modernization of the VNAF helicopter fleet
provided a good example of the magnitude of the tasks facing the VNAF,
and of the inevitability of "shortfalls" in VNAF resources when compared
with the resources available while U.S. forces were in Vietnam. In the
18 months preceding July 1971, VNAF helicopter resources had nearly
quadrupled (from 112 to 413 aircraft) on the way to the 532 helicopters
specified in the CRIMP.* Even that end CRIMP strength represented only
one-tenth the number of helicopters used by the U.S. Army in South
Vietnam.24

(S) As in the fighter, gunship, and airlift operational areas, the
expanding helicopter force faced demanding personnel, training, and
experience problems. However, as of July 1971, training of pilots and
support personnel was keeping pace with CRIMP schedules and was con-
sidered successful. The VNAF helicopter force was flying 12 percent
of the helicopter missions being flown in South Vietnam, as compared
to only 1 percent two years earlier. Failure of helicopters to perform
night missions was a problem area, but night and instrument training
were underway to help provide a night capability. As recently graduated
aircrews gained experience, night/instrument capabilities were expected
to improve. The VNAF helicopter force appeared well on its way toward

25
completion of CRIMP goals.

*(S) In CRIMP planning, helicopters were to represent over 40 percent
of all VNAF airframes.
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(S) Reconnaissance Capabilities (U). VNAF reconnaissance capa-

bilities, as of July 1971, were limited. After six RF-5s had been
added to the VNAF's three RC-47s in 1970, no further additions were
scheduled until 1972 when 20 EC-47s and nine more RC-47s were to be
transferred. The VNAF RF-5 force averaged about 60 missions a month,
but their effectiveness was severely limited by inadequacies in the
camera system used in the aircraft. The RC-47s were employed both for
inland photo reconnaissance and for visual reconnaissance over coastal
waters, but their limited number (three) was an overriding constraint
on effectiveness. In general, reconnaissance was a relatively low
priority mission in comparison with the other operational requirements
already discussed. Progress toward CRIMP objectives was slow, and was
primarily scheduled to occur in 1972.26

(S) Air Logistics Capabilities (U). The importance of VNAF logis-

tical support and maintenance of VNAF aircraft and equipment was
expressed in a semi-énnua] I&M conference in the following manner:

"The heart of whether the VNAF will survive as a fighter force is
dependent on their ability to maintain their aircraft and equipment.“27
Considering that the number and type of VNAF aircraft were proliferating
at a rate exceeding the ability of VNAF personnel to keep pace, both in
number and experience, this was one of the most complex and difficult
tasks facing the VNAF I&M program. To centralize VNAF supply and repair

capabilities, and thus to make maximum use of thinly stretched VNAF per-

sonnel, an Air Logistics Command (ALC) was established at Bien Hoa AB

13

SBeRe



e ERET
in early 1971. The ALC was to provide depot-level maintenance and
logistics support for the entire VNAF structure, thereby reducing supply
and maintenance requirements at the individual bases. Emphasis was on
training to build up the level of manning and experience required at such
a facility. While it was obvious that time and stability would be required
to bring the VNAF maintenance and supply capabilities to the point that
they could support the programmed VNAF force, the consggsus was that the

VNAF was on the road to self-sufficiency in this area.

(S) Training Capabilities (U). The role of training in the VNAF I&M

program was aptly summarized in a previous CHECO Report, Vietnamization
of the Air War, 1970-1971: (U)
(S) Training was the key to VNAF self-sufficiency; and
more than anything else, CRIMP--the largest Military
Assistance Program (MAP) in United States history--was
a training program. Training had to meet two essential
objectives for the VNAF to become self-sufficient:
(1) personnel had to be trained to meet the immediate
needs of expansion, and (2) the VNAF had to develop the
capability to train replacements for personnel lost
through attrition.

(S) As of July 1971, the VNAF had made steady progress toward self-
sufficiency in training. The VNAF Air Training Command (ATC) was becoming
self-sufficient in maintenance training, English language training, and
training of their technical personnel. At the same time, management,

30
leadership, and professional training capabilities were being expanded.
A wide variety of training programs were used to help the VNAF meet its
staggering training needs. Maintenance training programs were established

in South Vietnam, using (1) Vietnamese instructors trained in the United
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States in conjunction with (2) USAF training teams deployed to South
Vietnam. Based on the success of these programs, more training teams
were deployed to cover a variety of other specialties. Further, inte-
gration of VNAF personnel into USAF units provided on-the-job training
(0JT) experience for newly trained VNAF personnel with USAF units; VNAF
0JT was also utilized. Finally, training of Vietnamese personnel in
the Continental U.S. (CONUS) was reduced, but did continue as a supple-
ment to in-country programs.3]

(S) The most notable trend in training programs, as of July 1971,
was not the number of personnel being processed (which was formidable in
itself), but rather the philosophy being used in training them. There
had been a dramatic and irreversible shift from training in the U.S. to
training in South Vietnam. This was significant not only in that it
promised eventual VNAF self-sufficiency in training, but it also repre-
sented the first time tgg USAF was "exporting the training rather than

importing the students" in a Military Assistance Program.

(S) Facilities and Base Support Capabilities (U). As of July 1971,

transfer of U.S. facilities in South Vietnam to the VNAF was not keeping
pace with the CRIMP schedule (because of continuing U.S. requirements for
those facilities), and VNAF base support capabilities at transferred
facilities were weak. To complicate matters, some VNAF units were
activating early, while some USAF units were retaining combat missions

beyond the scheduled dates. In general, the delays in facility trans-

fers had not reached the point that scheduled activation of VNAF operational
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capabilities had been impaired. In some cases: however, such as at the
overcrowded Tan Son Nhut AB, the situation threatened to become more
critical and to slow the attainment of operational readiness status by
VNAF units. U.S. command emphasis was appiied to overcome the natural
tendency to devote total attention to the activation and improvement of
operationally oriented capabilities at the expense of base support capa-
bilities. It was obvious, however, that the transfer of facilities,

and particularly the support and maintenance of these facilities, had
been somewhat neglected in deference to higher priority capabilities;
increasing emphasis would be required in these neglected areas if VNAF

38
self-sufficiency was to be realized.

The Role of Advisors in the I&M Program (U)

(C) In July 1971, General Lucius D. Clay, Commander in Chief, Pacific
Air Forces, directed a reevaluation of the progress of Vietnamization.
Responding to this directive, Brigadier General Otis C. Moore, the Chief

of Staff, Seventh Air Force (7AF), made the following remarks in a letter
34
to 7AF working-level personnel: (U)

(C) The Improvement and Modernization Program for the
Vietnamese Air Force has been reviewed and measured by
so many interested agencies that it is difficult to
identify any aspect of the program, or the product,
that has not been examined in detail. However, General
Clay is concerned about our evaluation of the VNAF and
its ability to take over the air war after we leave.

He thinks that our normal measurements may be incom-
plete, or even biased by our optimistic conviction that
Vietnamization must be successful. For these reasons
he has asked me to solicit your help in assessing our
progress in Vietnamization at the working level.

We would 1ike you to review the questions Tlisted in the
Attachments.




The responses to Brigadier General Moore's survey provide unique insights

into the Vietnamization process and represent an ideal backdrop for inter-

preting the VNAF I&M-related events occurring in the two years following

the survey. Highlights from the responses to the survey are provided
35

below:

(V)

(C) Oriental thought . . . it must be recognized that
the thought processes which permeate all of Southeast
Asia have been formed under a dominant Chinese influence.

The great thinkers of China--Confucius, Mencius, and
Mo Tzu--distinctly different but with much in common,
preached the virtue of contentment--and most orientals
have practiced it to a remarkable degree.

China, possessing a well developed culture pre-
dating Christianity, viewed herself as the "Center of
the Universe"--contentment, filial piety, and family honor
served as the essence of the thought base . . . much of
what is Vietnam existed in this cultural influence of
centuries. Chinese philosophy has influenced every facet
of Vietnamese life and custom. . . .

Thus it's not too difficult to understand that
Vietnamese who follow Confucius, Mencius and Mo Tzu or
who subscribe to Taoism, Buddhism or other religions of
the Far East, can be depended upon to view life in a much
less aggressive fashion than a technologically attuned
"US Advisor." The influences which caused him to be what
he is are rooted in antiquity and a few years of Western
influence, even when applied directly, can only mold the
moment. For the future the thought process we have
attempted to implant in Southeast Asia will be challenged
by a tropical environment, a national affinity for con-
tentment, and a natural skepticism concerning Western
intrusions. The catalyst will be understanding and
patience.

[Specific survey questions and selected responses follow.]
ARE WE OVER-ADVISING?

-Perhaps we are simply because we expect too much of the
Vietnamese. If we really want them to meet our standards
we are not over-advising, but we need better trained and
more understanding advisors. In addition to being techni-
cally qualified, advisors should have (Vietnameseg language
training and should be schooled in Vietnamese history and
culture. .

17



Judging from personal observation for more than four years
in Vietnam, my answer to this question must be yes. It is
necessary to qualify this by saying that many of the indi-
viduals who are assigned as advisors appear not to be pro-
perly qualified or prepared. More specifically, many of
them seem to know very little about Vietnamese culture,
have Tittle or no knowledge of the language and have

come to Vietnam for the first time. Any one of these
should be considered to be detrimental to effectively
functioning in an advisory capacity, but unfortunately,
all three categories seem to apply to a large portion

of our advisors. By the time he learns many of the

things that will allow him to adequately communicate

with his counterparts, it is unlikely that he will

become the instructor/advisor as he has been the stu-

dent too long. The criteria for determining the
effectiveness of an advisor does not vary directly
according to the individual's technical proficiency,

but rather to factors such as those previously refer-
enced as well as to the individual's personal motivation,
personality and to his leadership abilities. Therefore,
if it is not possible to assign qualified and motivated
individuals then we are most assuredly over-advising

and diluting our effort. . .

DO THE THINGS WE DO CAUSE THE VNAF TO HOLD BACK AND NOT
USE THEIR INITIATIVE?

-Unfortunately, in many cases, operational requirements
force the USAF instructor to step in and do the job
himself. . . . This of course frustrates VNAF initiative
and encourages their malingering.

-ATthough there are exceptions, dependent on the mutual
respect and rapport established between USAF and VNAF
individuals, the general feeling is that as long as we
indicate we will continue to afford help in certain areas,
the VNAF will continue to take full advantage of our
resources and assistance. In this sense, we are holding
them back and contribute to their lack of initiative. . . .
DOES THE VNAF REALLY UNDERSTAND THAT WE WANT THEM TO MAKE
THEIR OWN DECISIONS?

-The VNAF do understand that we want them to make their
own decisions. One problem is that we may not accept
their decisions unless they coincide with ours. .

-The answer to this question is generally yes. Perhaps

an anecdote related by Brig Gen Lee, Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations, Republic of Korea Air Force (ROKAF), best
explains the ROKAF as well as the VNAF approach to this
problem. Gen Lee stated that it was useless for him to
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attempt to make decisions because he was like a beggar
looking at a menu. It was alright to look, but he would
eat what was given. That is, he would do what the United
States directed because he had no choice. . . . It must be
understood, however, that the decisions will be based on
Oriental logic and in many instances we will not agree
with the decision unless we also approach the problem with
an understanding of the Orientals' perspective. . . .

-We are encouraging the VNAF to use their initiative.
However, this encouragement is not effective unless we
have earned their respect and demonstrated knowledge

and appreciation of their cultural differences and
clearly understand that in applying this encouragement

it must be done tactfully and diplomatically. One of

our (USAF's) greatest failings is that we are not
adequately schooled in the oriental psychological
reaction to our encouragement. We just cannot take the
direct-hardline approach and obtain desired results. . . .
HOW CAN WE ENCOURAGE THEM TO USE THEIR INITIATIVE?

-The apparent reluctance of VNAF Headquarters to dele-
gate decision making authority to the lower echelons
tends to stifle a subordinate's enthusiasm about using
his initiative. The solution to this problem should

come from the USAF higher echelons of command. The
higher echelons of the VNAF should be encouraged to allow
and encourage their subordinates to use more initiative
and they should delegate more authority to them. . . .
-The best method would be to get out of their way and
force them to take the initiative. While initially the
operational capability might be seriously jeopardized,

it would teach the VNAF what is required and illuminate
its shortcomings while there would still be a USAF
in-country capability ready to go in and help out when
the VNAF requested assistance. . . .

(MAINTENANCE) - First we must be aware that the VNAF's
standards and overall capability are not ours and not
likely to be as high as ours. Thus, it follows that
there will be a decrement in the customer service pro-
vided by VNAF owned, operated and maintained facilities.
OQur job is to minimize that decrement. We can best do
that and encourage VNAF initiative by insuring that the
quality and level of training they receive is of the
highest caliber. Next we must be steadfast in our
efforts to advise and cooperate with the VNAF. We must
not be too eager to bail them out of bad situations;
instead we should give them the opportunity to resolve
the problems.

19
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ARE WE PROVIDING PROPER GUIDANCE TO HELP THEM BUILD A
DECISION MAKING CAPABILITY?

-The guidance that the USAF is providing is more than
adequate to help them build a decision making capability.
Appropriate VNAF officers are invited to be members and
observers of decision making boards and councils. But
is this guidance being assimilated and then used by the
VNAF? I don't think so, not that the Vietnamese are
rejecting our guidance but because of their customs.

The American people have always been noted for taking
the initiative, . . . while the Vietnamese culture and
social background is geared to a much slower pace.

DO YOU SEE ANY STUMBLING BLOCKS TO PROGRESS?

-The language barrier of course is a major stumbling
block. Those USAF individuals assigned directly to Air
Force Advisory Teams should be required to under-go [sic]
minimum formal language training in the United States.

A continuation of language study and study of Vietnamese
cultural and social structure after arrival in-country
should be mandatory. We place the burden of overcoming
the Tanguage barrier on the Vietnamese and generally
there is little effort on our part to learn the Viet-
namese language or their customs.

-Low VNAF priorities for manpower distribution in the
support area accounts for many of the delays and problems
that pose stumbling blocks to progress. Political or
economic power of individual personalities often dictate
the order of priorities to units. As long as political
influence and the oriental social structure continue to
override mission priority, this problem will exist. We
are deficient in that we are impatient and lack under-
standing of the importance to the Vietnamese of observing
their time honored customs with which we do not agree

or understand. The Vietnamese are still capable of
establishing a Togistics system that will satisfy their
needs. It will be years before the Vietnamese will be
capable of accepting and fully utilizing our logistics
system. We must modify our logistics training to a
program system that is compatible with their capability
and resources. %

-The pressure of the U.S. Government to fulfill phase-
down time tables and get the job done as quickly as
possible is going to adversely effect [sic] or degrade
progress in the entire I&M Program. As we follow our
national policy we must all accept this degradation,
adjust to our own political decisions and still maintain
the flexibility to keep programs going in spite of the
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knowledge that we are not going to accomplish our tasks
with the degree of proficiency and high standards we
have strived for in the past. .
(U) Many of the remarks made in the mid-1971 survey continued to
exhibit striking applicability during the following two years. The
sweeping evolution of events during 1972 and 1973, rather than render-

ing the survey obsolete, only served to underscore and heighten the

significance of the observations it contained.
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CHAPTER II

EVOLUTION OF THE I&M PROGRAM
JULY 1971-SEPTEMBER 1973 (U)

Project 981/982 (U)

(S) In August 1971, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force (CSAF)
implemented a two-pronged logistics project to support and accelerate
selected aspects of the VNAF portion of the CRIMP. Essentially, the
purpose of Project 981/982 was to compress the delivery of all aircraft
previously scheduled for transfer by July 1973. This also included the
transfer of attrition aircraft as well as the munitions, fuel, and
Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) required for their support. Under

36

981/982, the aircraft and equipment were delivered by 1 November 1971.
Project 981 dealt with principal items such as aircraft, vehicles, and
ammunition, while Project 982 dealt with secondary items such as spares
and repair equipment/capabilities. The extent of the activity under
Project 981/982 is reflected by a 1isting and brief description of the
various "pacer" programs which were established by the Air Force
Logistics Command (AFLC) in support of the project:

Pacer Bits - Control of VNAF depot-level maintenance
support.
Expedite delivery of the T-53 engine
tools on requisition.
Expedite delivery of UH-TH airframe jigs.
Utility package for project Pacer Power
and Pacer Plate.
Reconfigure the VNAF UNIVAC 1050-II
computer, complete the satellite program,

and rewarehouse and inventory the VNAF
supply accounts.

Pacer Cactus

Pacer Jig
Pacer Link

Pacer Memory
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Equip the VNAF electroplating facility.
Equip the jet engine overhaul shop,
Precision Measuring Equipment/Non-
Operational Inspection Lab, and
accessory backshops.

Fill authorized T-53/T-55 engine levels
in VNAF Army stockage; establish a T-55
overhaul capability at the ALC.

Control and development of VNAF depot
level reparable stock for USAF-type air-
craft.

Transfer Consolidated Engine IMaintenance
sites and establish depot level repair
programs.

Pacer Plate
Pacer Power

Pacer Spare

Pacer Stock

Pacer Swift

Pacer Tool - Identify tools/equipment required for
installation and maintenance of shop
equipment.

Pacer Wheels - Equip contract vehicle repair facility.

Additional Pacer projects were established at later dates to speed the
delivery of selected assets in support of Force Structure Review (FSR)-73
S

and Project Enhance, described below.

FSR-73 (U)

(S) The Force Structure Review consisted of an annual examination
and reapportionment of the RVNAF manpower ceiling to accommodate priority
force structure changes.* The FSR for fiscal year (FY) 1973 began in
October 1971. In a 23 October message, the Commander in Chief, Pacific
Command (CINCPAC) directed that the CRIMP be reevaluated to insure that
the RVNAF had the capability of assuming increasingly greater responsi-
bility as U.S. redeployments continued. Specific RVNAF capabilities and

requirements to be reviewed included, but were not limited to:

*(S) Each FSR was initially accomplished as a joint effort by the IMilitary
Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV), the Air Force Advisory Group (AFGP), and
RVNAF representatives. The results were forwarded through channels to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) for review,
modification, and approval.
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a. Improved interdiction capabilities including an expanded
sensor/radar capability, the mini-gunship concept, sensor delivery/
readout capability, additional AC-119 aircraft, and the modification
of A-37 for interdiction.

b. Increasing medium-1ift helicopter support.

c. Air Cavalry capability.

d. Improvement in Market Time (coastal surveillance and inter-
diction) capabilities, including VNAF air support.

e. Logistic improvements: supply, maintenance, and transporta-
tion functions.

f. Level of leadership and morale.

g. Improved quality and scope of RVNAF individual and unit
training.

38

h. Accelerated activation of units.

(S) The significance and impact of FSR-73 lie in its digression from
authorized CRIMP, which was the formal, existing plan for the expansion
of the VNAF. During FY 72 the VNAF was scheduled, under CRIMP, to expand
to a personnel level of 47,000 (from its July 1971 level of 36,000).
That expansion was proceeding as scheduled when FSR-73 planning began.
FSR-73 authorized raising the FY 72 goal by an additional 2,000, bring-
ing the projected VNAF force to more than 49,000.39 In addition to this
immediate expansion, FSR-73 proposed that 12,300 spaces be added to VNAF

manning during FY 73, increasing projected personnel strength to over
4

61,000.
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(S) There were a number of reasons behind the drastic expansion
of the VNAF proposed by FSR-73 planners. Essentially, however, the plans
for expansion under FSR-73 reflected a growing realization that as U.S.
redeployments accelerated, and continued U.S. presence in SEA became
less certain, it became increasingly important to structure a VNAF
capable of shouldering a greater portion of RVNAF air support require-
ments. Although the shift toward that philosophy was inherent in the
large increases proposed in FSR-73, it was not complete--the VNAF force
structure was still based on the assumption that the level of hostilities
would remain relatively low, and that the bulk of certain capabilities,
such as air defense, would continue to be provided by U.S. forces for the
foreseeable future. Nevertheless, there had been a concerted effort to

reduce the areas, such as interdiction, in which continuing U.S. support

would be required, and to increase the depth and scope of VNAF capabilities.

(S) Support for FSR-73, and optimism concerning the ability of the
VNAF to absorb such a dramatically increased expansion, was anything but
unanimous. Indeed, the FSR-73 proposal itself noted the need for caution
in accelerating the activation of units, and recommended that activations
programmed for FY 72 not be accelerated. These positions were based upon
several conclusions stated in the proposal, viz:4]

(S) (a) That the ability to accelerate the activation
of units depends primarily on recruiting and training
manpower.

(b) That any accelerated activation of units not already

programmed in FY 72 could not be supported without an
increase in the logistic base.
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(c) That trained technicians are not available to sup-
port any unprogrammed accelerated activation of units.

(d) That further accelerated activation of units would
lead to dissipation of available manpower and adversely
affect combat readiness of units already in existence.

In turn, these conclusions led FSR-73 planners to recommend:

That no further accelerated activations be considered
until additional manpower is provided and the avail-
ability of required equipment is determined.

(S) The issue, however, went deeper than the ability to accelerate
the activation of currently planned units. The more basic question was
whether or not the VNAF could survive an expansion of the magnitude being

planned. In February 1972, the Air Force Advisory Group outlined the
42

impact of the proposed FSR-73 expansion:

(S) Currently, the VNAF is meeting and surpassing the
schedule of unit activations planned under the . .

CRIMP. . . . In the period from Nov 71 through Dec 72

the VNAF is scheduled to activate eleven new squadrons

and convert one squadron to new equipment. In FY 4/73,

a conversion to AC-119K gunships is planned. The schedule
of almost one activation/conversion per month constitutes
a formidable task especially when considered in the light
of other complicating factors.

(S) The RVNAF Force Structure Review (FSR-73), as it is
presently constituted, provides for new missions in
addition to those of the CRIMP and for a substantial
upgrading of the logistical support base for the VNAF
through FY 73. The major changes include the assump-
tion of the air role now being performed by the U.S.
Navy for Market Time and the introduction of five 32
UE [Unit Equipment] STOL [Short Take-off and Landing]
squadrons. As outlined in the 8 Oct 71 SECDEF memo
pertaining to RVNAF interdiction, there is an urgent
requirement to attain these capabilities in the same
period as the scheduled CRIMP activations/conversion.
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(S) The FSR-73 provides for these and other actions
to enhance VNAF capabilities. It also tentatively
authorizes an increase in VNAF manpower strength,
2,138 for FY 72 add-on, and 12,257 for FY 73. This
represents an increase from the present 47,058 to
61,453 by end FY 73.

(S) The key to achieving any measure of success in
assimilating the FY 73 tasks is the availability of
personnel. We are seeking Vietnamese Joint General
Staff agreement to authorize recruiting in suffi-
cient quantities to keep the basic training pipeline
filled; however, it should be realized that with a
maximum effort on the part of the VNAF, it will take
approximately two years to train out the 14,000 per-
sonnel required.

(S) Middle management and pilot shortages are also
considerations. Of the 47,000 personnel currently
assigned, 27,000 have entered the VNAF since 1 Jan 69.
Of 40,000 enlisted personnel, only 12,000 have a five
or higher skill level. Currently, pilot availability
is only 70 percent of the pre-FSR-73 requirement.

(S) In summation, we believe that achieving the goals
established for FY 73 will severely test the VNAF. As

new organizations are formed or new missions under-

taken we expect some degradation in operational capa-
bility as experienced personnel are spread thin among
existing units. . . . In view of these circumstances,

any further acceleration of tasks or further assignment of
tasks in FY 73 should be discouraged.

(S) The finalized MACV FSR-73 was completed in January 1972 and for-
warded, through CINCPAC, to the JCS. Major items identified in the docu-
ment included the personnel necessary to operate Phu Cat and Phan Rang
Air Bases, provide the Air Logistics Command with a 90 percent repair
capability, increase UH-TH flying hours, provide base support after U.S.
withdrawal, convert a C-47 squadron to AC-119Ks, and increase the Maritime

Air Patrol squadron strength. Other items, while involving smaller numbers
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of personnel, were significant. They included the Beacon Only Bombing
System, improving the Air Liaison Officer (ALO)/FAC system, improving
the airlift control system, improving the food distribution system, and
establishing an Intelligence Targets Branch.

(S) It should be noted that of the overall increase of 14,500 VNAF
personnel in FSR-73, 4,100 spaces were earmarked for the introduction
of five squadrons of STOL aircraft into Vietnam, and activation of an
air base for their beddown. The STOL aircraft concept had been given '
high-level support as an alternative to U.S. interdiction capabilities,
and the aircraft and other aspects of the concept were to be tested under
the program known as Credible Chase. The 4,100 spaces earmarked for support
of the Credible Chase concept were included in the MACV proposal only
after a directive message from the JCS. Inclusion of the spaces was
contingent on the successful completion of the Credible Chase evaluation
as a prerequisite to filling the spaces.*

(S) In the meantime, while FSR-73 was in the preparation stage in late
1971 and early 1972, advanced recruitment authority was sought from the
RVNAF JGS by the Advisory Group, 7AF, and MACV. While FSR-73 had yet to

be formally approved, it was evident that a sizeable increase in VNAF

*(S) Ultimately, however, the STOL "mini-gunship" aircraft and armament
envisioned in the concept did not prove adaptable to a combat environment,
and the concept itself was dismissed as impractical. It is nevertheless

a fact that as a result of high-level interest and support at a crucial
phase in the Vietnamization program, a great deal of time and effort were
expended on the project, which was vigorously opposed by field commanders
and lacked support among South Vietnamese military leaders.43
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manning would occur, and that this would severely strain VNAF training

capabilities. Thus the advanced recruitment authority was sought to
44

spread the impact of the expansion over a long period of time. Yet
the JGS steadfastly refused to permit early recruitment to help fill
FY 73 manning levels until FSR-73 had been formally approved by the
Department of Defense (DOD). The following comments, made in an end-
of-tour report by the Director of Plans and Programs, AFGP, shed Tight

not only on the attitudes of the JGS, but on those of U.S. planners as
45
well:

(S) The factors which place constraints upon the VNAF .
preventing them from taking timely and complete program-
ming actions stem from . . . the apparent lack of apprecia-
tion in both the U.S. and RVNAF channels of the long lead
times required for activation and attainment of operational
readiness of flying units. An example of the U.S. unaware-
ness is exemplified by the "Vietnamization of Interdiction”
program in which it was an expressed desire that the VNAF
activate five STOL squadrons for participation in the

72-73 dry season operations. Fortunately, delays in the
testing of the aircraft and other events led to an inde-
finite postponement of the STOL operation, but had the
program proceeded on schedule, the VNAF would have been
required to enter a crash training program and redirect
personnel from existing units. No consideration was given
to the impact of this type action on the mission of the
remaining force. While this is the most graphic, there
are examples of similar U.S. unilateral planning. For

the RVNAF, the unawareness is exemplified by their almost
rigid insistence that no action can be taken prior to

final approval of a plan regardless of the circumstances
involved. In the case of the RVNAF Force Structure Review
for FY 73 the MACV-approved proposal indicated that an
increase of over 14,000 personnel for the VNAF in FY 73

was appropriate. Despite pleas for permission to recruit
some of these proposed 14,000 in advance of DOD final
approval to soften the impact of up to two years of
training lead time (aircrews), the Joint General Staff
insisted no action could be taken until final approval
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of FSR-73 by DOD. It required two letters from COMUSMACV
[Commander, U.S. MACV] to the Chairman of JGS and vigorous
prompting through MACV staff channels before JGS acceded
to recruitment of some 2,000 personnel in advance of FY 73.
This recruitment authority was effective on 1 May 72 which
was in reality a small concession. As a result of this
type action, the attainment of the VNAF end-FY 73 program
objectives will not be realized until late FY 74.

(S) The JGS review of FSR-73 resulted in tentative approval of the
STOL spaces, and the supporting air base, pending the results of Credible
Chase tests. At the same time, however, the JGS strongly recommended
that MACV reconsider FY 73 activation of a number of squadrons and imple-
mentation of new capabilities which MACV had proposed for FY 74. The
units/capabilities recommended for FY 73 consideration included two
additional F-5E squadrons, one additional C-47 squadron, a greater
expansion of the maritime air patrol capability, and an improved Under-
graduate Pilot Training (UPT) program. These capabilities were not to
be included in FSR 73, however, until higher headquarters received fur-
ther information from the field, and until a source of manpower space
trade-offs could be found: that source ultimately proved to be the
spaces allotted to the defunct Credible Chase project. In the mean-

46
time, the rest of FSR-73 was approved, with final, formal approval by
SECDEF coming on 14 May 1972. The VNAF was in for a period of unpre-
cedented growth, which would come during an equally unprecedented period

of turmoil and combat ushered in by the North Vietnamese 1972 Spring

Offensive in South Vietnam.
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Project Enhance (U)

(S) The North Vietnamese 30 March 1972 invasion of South Vietnam
was by far the most severe and sustained military test faced by the
RVNAF to that time. The implications of this invasion for the
Vietnamization program were far-reaching and traumatic. As has been
already shown, the invasion came at a time when the I&M program was
already facing its sternest challenge to date: increased and accelerated
expansion of personnel and unit force levels; broadening of mission

requirements; and increased logistical and training demands on an under-

manned and undertrained force heavily weighted with inexperienced recruits.

(TS) The U.S. response to the invasion, in the RVNAF I&M context,
was Project Enhance. Actually, Project Enhance had been in the planning

stages prior to the invasion. It had initially been conceived as a minor
47

action, an extension to and a revitalization of Project 981/982, but
the invasion altered and expanded its focus. The reaction of the Air
Force Advisory Group to the prospect of yet another burden on the VNAF
I&M program, however, was cautious:48

(TS) New weapons considered for VNAF should be handled
as separate projects. Long lead time for training and
weapons systems procurement is not adaptable to 981/
982 procedures.

(TS) VNAF manning is insufficient and will continue to
be the 1imiting constraint in [the] foreseeable future
for support of additional quantities of aircraft.
Manning limitations also preclude an acceleration of
existing activations schedules. AFGP has already
requested replacement [of] attrition aircraft and will
continue to do so as losses occur. . . . All programs,
i.e., transfer of equipment, spares, and new activations
are progressing as rapidly as possible considering VNAF
manning.
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(S) Project Enhance was initiated on 23 May 1972. Its scope was
broader than that of 981/982, and its impact more far-reaching. Project
Enhance applied to various elements of RVNAF forces, but by far the greatest
emphasis was placed on the VNAF. With regard to the VNAF, the project had
three objectives: replace VNAF combat losses, fill I&M shortfalls, and
enhance the VNAF capability to counter the North Vietnamese Army (NVA)
offensive in light of USAF withdrawals. The project was given high-level
support, assigned a high priority, and designated for completion in some
60 days, by 1 August 1972.49 The enormity of the task at hand was evident
in the Project Enhangg directive, in which the JCS specified the various

actions to be taken:

(S) A. Replace combat losses and reconstitute RVNAF
stocks to currently authorized levels.

(S) B. Provide essential equipment needed for immed-
iate improvement of RVNAF combat capability.

(1) An additional 32 UH-1 assault helicopters.
(2) 30 STOL aircraft. . . .

(S) C. Provide additional equipment to Enhance RVNAF
immediate combat capability.

(1) 5 additional F-5A aircraft.
(2) 48 additional A-37 aircraft. . . .

(S) D. Provide additional essential equipment to give
RVNAF an enhanced capability over the longer term. It
is recognized that RVNAF may not have current capability
to crew and operate the additional equipment, some of
which will have to be placed in storage.

(1) Accelerate delivery of 14 RC-47 aircraft
(reconnaissance aircraft).

(2) Accelerate delivery of 23 AC-119K aircraft
(fixed wing gunships).
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(3) Accelerate delivery of 23 EC-47 (intelli-

gence collection aircraft).

(4) Accelerate delivery of 2 RC-119s (coastal
patrol and naval gunfire support ships).

(5) Provide 12 C-119G aircraft for maritime
patrols.

(S) E. Provide a further increase of essential equip-
ment to enhance RVNAF capability over the longer term.

(1) Accelerate delivery of 28 C-7 aircraft
(transport aircraft). . . . In order to achieve the
maximum impact on and benefit to ongoing actions, it has
been directed that equipment and supplies . . . be
accelerated so as to arrive in RVN [the Republic of
Vietnam] as quickly as possible.

(S) Associated with these delivery actions, there was a concomitant
requirement to furnish equipment, maintenance, and supply items for the
identified aircraft, and to provide the capability to support the aircraft
and equipment once it was delivered to South Vietnam.* The situation
was greatly complicated by the inability of the VNAF to provide the needed
personnel, much less trained personnel, to support the accelerated or
previously unscheduled systems being delivered. To overcome this prob-
lem, Annex U employed the concept of contractor augmentation to support
the VNAF. The intent was to use contractors to replace withdrawing USAF
personnel by establishing those technical and support functions beyond

ijmmediate VNAF capabilities. Once this was accomplished, contractors

were to train VNAF personnel, gradually phasing out in conjunction with

*(C) The plan for implementing the actions necessary to meet the Project
Enhance directive was titled the "USAF Logistics Plan for Vietnam Air
Force, Annex U-Project Enhance Directive," more commonly known as

Annex U, V-Log (i.e., Annex U, Vietnamization-Logistics).
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the growth of VNAF manning and skills. Augmentation had high priority in
the Enhance actions, since it would be of greatest assistance to the VNAF

in carrying out their war effort and opposing the enemy offensive then
51
raging throughout South Vietnam. Annex U summarized the task, and
52

stressed the importance of contractor assistance:

(S) This directive primarily concerns actions required
to move material into Vietnam by the target date, com-
plete definitization of in-country transfer actions, and
establishment of firm demands on the USAF logistic sys-
tem for follow-on support requirements. The major con-
straint in implementation of the project within the
established time frame is the lack of VNAF capability
to receive, store, maintain and operate the materials/
equipment being provided. Therefore, the directed
actions require expansion of existing augmentation con-
tracts or initiation of new contracts to meet support
shortfalls caused by these VNAF personnel/capability
constraints. Other contract support may be required to
insure movement and processing of required materials.

(S) USAF advisory effort is assumed to continue as
currently programmed for the purposes of implementing
this project. Extensive augmentation, however, may be
required to receive, maintain, and process material
inputs. Contractor augmentation as well as AFLC [Rapid
Area Maintenance/Rapid Area Supply] teams will be used
to meet increased requirements.

Project Enhance Plus (U)

(S) As the combined result of Project Enhance and final revision of
FSR-73 in the summer of 1972, the squadron strength projected for the
VNAF for the end of FY 73 had again been increased, from 52 to 58 squad-
rons.53 By October 1972, the VNAF had activated 51 squadrons, and the
remaining seven were programmed for activation over the next 18 months.

At that time, VNAF manning stood at 52,400 personnel, heading toward the
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61,800 FSR-73 goal. In late October, however, Project Enhance Plus was
directed. That project dictated yet another expansion and acceleration.
It increased the VNAF inventory by 20 percent, and would lead to a
projected VNAF force structure of 66 squadrons (65 to be activated by
July 1973).54 The VNAF manning ceiling would increase by 3,000,
resulting in a projected total of 64,500.55

(S) As had been the case for previous expansions and accelerations
of the Vietnamization program, Enhance Plus planners faced two valid but
opposing requirements: (1) the need to create a flexible and strong
VNAF capable of meeting the threat as USAF forces withdrew from the con-
flict, and (2) the critical need for stability and orderly growth in a
VNAF which was already stretched gravely thin. Each requirement was
indisputable, yet the two were mutually exclusive. In the case of the
most recent expansion prior to Enhance Plus, Project Enhance, a decisive
factor had arisen, forcing planners to override the need for stability in
favor of accelerated VNAF improvement and modernization. That factor
had been the North Vietnamese invasion. Again, in the case of Enhance
Plus, a decisive factor had arisen: the possibility of an imminent, nego-
tiated cease-fire and total withdrawal of U.S. forces from Vietnam.

(S) At issue, then, was how the U.S. could promote the growth of a
strong and flexible RVNAF, while at the same time withdrawing all U.S.
military personnel from Vietnam and limiting future support to a one-for-

one replacement. The U.S. response to the challenge was Project Enhance

Plus. Enhance Plus was to place in the hands of the South Vietnamese,
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on or before 10 November 1972,* all of the aircraft and supporting equip-
ment needed to meet RVNAF's projected end strength together with one year's
supply of war materiel, including spares to serve as Not Operationally Ac-
countable (NOA) and attrition aircraft. As such, the initial phase of En-
hance Plus, delivery of the aircraft and materiel to Vietnam, represented
the most intense logistical exercise of the SEA conflict. It was a classic
hard-core logistical exercise of a "rapid deployment of material to meet an
56
urgent requirement in a short compressed timeframe."
(S) The magnitude of the operation was reflected by the massive amount
of equipment and materiel identified in the Enhance Plus execute message.
57

The VNAF portion of Enhance Plus requirements is outlined below:

(S) The objective of this program is to maximize the

amount of equipment in the hands of the RVNAF by 20 Nov

72 [later changed to 10 Nov 72]. . . . This will

include delivery of 981/982, CRIMP and Project Enhance

remaining requirements, plus expedited delivery of addi-

tionally identified aircraft, AGE, support equipment

and spares. . . .

(S) The quantity and types of Air Force primary items
over and above CRIMP/Enhance requirements are as follows:

aircraft A-1 19
aircraft AC-119K 22 (within CRIMP)
aircraft A-37B 90
aircraft C-130A 32
aircraft F-5A 126
aircraft UH-1 277
vehicles 855
* * * * * * *

*(S) Enhance Plus was first directed on 20 October 1972, but was cancel-
led two days later. It was reactivated on 25 October 1972, with the
CSAF directive message disseminating to USAF units on 26 October 1972.
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(S) Short deadline and the importance of this action
will necessitate withdrawal or diversion as required
from active and reserve components and other world-
wide sources with subsequent replacement from produc-
tion resources or AF redistribution actions.

(S) Necessary arrangements will be made for Vietnamiza-
tion of the on-going VNAF support included in existing
US contracts. Actions must be taken to insure that
contract augmentation of the VNAF is sufficient to con-
tinue essential logistics services without US military
presence. Contract support will be provided as soon

as possible to assure adequate levels of receipt, care,
preservation, storage, and security.

(S) In effect, the Enhance Plus program consisted of two distinct
stages. The first related to the immediate task of delivering all the
aircraft, equipment, and materiel specified in the directive. As such,
the first phase was purely a logistical exercise, and in fact repre-
sented the most intense logistics operation of the SEA conflict. The
second phase of Enhance Plus was the more difficult, more demanding,
and ultimately the more critical task. That phase consisted of the
host of actions required to help the VNAF absorb the massive influx of
military equipment and materiel which Enhance Plus provided. Complicating
the matter was the possibility that the cease-fire agreement might very
well specify that no military personnel would be allowed in SVN to
assist in the task.

(S) The 26 October Enhance Plus directive specified a project deadline
of 10 November. The problems and complexities involved in meeting that

deadline are a story in themselves, and are much too extensive to include

in detail in this report. To provide a feel for the difficulties experienced,
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however, a few of the major problems encountered are included below. The
time deadline necessitated air transportation of virtually all Project

Enhance aircraft and supporting equipment, thus placing a heavy strain on

U.S. airlift capabilities. Many of the aircraft specified for delivery were

not immediately available in sufficient quantity from U.S. resources, and
delicate negotiations had to be rapidly pursued and concluded with foreign
countries to obtain the aircraft (32 F-5s were obtained from Iran, 48 from
Taiwan, and 36 from Korea). Negotiations also had to be pursued to allow
U.S. aircraft to transit or land in a number of foreign countries. Many
of the aircraft themselves had to be shipped by C-5 cargo aircraft, and
thus required partial disassembly, crating, loading, and shipping--all

by the 10 November deadline (66 A-37 aircraft were in this category).

Some of the aircraft were from Reserve and National Guard units, and
ferrying them to Vietnam in time required mobilizing their crews, bring-
ing them on active duty, and safely making the long trip. Finally, some
of the aircraft involved were old and slow, and required augmented crews
and the deployment of repair teams and materiel in order for the aircraft
to close on schedule (6 C-119s were in this category). Despite these and
other obstacles encountered, the more than 250 aircraft identified for
air-delivery to Vietnam met the 10 November deadh’ne.58 A11 told, the
Enhance Plus deliveries and in-country turnovers totaled 625 aircraft,
including 19 A-1s, 24 AC-119s, 66 A-37s, 32 C-130As, 116 F-5As, and 9 UH-1
helicopters, all air-delivered into SVN; and 24 A-37s, 4 C-7As, 23 EC-47s,

and 307 UH-1 helicopters (30 for the International Commission of Control
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and Supervision), transferred from U.S. resources within Vietnam. Besides
these aircraft, 5,000 tons of support equipment were air-delivered and
transferred. (At Bien Hoa Air Base alone, 2,500 tons of materiel were
unloaded.) Additionally, by the 10 November deadline, nearly 100,000 tons
59
of RVNAF equipment and materiel were delivered or en route to SVN by sea.
(S) During Enhance Plus planning and execution, planners in Washington
envisioned that much of the equipment would initially be placed in storage,
and would only gradually be placed in operation as VNAF unit activations
6
proceeded under the CRIMP. Original Enhance Plus guidance to the field.
61
however, "gave no indication of intention for disposition of assets."
The Chief of the AFGP, Major General James J. Jumper, reiterated this
62
point in his end-of-tour report:
(S) . . . The question of what to do with these 600
plus aircraft was not addressed by any explicit instruc-
tions or guidance from higher (PACAF-CSAF)[*] headquarters.
Some aircraft . . . could be absorbed into existing units,
but beyond that point either the aircraft would have to
be put in permanent storage and reclaimed at some future
time by a civilian contractor, or, new units activated,
additional manpower authorized and a major transition
program undertaken.
(S) Thus, the field commanders in fact had no approved plans for
the disposition of the equipment and material once it arrived in SVN. This
planning was finalized after the fact, beginning in November 1972. The
approach taken in Vietnam by Vietnamese and U.S. planners was to use
Enhance Plus aircraft and equipment to activate new squadrons immediately

rather than placing Enhance Plus equipment in storage. This was largely

*PACAF--Pacific Air Forces.
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a South Vietnamese decision, and one which would be steadfastly pursued
63

despite considerable opposition by high-level U.S. I&M planners. That
the South Vietnamese insisted on placing Enhance Plus resources into
newly activated, albeit severely undermanned, units attested to the
importance the RVNAF had come to place on airpower, and to their deter-

mination and confidence in initiating such an undertaking. An Advisory
64
Group message summarized the VNAF attitude as follows:

(S) When Enhance Plus assets began arriving in October,
it was believed that all assets would have to be in-
country by X[*] + 60. . . . The estimated continuation
of the North Vietnamese threat and the prospect of a rapid
USAF withdrawal from SEA caused the VNAF and JGS to exert
extra effort toward building the strongest possible air
order of battle in the shortest possible time. The VNAF
embraced the logic of immediate transition training into
the Enhance Plus aircraft immediately and to the maximum
extent possible while Blue Suit USAF personnel were still
in-country to support, assist, and train.

(S) The South Vietnamese decision to opt for the formation of active

squadrons, rather than storing Enhance Plus aircraft and equipment, resulted

in the need for a revision of the CRIMP force structure. This revision,
if U.S. support and approval were to be obtained, would have to be
coordinated through the chain of command to the JCS, and approved by

the Office of the SECDEF (0SD). On 1 December, AFGP forwarded an
informal, 66-squadron force structure proposal for initial review. As
of that date, final JGS and VNAF approval of the plan was still pending,
but--as noted by the AFGP--the plan did represent the combined labors of

65
the AFGP and VNAF staffs:

*X - date of the cease-fire implementation.
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already

(S) AFGP/VNAF staffs commenced slowly and cautiously in
considering training/transition programs for the various
weapons systems due to the uncertainty of when X day

would occur with a [concomitant] reduction of the daily
operational airlift, close air support and air defense
sortie requirements making aircraft and maintenance/
aircrews available for a transition program. Continuing
exploration by AFGP/VNAF staffs has enabled a transition
program to begin which will, in 60 days, see two C-130A
squadrons activated and qualified, and a transition pro-
gram for each of the other weapons systems well underway
toward achieving aircrew and maintenance qualification.
Outstanding support for this VNAF program has been received
from 7AF, MACV, PACAF, CSAF, AFLC, the depots and many
other agencies and at this point, while much remains to

be accomplished, the program is entirely feasible in every
respect. . . . The VNAF Have taken a very positive approach
to planning and executing the transition program in order
to strengthen their AOB %Air Order of Batt]e% as much and
as quickly as possible.

The same AFGP message went on to outline the method by which an

undermanned VNAF intended to pursue the newly planned activations:

(S) In summary, the above force structure proposal is

the result of an reevaluation of the VNAF crew manning

in light of the urgent need to absorb added assets into
[the] active inventory and modernize the force. The activa-
tion schedule can be realized only by reducing the crew
ratio from the wartime level to one compatible with a
cease-fire transition period. A redistribution of VNAF
pilot assets by the VNAF staff, with a view to minimum
manning until more UPT graduates are received, has enabled
the VNAF to man the revised force structure on a near

term phase basis. In general the C-130A pilots were taken
from two C-123 squadrons to be deactivated. F-5 cockpits
will be filled by A-37 pilots, the resulting A-37 short-
fall will be filled by excess C-123, C-119 and C-47 trans-
port pilots, plus some upgrading of A-1 and 0-1 pilots.

In addition, the monthly utilization rates were reduced

to match projected capability during the eighteen months
needed to fill out and train the revised force. . . . The
AFGP computed force structure proposal requires 4,000 less
manpower spaces than that requested by the VNAF for the
program. Coordination with the VNAF is continuing and
should be resolved soon.
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(S) Logistics considerations: One hundred eighty-eight
USAF augmentees from CONUS are being utilized at TSN AB

[Tan Son Nhut AB) on the C-130A acft. . . . One hundred
sixty-three USAF blue suit augmentees were resourced . .
for AC-119K training program at Da Nang AB. . . . The

shortfall in VNAF maintenance will be compensated for by
contract maintenance until VNAF training is completed.
Seventy contract maintenance personnel are presently
employed on Enhance Plus assets and an additional 671 have
been requested. . :

(S) We recognize that planning has out-distanced program
authorization in some instances, but time has been of the
essence. It has been intended that a complete and co-
ordinated revised VNAF FY 1973-74 force structure be sub-
mitted . . . through MACV, CINCPAC to JCS in order to get
early 0SD approval.

(S) The point made in the previous quote concerning VNAF coordination,
and requested manning levels, reflected a somewhat uncharacteristic enthusiasm
and eagerness displayed by the South Vietnamese concerning their ability
to absorb and grow into the proposed expanded force structure. During
the coordination stages for the new force structure proposal, the ambitious
level of aircraft (the VNAF requested keeping some of the C-119s being re-
placed by C-130s) and manning being sought by the VNAF prompted the fol-

lowing note of caution in a letter from Major General J. J. Jumper to
67
Lieutenant General Tran Van Minh, Commander, VNAF:

(S) A concern of some importance . . . is that the rapid
expansion of VNAF since 1969, which has been even more
compressed with introduction of Project Enhance Plus
assets, has over-extended VNAF maintenance and aircrew
assets to the degree that retaining any excess aircraft
will result in drawing off maintenance and aircrew assets
from the C-130, F-5A and A-37 force. A major training
effort and considerable time will be required for VNAF

to reach the experience level needed to operate most
effectively equipment now in the inventory. Manpower,
budgetary considerations, training time and training
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facilities are all critical factors. The VNAF manpower
and experience level problem will be further compounded

if there is a reduction of RVNAF after a cease-fire agree-
ment.

(S) I believe the strongest consideration should be given
at this time to structuring the VNAF along austere lines
with a maximum number of combat type aircraft assigned
that VNAF can support, on a minimum number of bases con-
sistent with prudent base loading, and with a minimum
number of non-combat administrative support type aircraft.

(S) On 13 December 1972, AFGP forwarded a complete VNAF force struc-
ture proposal, informally coordinated at the working level with MACV, the
JGS, and the VNAF, comprising 66 squadrons, including 19 tactical fighter

68
squadrons, and containing a 64,500 manning level. On 18 December the
CSAF provided AFGP, through PACAF, a modified force structure as a pre-
ferred alternative. The modified plan proposed a 61-squadron force, repre-
senting a reduced UE of 164 aircraft. The UE reduction was proposed to
provide for NOA and attrition aircraft within existing VNAF inventories,
since many of the aircraft delivered during Enhance Plus had been pro-
grammed for that purpose. The AFGP response, forwarded in a 22 December
69

message to PACAF, stated the case for the 66-squadron force:

(S) Subject force structure was developed to incorporate

Enhance Plus assets into the active VNAF inventory in

order to meet the seriousness of the North Vietnamese

threat. The rationale for this structure was based on

the following premises:

(A) Under terms of the cease-fire agreement, no
increase to authorized strength would be allowed.

(B) Aircraft losses would be replaced on a timely
one for one basis. The revised force structure [AFGP's

66-squadron proposal] is a minimal force when compared to
the Free World Military Force in being for the past several
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years. It is structured to provide the VNAF with potential
to develop a trained force capable of meeting the threat
for the foreseeable future. A reduction of authorized
strength is not advisable from a threat oriented operational
viewpoint. '

(S) On 28 December, in a message to CSAF, PACAF underscored their

strong support of the AFGP position. Additional rationale for supporting
70

the 66-squadron proposal was also provided:

(S) The AFGP-proposed final revised VNAF force structure
reflects the results of considerable negotiations between
and approval by the AFGP, VNAF, 7AF, COMUSMACV, and RVNAF
JGS. That these staffs concurred in and authorized an
increase in VNAF manpower is considerable indication of
resolve within VNAF/RVNAF JGS. Previous efforts to

obtain RVNAF/JGS approval for VNAF strength increases have
been obtained only after overcoming strong opposition.
Force structure was designed to meet the North Vietnamese
threat and represents an approach to the 69 squadron posi-
tion as previously forwarded in Air Appendix of MACV-Mid
Range Plan [through FY 78]. . . . This may be our final
opportunity to establish a viable VNAF force structure

and take advantage of VNAF trade-off spaces to accommodate
VNAF manpower increases. It also indicates JGS recogni-
tion of the importance of airpower and as such sould be
supported.

(S) Based on the above, request your support for the

66 squadron force level in the joint arena. However,
support for the 66 sqdn force structure does not preclude
later modification to allow for NOA, attrition, or reduce
overhead. A continuing review of force structure require-
ments will be made as VNAF training, personnel recruitment,
and squadron activations occur. Final terms of a cease-
fire agreement, decision on headroom ceilings, and
evidences of enemy intentions during cease-fire period

may also allow for modifications in force structure. Thus,
as the force structure develops, it may become appropriate
to make modifications.

(S) On 3 January 1973, CINCPAC also added his support to the 66-
squadron proposal, adding that substitution of the F-5As delivered during

Enhance Plus was a matter of expediency only. The F-5As were not
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considered a permanent substitute, but were to be replaced by F-5Es as
they became available. As did AFGP and PACAF, CINCPAC also noted his con-
tinuing support for the MACV Mid-Range force structure proposal which
would increase the VNAF squadron level to 69 by FY 78 (this was to

include 20 tactical fighter squadrons). Based on these recommendations,
“the JCS supported a VNAF force structure of 66 squadrons (to be reached

by the end of FY 74), and approved, for planning purposes, a 20 tactical
fighter squadron force (8 F-5E and 12 A-37 squadrons, to be operational

71
by FY 78).

Post-Cease-Fire Developments (U)

(S) The official date of the "cease-fire" in Vietnam was 27 January
1973. Following the cease-fire, the VNAF faced the task of absorbing
the massive amount of equipment and materiel delivered during Enhance
Plus, manning and operating the facilities transferred from U.S. forces,
and growing into the expanded operational, maintenance, and support
requirements acquired during the previous year. In retrospect, the impact
of Enhance Plus on the VNAF was staggering. Its effects would continue
to be felt in the months subsequent to the cease-fire as the VNAF, with
U.S. contractor and Defense Attache Office (DAO) assistance, would try

to gain a logistic, personnel, and training equilibrium.*

*(S) In the opinion of key U.S. 9ersonne1 who remained in Vietnam to
guide DAO and contractor efforts,/2 one of the lessons the Air Force
learned was that, at the last hour in the Vietnam conflict, the U.S.
"poured too much, too fast, down the Vietnamese throat."73 It was also
the consensus that the recovery of the VNAF from the impact of Enhance
(Continued)
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(S) To assist the VNAF in their expansion to a self-sufficient, 66-
squadron force, very limited levels of U.S. personnel would be available.
As specified in the cease-fire agreement, only 50 U.S. military personnel
would be allowed in Vietnam. Further, self-imposed U.S. constraints placed
a ceiling of 1,200 DOD civilians, and 5,000 U.S. contractor personnel for
in-country assistance. A further constraint, initially imposed but event-
ually relaxed, was a one-year time limit on U.S. contractor assistance to
the South Vietnamese. MACV and the AFGP, the organizations through which
U.S. assistance to the RVNAF had previously been channeled, were to be
phased out within 60 days of the cease-fire, by which time all U.S.
military personnel (except the 50 specified above) would be withdrawn
from the RUN. The DAO was established in-country and assumed responsi-
bility for carrying out all of those in-country military matters within
the purview of the United States Support Activities Group (USSAG)/7AF,
and CINCPAC.74

(S) Within the DAO, assistance to the VNAF was managed by the Air
Force Division. Essentially, the Air Force Division was the agency which
filled the void left by the departing AFGP. It inherited the latter's
responsibilities in pursuit of VNAF improvement and modernization, with

15
its ultimate goal of self-sufficiency. The tasks confronting the Air

(Continued)

Plus, and the continuing growth, training, and maturing of the VNAF
required two healing factors: time and conditions of reasonable
stability. Yet, in view of the limited success of the cease-fire agree-
ment in halting combat, VNAF progress would have to be accomplished con-
currently with continuing combat requirements.
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Force Division were monumental. On the road toward their goal, the VNAF
faced immediate obstacles in the areas of personnel, combat crew and
maintenance training, logistics support, construction, and modification
programs (CROCs). In addition, they faced serious long-term problems

in the logistics support areas which had long received lesser emphasis
than the high-priority operational areas. The weakness of VNAF support
capabilities was only heightened by the impact of Enhance Plus. The

"VNAF Logistics Guidance" plan, published in March 1973, underscored this
76
point:

(S) Previous planning envisioned VNAF logistics develop-
ment through the 1975 time frame using required advisors
(military, [DOD] civilian, and/or contractor) in achieving
a high degree of self-sufficiency. Increased hostilities,
opening of new VNAF bases, and the recent peace agreement
required a new direction in many areas of logistics plan-
ning to compensate for dilution of VNAF skill, VNAF man-
ning deficiencies, one year tenure of DOD civilians and
expedited completion of facility modification. Logistics
planning during the initial phases of Enhance Plus did

not provide for the increased force structure of the VNAF
to their objective 66 squadrons. Planning was for stor-
age of the majority of these aircraft and when decision
was reversed to activate new squadrons, the VNAF were

not equipped logistically to do so.

(S) The magnitude of the logistics problems facing the VNAF prompted

early recognition that VNAF self-sufficiency in supporting a 66-squadron

force would not be attainable within the one-year time constraint initially

77
imposed on U.S. contractor support. Remarking on the progress of the

RVNAF toward self-sufficiency, a DAO, Air Force Division paper pointed

78
out:
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(S) The South Vietnamese Armed Forces have made remark-
able strides in logistical and administrative support
operations from the viewpoint of management and technical
capability. They have moved from an environment in which
most decisions and technical operations were performed by
military advisors to one in which no military advisors are
provided and only limited technical assistance is provided
by a small number of contractors or U.S. Government civil-
jans. However, in some technical areas, they continue to
have a major personnel shortfall in the middle management
levels. . . .

(S) The VNAF has had by far the most difficult task in

developing logistics self-sufficiency. The increase in

the number of squadrons and complexity of aircraft have

created a requirement for technology and management which

cannot be fully met in the limited time available. There-

fore, the VNAF will continue to require technical assistance

to a greater extent and longer than the other services.

(TS) Clearly, the major factor constraining the VNAF in their efforts
to attain self-sufficiency in the support of their 66-squadron, 64,500-
man force, was the lack of trained, experienced personnel resulting
from the rapid expansion of the VNAF. This basic constraint manifested
itself by a host of problems in operational, maintenance, supply, and
facilities capabilities. A July 1973 DAO report substantiated this
assessment, stating that "the impact of Enhance Plus has put the VNAF
in the position of having to grow into operations, maintenance, supply,
personnel, and facilities. Training and lack of supply and maintenance
79

support impose the most severe limitations." To provide the background
for the problems which faced the VNAF during the post-cease-fire period,
a 15 December 1972 USAF planning document outlined the personnel prob-

80
lems projected for the coming months:
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(TS) Current over-all VNAF authorization manning ceiling
is 61,760, with approximately 52,600 currently assigned,
for an 84% ratio. . . . Also, approximately 8,000 VNAF
personnel are currently involved in various stages of train-
ing which reduced the VNAF current productive manpower
force to about 44,000 personnel of their 61,760 authorized
personnel. Long training lead times are often involved
for highly technical skill. The new VNAF personnel
requirement, as a result of Enhance Plus, and considering
tradeoffs, yields a new ceiling requirement of 64,500 or
an additional 2,740 personnel. These additional personnel
represent an additional training requirement. Training

is recognized as a primary constraint in Vietnamizing
Logistics.

(S) In the words of the Director of the Air Force Division, DAO, it
was "amazing" that the Vietnamese were able to absorb the massive expan-
sion resulting from CRIMP, Enhance, and Enhance Plus. "We've force-fed
them more than I think anybody could stand, but they have been able to
absorb itﬂﬁ] A look at the situation from the Vietnamese viewpoint

provides additional insight and adds further weight to the Director's

remarks. A letter, written by Lt Gen Tran Van Minh, the VNAF Commander,

82
nearly 10 months after the initiation of Enhance Plus, summarized:
(S) . . . To fully understand our problems so as to ade-
quately solve them . . . we think it helpful to put these

problems within the framework of the VNAF when the Project
"Enhance Plus" came into being and to review develop-
ments concerning the carrying out of this project so far:

(S) On Oct. 21, 1972, while [the] war in Vietnam was at
its most critical stage, the VNAF was having to bring all
its efforts to bear upon the fighting, and at the same
time the Paris peace talks were entering the final phase,
we were notified of the project known as "Enhance Plus"
which provided for the turn-over of 615 [sic] airplanes

to the VNAF. A few days later, the first airplanes under
the said project began to arrive in Vietnam, and around
Nov. 20, 1972, the last one reached Vietnam, not including
a number of helicopters already available in Vietnam which
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were gradually turned-over to the VNAF prior to the withdrawal
of U.S. forces.

(S) Immediately after being notified of the "Enhance
Plus" Project Oct. 21, 1972, the VNAF Command, on the

one hand set out to prepare for the receipt of the
planes, and, on the other, studied a new force struc-
ture for the VNAF, drew up plans of expanding and utili-
zing forces of fighter, transport, helicopter, reconnais-
sance planes so as to be abreast of the new juncture,

and prepared TO & E [Table of Organization & Equipment]
for newly established unit, etc.

(S) On Dec. 1, 1972, the first squadron under the
"Enhance Plus" Project was activated, and on June 1,
1973, the last squadrons of the aforementioned project
were formed (with the exception of the Cruiser Squadron
720, that has not yet been established pending your con-
currence).

(S) Thus, after 40 days of preparation and planning, and
in a short space of 6 months, the VNAF has completed the
establishment of:

-8 Fighter Squadrons

-2 Transport Squadrons

-1 Armed Transport Squadron

-6 Squadrons and 8 Flights of Helicopters

-1 Training Squadron

-and reinforced Reconnaissance Squadrons with 35 0-2
planes .

(S) That made a total of 18 squadrons and 8 flights.
In addition, UH-1 Helicopter Squadrons' quota increased
from 33 to 38 planes.

(S) To meet the requirement for crews necessitated by
newly-activated squadrons, the VNAF has proceeded with:
-Cross-training 59 A-37 pilots for F-5s (completed).
-Cross-training 49 0-1 pilots for A-37s (completed).
-Cross-training 144 C-123 and C-119 crew members for
C-130 (completed).
-Cross-training 190 AC-119G crew members to AC-119Ks
(completed).
-Cross-training 52 C-123 crew members to RC-119Gs for
the Cruiser Squadron 720 (completed).

50

FTECTREY



-Cross-training 36 0-1 pilots for 0-2s (completed).
-Training of 420 helicopter pilots (first course
started on July 1, 1972).
(S) Previously all the above training was carried out
in the United States with Tonger period of time and much
expense.
(S) The VNAF has recruited more personnel to increase its
strength from 53,926 to 61,660 (it will increase to 64,909
in the future). The training of specialists have [sic]
been pushed forward to replenish newly-activated units.
(S) In order to form 18 squadrons and eight flights
in the record time of six months with only 40 days of
preparation many problems have been solved.
(S) . . . We must admit however, that there are still
many shortcomings that need be overcome. Most of them
are not caused by any organ but it is due to the quick
expansion of the VNAF to deal with new threats and new
developments of the situation. Thus, it takes time to
correct them.

(S) Thus, much progress had been made in pursuing the goal of VNAF
self-sufficiency. Nevertheless, the VNAF I&M program continued to pre-
sent difficult and challenging problems which would demand continuing
U.S. assistance and vigorous pursuit by VNAF personnel. Perhaps the
most urgent requirement in pursuit of VNAF self-sufficiency was the
development of an efficient VNAF logistics system. The VNAF had the
aircraft, and had enough crews to man them (although crew strength was
not at maximum authorization, the crews available could fly at rates
exceeding the maintenance capability): their greatest weakness lay in
maintaining the aircraft, and providing the supplies needed to keep them
flying. As the Director of the Air Force Division put it, logistics

"is what this whole show is about now; we're trying to develop their

51



capability to maintain their aircraft themselves. Believe me, they've got

the best pilots in the world . . . some pilots with 10,000 hours of combat
83
time. Their biggest deficiency is logistics in maintaining their aircraft."

Accordingly, the September 1973 V-Log Plan presented the revised tasks
facing the VNAF in developing its logistics system, and outlined the
approach and objectives of U.S. assistance during the final quarter of
the first year following the cease-fire in South Vietnam:84

CONCEPT

(S) The VNAF's combat capability will continue to be
maintained and supported concurrently with expansion

of its logistics base. Priority of effort will be
directed toward establishing effective maintenance and
supply systems to support assigned weapon systems, mis-
sion essential equipment, and essential facilities.

The ultimate objective is to achieve a viable logistics
management system which provides VNAF self-sufficiency
consistent with cost and time constraints.

* * * * * * *

GENERAL

(S) The Vietnamese program continues to be one of the
priority efforts of the U.S. Air Force. Significant
progress has been made during the past months with the
major delivery programs completed, the VNAF force struc-
ture expanding from 52 to a programmed 66 squadrons
(activation of RC-119L pending JCS approval), and sortie
rate accomplishments reaching new highs. Responsibility
for base management has been assumed by the VNAF, with
their units being required to maintain capabilities in

a high threat environment.

(S) With the transition to the DAO structure completed
and the original force beddown posture virtually achieved,
the priority of V-Log efforts requires strengthening the
VNAF's capabilities to operate effectively with reduced
levels of U.S. support. In accomplishing this, the
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primary considerations are correcting deficiencies, com-
pleting necessary training programs, and establishing
programs to fulfill specific follow-on objectives.

OBJECTIVES
(S) . . . a. Increase the maintenance capability for

aircraft, engines, equipment and facilities. Correct
identified deficiencies as indicated below:

(1) The August 1973 V-Log review revealed
that the VNAF lack sufficient skilled personnel to main-
tain all assigned aircraft, engines, AGE, vehicles, and
facilities. Programs must be established to return these
resources to a serviceable condition. Actions should then
be taken to identify items which will reflect adequate
utilization, maintenance, redistribution and storage, as
appropriate.

* * * * * * *
b. Train VNAF in required logistics skills:

(1) The VNAF have made significant and rapid
progress in their overall manning, with over 95% of
authorized personnel now assigned or in training pipe-
line. This rapid expansion of the labor force has, how-
ever, caused the following additive problems:

(a) Saturation of VNAF training capa-
bility.

(b) Majority of assigned personnel are
three level.

(c) Dilution of overall skill level of
the total VNAF work force. At present, nearly 10,000 airmen
are in initial training while the majority of airmen assigned
to the active units are at the apprentice level. This
situation requires continuing action and necessary visi-
bility to insure all available training resources are
being utilized to improve this situation.

* * * * * * *
c. Improve accountability and control over

supplies and equipment; increase the efficiency and res-
ponsiveness of the VNAF supply system.
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(1) The massive transfers of supplies and
equipment during 1972 resulted in significant backlogs in
the various VNAF supply receiving functions with a corres-
ponding reduction in inventory accuracy. Weapon systems
and equipment transfers (USAF/U.S. Army to VNAF) accom-
plished in conjunction with accelerated unit activations
resulted in degradation of accountability in many instances.

(2) Actions taken to date have eliminated
backlogs and improved accountability, but additional empha-
sis is required.

* * * * * * *

d. Complete ALC Expansion. There is an estab-
lished program to provide the VNAF with an extensive depot
maintenance capability at the ALC. Expeditious completion
of this program is essential as it provides the basic capa-
bilities to allow the VNAF to achieve the programmed level
of logistics self-sufficiency. While progress is being
made in all areas, some slippages have delayed completion.
Revised schedules must now be met and completion must be
accomplished to insure program support to the VNAF.

e. Fulfill other established USAF program objec-
tives. Other V-Log objectives are outlined as separate
actions in this plan. These include resolution of issues,
such as F-5 program and the RC-119L requirement, expanding
the VNAF computer system, and establishment of an off-shore
support organization.

f. Phase down the DAQ organization and reduce
the U.S. contractor presence as other objectives are
achieved. Plans have been made to reduce DAO civilian
manning either on an incremental basis or as rapidly as
possible. Additionally, U.S. contractor support will be
terminated as training and augmentation requirements are
completed. Continuing action is necessary to assure that
the DAO phase down is accomplished only as training pro-
grams and logistics actions are completed and other goals
are achieved. Follow-on contract support requirements . . .
must be established.

(U) The evolution of the I&M program between mid-1971 and mid-1973
had been hectic, in response to major and often unexpected events;

dramatic, in the scope of the changes wrought in the I&M program; and
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far-reaching, in terms of the VNAF's capability to absorb equipment, train
personnel, and support its increasingly sophisticated and diverse
weapons systems. The growth and state of VNAF mission capabilities

during this period are presented in the following chapter.

85
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CHAPTER III
VNAF OPERATIONAL CAPABILITIES (U)

Introduction--Command and Control Considerations (U)

(U) RVNAF command and control relationships strongly influenced the

employment and effectiveness of VNAF operational capabilities in support

of RVNAF forces. A discussion of these considerations is therefore presented

here as an introduction to VNAF operational capabilities.

(C) The VNAF, Vietnamese Navy (VNN), and ARVN were formally under the
command of the Joint General Staff. In practice, however, the JGS was
concerned almost exclusively with day-to-day management only of ground
forces, and both the VNAF and VNN maintained separate and distinct head-
quarters and staffs which were physically apart from the JGS compound and
functioned almost entirely independently. In short, the JGS did not
exercise day-to-day command and control over the VNAF and VNN; the JGS
allocated resources, established and monitored policies, and published
directives--their involvement in operational matters, however, was normally
after-the-fact. When significant command matters arose among the services,
they were personally, and most often verbally, resolved by the Military
Region (MR), VNAF, and VNN Commanders, and by South Vietnamese political
officials at the highest levels. The Military Region Commanders exercised
the most direct command and control over VNAF strike aircraft and heli-
copters, while VNAF headquarters served more as a monitoring agency, and

85
the Air Divisions as suppliers. An October 1973 DAO assessment outlined
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these relationships, and underscored the enormous power wielded by the

86
MR Commanders:

(C) To describe the function of the VNAF in the total
RVNAF military capability, a general analogy can be
made with the U.S. concept of Unified and Component
Commands. Each of the MRs act as a Unified Command.

As the component command, the VNAF is responsible for
training and equipping the air arm of the Military
Region. Virtually all operational concept and doc-
trine is established and implemented by the MR
Commander. The Air Force combat resources in each

MR respond only to requests made by the MR Commander
or his operation [s] staff. The MR Commander has
absolute authority over his available forces and there-
fore determines the extent of joint operations as well
as establishing the interfaces between the component
services within his region. The usefulness of the
"Unified Command" analogy ceases at the concept of join
staff employment. MR staffs are dominated by ARVN per-
sonnel. The DASC [Direct Air Support Center] Commander
(normally a COL or LTC*) is responsive to the MR G-3
[collectively, the Operations Staff; individually,
chief of that staff]. Informal relationships exist
between the MR Commander and the Air Division Commander
in each region.

* * * * * * *

(C) VNAF Headquarters does not command or control the
Air Force resources. . . . Command and control of
strike aircraft and helicopters rests with the ARVN
Corps [MR] Commander. The monitoring of air opera-
tions by VNAF Headquarters personnel is tempered by
the quantity, quality and timeliness of data

reported. . . . Like the other component commands and
the JGS itself, the VNAF Headquarters staff gets the
information the Military Region Commander wants them
to have, when he wants them to have it.

(C) Thus, the VNAF did not exercise centralized command an
over its strike and helicopter resrouces. In reality, command
trol was decentralized and in the hands of the MR Commanders.

role played by the VNAF Tactical Air Control System (TACS) stro
*COL--Colonel; LTC--Lieutenant Colonel.
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reflected the command and control realities outlined by the DAO, above.
Basically, the VNAF TACS consisted of a Tactical Air Control Center (TACC);
four Direct Air Support Centers, one for each Military Region; and Tactical
Air Control Parties, assigned at each province, regiment, and MR, and
normally consisting of Air Liaison Officers, Forward Air Controllers, and
radio operators.87 When a given ARVN battalion required air support, it
forwarded a request to its regimental Tactical Operations Center (TOC),
which reviewed and consolidated requests from the various battalions, and
forwarded those deemed appropriate to the MR TOC. Theoretically, the
ALO assigned to each Regimental TOC was to provide expertise on the
employment of airpower, and was to advise the MR DASC of the actions
taken by the Regimental TOC. The MR TOC reviewed and consolidated
requests from the various Regimental TOCs, established air support
requirements, and notified the MR DASC. The ALO assigned to the MR TOC
was to provide expertise in matters related to air support. The DASC
contacted the appropriate Air Division to ascertain the ability to gen-
erate the required number of sorties. Subsequently, the DASC informed
the TACC, which in turn published the frag.88

(C) Notably, daily sortie schedules within each MR were stable. The .
number of sorties fragged was a function of overall operational require-
ments, maintenance capabilities, and unit training, rather than day-to-day
operational needs. Once established, the number of fragged sorties was
rarely changed. The number of sorties actually flown in a given MR on

a given day, however, varied widely, and it was this actual number flown
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which reflected operational needs. The MR commanders established the
policy that fragged missions would not be flown unless required.89

(C) A crucial element in the link between the VNAF TACS and the ground
commanders were the ALOs. The ALO represented the practical point of
contact between the supplier and the user. Ideally, ALOs should have been
assigned down to the battalion level, but personnel limitations precluded
that approach. Instead, at the battalion level, liaison in air operations
matters was to be provided by a designated ARVN officer who had attended
a one-month course on the employment of aircraft, strike request pro-
cedures, and so forth. At the regimental level, ALOs were assigned to
provide expertise and advice related to the employment of airpower. In
practice, however, most ALOs were inexperienced, low-ranking pilot wash-
outs or non-rated observers. Consequently, they were ignored by ARVN
commanders. This problem, which would have to be solved if effective employ-
ment of air support were to be realized, had been recognized by U.S. advisors
for years. Earlier AFGP and VNAF efforts to assign more qualified, higher-
ranking ALO personnel were frustrated by the shortage of qualified officers
and pilots, and by VNAF assignment priorities which reflected the prevalent
attitude that the ALO's job was less esteemed and respected than that of
a pilot assigned to an operational squadron. Enhance Plus had the effect
of further prompting the transfer of qualified pilots to newly activating
squadrons.90 The DAO assessment cited above summarized the ALO situation
as of October ]973.9]

(C) The ALO/FAC* system in the VNAF is the victim of
personnel shortages due to the pilot requirements
created by the Enhance Plus Program. . . . The ALOs .

*UNAF FACs are discussed in the Visual Reconnaissance section, p. 99.
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are young inexperienced officers. Only one MR ALO

is a rated pilot. The rest of the ALOs are officers who
have received some training as observers. The result

of this situation is that the [Vietnamese] Air Force
representative, upon whom the ground commander is to
depend for advice, is relatively inexperienced and con-
siderably junior in military rank to the man he is to
advise. In practice, any joint use of air power is
entirely dependent upon the background, qualification
and attitudes of the ground commander.

(S) Near the end of 1973, VNAF headquarters once again proposed as-
signing fighter pilots as ALOs. If that action were pursued, it would have
a positive, upgrading influence on the level of expertise of ALOs and
would undoubtedly increase their esteem in the eyes of the ground commanders.
However, it was believed that further improvement in the ALO situation,
and ultimately in the manner in which air support was employed, would also
require the assignment of higher-ranking officers who would be on an equal

92
level with the ARVN officers they were advising. Even then, the flexi-
bility and responsiveness of the VNAF in support of ground forces would
continue to be limited by a more basic constraint: the decentralized con-

trol of air resources under the MR Commanders.

Fighters (U)

(S) The VNAF fighter force (see Table 1) was at the heart of the CRIMP;
the development of that force, and the mission capabilities it was to pro-
vide, were basic goals of the VNAF I&M program. Of the traditional combat
tasks facing the VNAF--close air support, interdiction, and air defense--
greatest emphasis had been placed on close air support, for reasons of
practicality, economics, estimated threat, and VNAF ability to absorb new

missions. The VNAF fighter force, as of late 1971, was still programmed
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TABLE 1: VNAF FIGHTER SQUADRONS
July 1971 vs July 1973 (U)

1 July 1971 1 July 1973 Qtr of CY* for
Sqdn A/C UE**  Base Sqdn A/C UE Base New Activation
516 A-37/18 Da Nang NC*** NC/24 NC -

520 A-37/18 Binh Thuy NC NC/24 NC -
524 A-37/18 Nha Trang NC NC/24 NC -

526 A-37/18 Binh Thuy NC NC/24 NC -

528 A-37/18 Da Nang NC NC/24 NC ‘ -
514 A-1/24 Bien Hoa NC NC/NC NC -
518 A-1/18 Bien Hoa NC NC/24 NC -
530 A-1/18 Pleiku NC NC/24 NC -
522 F-5A/B/18 Bien Hoa NC NC/23 NC -
RF-5A/6 Bien Hoa NC NC/7 NC -

Total Squadrons Total UE 532 A-37/24 Phu Cat 4/72

9 174 534 A-37/24 Phan Rang 4/72

546 A-37/24  Binh Thuy 2/73

548 A-37/24 Phan Rang 2/73

550 A-37/24 Da Nang 2/13

536 F-5A/17 Bien Hoa 4/72

538 F-5A/14 Da Nang 1473

540 F-5A/17 Bien Hoa 1/73

542 F-5A/17 Bien Hoa 2/73

544 F-5A/17 Bien Hoa 213

*: g}c — 2?15222; Year Total Squadrons Total UE
*** NC -- No Change 19 427

Source for Tables 1-6, (S) CHECO Report, Vietnamization of the Air War, 1970-
1971 (U), 8 Oct 71 (S). AFGP, "Military Assistance Progress Report (U)," for
the quarterly periods between Jul 71 and Dec 72 (S). U.S. DAO, Saigon, "DAO
Quarterly Assessment Report (U)," Jul and Oct 73 (S).
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primarily fo provide close air support in a low threat, counterinsurgency
environment. By that time, however, the prospect of continuing, and
potentially complete, U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam and, indeed, from South-
east Asia, was having an impact on I&M p]anners.93 In late 1971, well
before the spring 1972 NVA invasion, planners were exploring in detail the
possible ways of improving VNAF capabilities in close air support, and

of establishing credible VNAF capabilities in the interdiction and air
defense roles. The enemy invasion, especially when coup]éd with later
cease-fire negotiations, served to underscore the need for improved VNAF
capabilities in a conventional war, high-threat environment. Further,

it intensified the awareness of shortfalls in the programmed I&M structure,
and increased the urgency of providing the VNAF with the potential to

assume broadened mission capabilities.

(TS) Evolution of the Fighter Force (U). The need to overcome

shortfalls in the air defense and interdiction missions had a forceful
influence in the evolution of the fighter force. The first major plan

to provide the VNAF with an interdiction capability, however, did not
propose fighter resources. Credible Chase, the program to equip the

VNAF with STOL "mini-gunship" squadrons, received high-level interest

and support in late 1971 and early 1972. While the program was eventually
abandoned for a variety of practical reasons, the high-level support

it enjoyed reflected the awareness among U.S. leaders that the with-
drawal of U.S. air forces would leave the VNAF with serious shortfalls,

especially in interdiction and air defense capabilities. It
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was widely recognized that it was beyond both the RVN's capability and
fiscal reality to attempt to provide, and support, the massive level of
resources applied by U.S. forces in interdiction operations in SEA.
Nevertheless, support and operation of a limited interdiction capability

in critical border areas was felt to be within the scope of VNAF mission
94

capabilities if proper equipment were provided. Similarly, the modest
VNAF F-5 air defense capability programmed under CRIMP could be improved

if the appropriate number and type of aircraft were provided. An April
1972 message from the AFGP summarized the status of the VNAF's interdiction

and air defense potentials as viewed at that time, and proposed a number
95

of actions to upgrade VNAF capabilities:

(S) Air defense is currently being performed by the
U.S. Air Force supplemented with two F-5A aircraft. The
NVAF [North Vietnamese Air Force] has the primary mis-
sion of air defense, however, a capability for offensive
operations exists. Consisting of 250-275 aircraft, the
NVAF have the capability to strike most of the installa-
tions in South Vietnam. . . . The minimal AAA [anti-
aircraft artillery] capability developed for the ARVN
could be a significant deficiency. Primary emphasis

has been placed on VNAF for future AD [air defense] and
the acquisition of three 18 UE F-5E interceptor squadrons
has been programmed and approved for activation in

1974. These fighter squadrons should provide an opera-
tional air defense capability in FY 75. . . . Continued
support by U.S. forces will be mandatory until at

least one VNAF F-5E squadron is operationally ready.

* * * * * * *

(S) In the air interdiction role, the capability of

the VNAF is limited to eleven planned fighter attack
squadrons, one AC-47 squadron and one AC-119G squadron.
The fighters (A-1s and A-37s) required U.S. assistance
when operating in high threat areas, to counter the

heavy air defenses which the NVN possess and have shown
they can move with their forces. Similarly, the gunships
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required escort protection when operating in the same
environment. FAC aircraft further 1imit most fighter
strikes to day VFR [Visual Flight Rules] conditions
although some added capability is being developed. There
are some actions being taken to enhance VNAF interdic-
tion capability within the next eighteen months or more
but they are not of a nature that would significantly
change the current capabilities. (Some of these actions
are the forthcoming introduction of the AC-119K with
20mm [millimeter] cannon and sophisticated detection
devices, modification of the A-37 for carriage of a 20mm
gun pod. . .). In view of these limitations, it would
appear that if the VNAF is to have a true air interdic-
tion capability, some consideration must be given to
providing it with suitable equipment. If U.S. airpower
and the air superiority which it provided is withdrawn,
the VNAF should be modernized to offset the high threat
environment presented by NVN AAA and the likely use of
the now relatively inactive NVN Air Force. . . . To pro-
vide the VNAF with a capability to concentrate on the RVN
border infiltration routes while providing a suitable
degree of survivability, we recommend that the following
be considered:

(A) Substitute a more capable attack aircraft
such as the F-4 or A-7 for the aging A-1.

(B) Provide longer range and more capable FAC air-
craft to replace the 0-1 and U-17.

(C) Modernize the AC-119G gunship with 20mm cannon
to provide a greater truck killing capability.

(TS) The requirement to introduce more sophisticated aircraft into
the VNAF, however, had to be weighed against the inevitable impact on other
VNAF capabilities. An April 1972 CINCPAC message echoed the Advisory
Group's concern by stating that "the increased threat posed by NVA gun
and missile anti-aircraft capabilities as well as possible shortfalls in
A-1 and A-37 aircraft availability all favor considering the upgrading of
a portion of the VNAF TACAIR [Tactical Aircraft] fleet with more modern
and capable aircraft."96 The same message noted, however, that the addi-

tion of such aircraft had to be "carefully weighed against the availability
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of qualified manpower to meet the operational and logistic requirements
that such additions would engender." I&M planners, weighing both the
requirement for more capable aircraft and the need to avoid the introduc-
tion of still another weapon system into the VNAF, proposed the following
long-range solution: replacement of the aging A-1 with additional A-37

squadrons, to provide improved close air support and interdiction capabili-

ties, and provision of additional F-5E squadrons capable in both the inter-
97
diction and air defense roles. An October 1972 memorandum from Brig

Gen Richard G. Cross, Chief of the Air Operations Division, MACY, further

explained the rationale behind these force structure changes, which were
98
proposed for the 1975 to 1978 time period:

(TS) The proposed VNAF force structure is the result of
a hard reappraisal of the shortfall that will exist in
the VNAF air mission responsibility. . . . DOD guidance
directs our planning toward the total withdrawal of U.S.
air support in the post FY 75 time period. The withdrawal
of U.S. air assets will uncover a shortfall in the VNAF
capability to support the CAS [Close Air Support], INT
[Interdiction], and air defense missions. The driving
constraint on the proper structuring of the VNAF is the
shortage of trained pilots and maintenance personnel
caused by the rapid buildup of the force during the last
three years. Any precipitous insertion of a new weapons
system into the VNAF force structure would cause an
unacceptable degradation of their existing operational
capability. E.g., it would take the pilot resources of
two A-37 squadrons to train one squadron of F-4C's.
Therefore, the approach used by the planners for the
VNAF force structure makes every attempt to maximize
existing VNAF capabilities and more fully exploit pro-
grammed aircraft. The additional A-37 squadrons have
the least impact on the VNAF manpower, training, and
logistical problem areas. The F-5E, originally dedicated
to the air defense role, is now proposed as a dual-
purpose aircraft; air defense and ground attack. .
The end FY 78 fighter structure proposed 8 squadrons of
F-5E dually certified and 12 squadrons of A-37s bringing
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the fighter force to twenty squadrons. This force.
provides nominal CAS and INT support of near border
areas, and a limited air defense capability for South
Vietnam.
(S) This approach was supported by the JCS who formally stated, in
an October 1972 memorandum for the SECDEF, that there was no short-term
solution to increasing the capability of the VNAF, due to the long lead
time required to train pilots and maintenance personnel. They pointed out,
however, that the proposed A-37 and F-5E squadrons would cause the least
logistical impact on the VNAF and, by exploiting the ground attack capa-
bility of the F-5E, would enhance VNAF close air support and interdiction
capabilities as well as increasing the air defense potentia].99
(S) Later that same month, the thinking which was prevalent in the
Mid-Range Force structure Review was reflected in the 1list of attack air-
craft specified for delivery under Enhance Plus. Additional A-37 aircraft
were to be provided to the VNAF, as were a large number of F-5A aircraft
which wefe intended as on-hand substitutes until F-5Es became available.
It was obvious after the cease-fire, however, that it would be many
months, if not several years, before the aircraft and equipment poured into
SVN during Enhance Plus would be absorbed and their operational potential
fully exp]oited.]00 Nowhere was this more true than in the exploitation
of the F-5.
(S) Prior to Enhance Plus, VNAF F-5A resources consisted of a single
squadron located at Bien Hoa, with a detachment of six aircraft stationed

at Da Nang for air defense purposes. The first involvement of the VNAF

in the air defense role had begun in January 1972, when the VNAF deployed
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those”six F-5A aircraft and associated crews from Bien Hoa AB to Da Nang
AB to begin training in air defense alert tactics with the USAF. Shortly
thereafter, two F-5s began standing five-minute alert. These aircraft
were initially fragged for training sorties, but by April 1972 they began
f]yibg daylight operational sorties. Total VNAF assumption of the RVN air
defepse mission, however, was not scheduled to commence until the VNAF's
first squadron of F-5Es became operationally ready in mid—1974,101 fol-
]oging the scheduled arrival in SVN of the first F-5Es in early 1974.
This arrival date could not be accelerated due to both aircraft production
schedules and long training lead times for aircrews and ground crews.]02
Thus, the VNAF would not have a "sophisticated Air Defense system to repel
the North Vietnamese upon U.S. w1"chdrawa],"]03 and some U.S. aircraft
would be required to remain in the area as a deter‘rent.]04

i (S) During Enhance Pluys, however, large numbers of F-5As were de-
livered to the VNAF. As a result, the VNAF activated five more squadrons
of F-5As in late 1972 and early 1973. By June 1973, the VNAF had three
squadrons designated for employment in the close air support and inter-
diction roles (stationed at Bien Hoa), while three other squadrons (at
Bien Hoa, Da Nang, and Phu Cat, respectively) were being trained and
equipped for the air defense m1‘ss1’on.]05

(S) As of mid-1973, at Da Nang, the VNAF maintained two F-5s on

fivé-m1nute alert, two on 15-minute alert, and two more on backup. An

additional four aircraft were maintained on alert at Bien Hoa. As

expected, however, the embryonic F-5A air defense force had very limited
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capabilities, and at best was an interim measure until the F-5E squadrons
106
could be formed. A July 1973 DAO assessment noted:

(S) The Air Superiority/Air Defense potential of the
VNAF 1is marginal. In the Air Defense role, the VNAF
is handicapped by aircraft which have no capability
(because of available weapons) in the front intercept
environment. In addition, (again because of weapons)
they are constrained to a clear air mass situation and
stern attack geometry. Geographical shape and radar
masking give VNAF very little early warning. The com-
mand and control system, although responsive, is

still not quick enough to take advantage of early
warning. In the air superiority role, the VNAF faces
more experienced pilots flying equipment that is
similar in capability. This will result in a serious
disadvantage during the learning curve until the VNAF
pilots gain experience in air-to-air combat. [Neither]
training resources nor supervisory incentive are . . .
sufficient to overcome these deficiencies in the near
future.

(C) It should be noted that some, but not all, of the F-5A's equipment

limitations would be overcome with the introduction of the F-5E. A DAO
107
comparison of the two aircraft indicated:

(C) The F-5E is faster and vastly more maneuverable
than the F-5A. . . .

(C) The F-5E has greater range or bomb load than the
F-5A. .

(C) The F-5A is restricted to clear air mass (engines
ice up), utilizes "Kentucky windage" for air-to-air
attack with guns, and eyeball to determine when in
range to launch the Infrared AIM-9B Missile.

(C) The F-5E has a lead computing sight, search and
track radar and a missile in-range computer.

(C) Neither the F-5A or the F-5E is an all-weather
interceptor since the AIM-9B/E is a clear air, infra-
red homing missile which can't be successfully
launched in clouds.
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(C) Because of thrust to weight ratio, wing loading
and extreme flight stability, the F-5E will, pilots
being equal, more than match the MIG-21 in the
standard maneuvering combat arena. Its area of poten-
tial superiority is much greater than the MIG-21 and
gives the F-5E the upper hand whereas the F-5A is a
match for the MIG-21 in a very restricted environment.

(S) Final Preparations for Receipt of F-5Es (U). In late 1973, VNAF

personnel were being withdrawn from F-5A squadrons for training in prepara-
tion for the F-5Es, which were to begin arriving in January 1974. This
placed another burden on the already severely strained F-5A squadron mainte-

nance capability, and prompted the DAO to seek further contractor support
108

for the F-5 squadrons. An 11 October 1973 DAO message stated:

(S) The current threat and forthcoming dry season .
indicates that every effort be taken to generate

the maximum number of operational[ly] ready aircraft.
Especially the F-5.

(S) The thirty percent 0/R for F-5A aircraft can-

not be improved with the existing VNAF manning and low
skill level within the 3 AD [3d Air Division]. We
have just gone through the experience of withdrawing
ALC personnel from 3 AD facilities into ALC operations.
In addition, 126 VNAF personnel will soon be entered
into F-5E training, further diluting their capability
and compounding the F-5A maintenance capability/
situation.

(S) Therefore, it is imperative that within 30 days
means be provided to augment the 3 AD [with] skilled addi-
tional personnel to replace the diverted 0&I [Opera-
tions & Inspection] skills into ALC depot operations

and F-5E trainees and also bring the F-5 force up to
an acceptable 0/R status.

(C) VNAF F-5 maintenance and manning problems notwithstanding, the
final preparations for the arrival of the first F-5Es in RVN promised to

usher in the long-awaited day when the VNAF would boast an operationally
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ready F-5E force. Thisgiant step toward VNAF self-sufficiency was near,
and while there was obviously a great deal of work and training yet to
be accomplished, the VNAF was being provided with the potential to ex-
pand their air-to-ground attack capabilities and to develop an Air De-
fense force capable of responding to the North Vietnamese threat.

(S) Fighter Limitations (U). In daytime, clear weather conditions,

VNAF fighter pilots were considered to be among the best in the world.
Some pilots had as much as 10 years of combat experience. This experience
not only facilitated accurate ordnance delivery, but also resulted in
familiarity with terrain and enhanced the ability to identify well-
concealed tar'gets.]09 On the other hand, VNAF TACAIR (except A-1s)
suffered from continuing lack of significant night/all-weather capa-
bility. Inadequate all-weather delivery equipment, very limited ini-

tial and continuation night/all-weather training for A-37 and F-5 crews,
and 1ittle emphasis by operations supervisors resulted in a fighter

force with minimal night/all-weather delivery capabi]ity.]]o (Fortu-
nately, the gunship fleet provided significant support to RVNAF forces

at night, ameliorating the seriousness of the TACAIR night deficiency.)
The need for an all-weather bombing capability had long been recognized by
I&M planners, and progress had been made in selecting and providing the

necessary delivery equipment. SEEK POINT, chosen under CROC-64-70 was

designed to equip the VNAF with a ground-based, radar-directed bombing

111
system which was unsophisticated, easily maintained, and inexpensive.
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The SEEK POINT system consisted of a ground radar site which, by means of
an on-board beacon, guided the VNAF aircraft to the approximate release
point. By the time of the cease-fire, three of five planned SEEK POINT
systems had been shipped to SVYN, and two Combat Skyspot MSQ-77 radars were
left there by departing U.S. forces to provide in-place equipment which
could be replaced by the two remaining SEEK POINT systems at a later date.
Following the cease-fire, emphasis was placed on using contractor support
to attain an operational status as soon as possible, while at the same time
train{ng the Vietnamese to maintain and support the systems. As of late
1973, a fourth SEEK POINT system had been shipped to Vie'cnam.”2 The sys-
tems were suffering from maintenance and supply support problems, but
progress was being made in correcting those deficiencies. A Tlarger problem
was developing the VNAF capability and inclination to operate and support
the system, and to remedy a general lack of emphasis on instrument training
and operations.

(S) The lack of emphasis which VNAF management had historically placed
on night/instrument operations was reinforced by a shift of ground combat
activity from nighttime to daytime following the cease-fire. Combined with
these factors, A-1 flight instrument problems, caused by spares, shortages,
and cannibalization, all but prevented A-1 night combat operations, and
the low F-5 sortie rate, caused by maintenance problems and a shortage of
fully trained and qualified crew?i3argued against the F-5's use for all

but the most essential missions. Some A-1 and F-5 night training sorties

occurred, but night combat flights were seldom flown. In short, areas
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which VNAF managers viewed as essential were pursued with vigor, but areas
considered to be of secondary importance were neglected -- and the VNAF
considered night training and night combat sorties to be of secondary
importance. Coloring the VNAF attitude toward night operations was the
general philosophy prevalent throughout the RVNAF leadership, i.e., that
air resources should be used as sparingly as possible, and saved until they
were needed most during an expected Communist offensive. That philosophy
was reflected not only by the low emphasis placed on night operations, but
also by the standing policy, issued by all four of the MR commanders, that
daily fragged sorties would not normally be flown unless ground combat
activities dictated their use. Thus, while daily fragged sortie rates re-
mained essentially constant, actual sorties flown from day to day fluctuated
widely, seldom reaching the fragged 1eve1.”4

(S) The same philosophy of economy of air resources which manifested
itself in day and night sortie rates, also came into play in the conduct of
daily combat missions. Perhaps the most serious limitation of the VNAF
fighter (and fixed-wing gunship) force was its high vulnerability when
operating in heavily defended areas. Clearly, the VNAF had been designed
basically for a low threat, insurgency environment. The anti-aircraft guns
and missiles introduced en masse into SVN during the 1972 North Vietnamese
Spring Offensive in effect closed many areas to A-1s and A-37s, which
constituted all but one of the VNAF's fighter squadrons. Accordingly,

locations believed to contain a high AAA/surface-to-air Missile (SAM)
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threat were nearly always avoided.* Enemy defenses in remaining areas,
particularly the SA-7 STRELLA SAM, prompted the VNAF to release its ordnance
from above 6,000 feet, and frequently from above 10,000 feet. It was the
judgment of DAO personnel and militar<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>