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The counterinsurgency and unconventional warfare environment of
Sputheast Asia has resulted in USAF airpower Deing employed toc meet a
multitode of requirements, These varied applications have inwolved the
full spectrum of USAF aerospace vehicles, support equipment, and E2npower,
As a result, operational data and experiences have accumylated wnich. should
be collected, documented, and analyzed for current and future impact upon

USAF policies, concepts, and doctrine,

nf =0l in

Fortumately, the value of collect and documenting our SER expe-
riences was recognized at an early dste. In 1562, Hg USAF directed
CIHCPACAF to establish an activity which would provide timely and analy-
tical studies of USAF combat operstions in SEA &nd would be primarily

responsive to Air Staff requirements and direction.

(8]

2
4

L

Project CHECO, an acronym for Lontemporary Historical Examination
of Current Operations, was established to meet the hir Staff directive.
Managed.by Hgq PACAF, with elements in Southeast Asia, 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 evenis and circumstances

at the time of its preparation--recognizing that it was prepared on 2

contesporary basis which restricted perspective and that the author's
research was limited to records available within his local headguarters
area.

Dut Ml

ROBERT E. HILLER
Director of Operaticns Analysis
pCS/0perations
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: " CHAPTER III
" PHYSICAL DEFENSES AND LIMITATIONS

Introduction

An effective base physical defense environment has as {ts'gca1 four
aﬁjectives- the detection, detention, and destruction of the enemy; and,
of greatest Tmpo?tance the preservation of vita1 resources while accom-

p115h1ng the precedTng abje¢t1ves

Th15 chapter briefly considers four aspects of physiﬂa1 defenses.as
they Existed in Thailand from 1968 to 1972, First, 1t_Exam1nes active
defense systam;_dgsigned to aid persannel.in_tﬁe detection, containment,

and response to an enemy intrusion. Then, the chapter_details passive

- defense measures designed.tv protect persunnal.and"fita1_rg;purces_during

an ittack.- It ékp?ureé the limitations imposed by na;urﬁ] cunditiuns:

as well as pdjft!cal and economic constraints on the use uf:aefensive
devices. Finally,. it briefly discusses sﬁﬁé af.the spééifié difficulties
and achievements,. No effort is made to duplfcaté concepts discussed in

PACAFM 207-25.

Two CHECG repnrts on base defense concepts and measures in the
123

Republic of Viqtnam_pruv1de ‘additional information.

T OER SN Gn GG Ow ww M Gy S e B EE SN me R s B

fietive and Pesstve Defense Measures | _ =
The first "ring of defense” within the boﬁﬁds of USAF responsibility

was the base perimeter, usually composed of féﬁce lines and other integrated

57
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~ Other natural features such as streans
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and drainage ditches, known as "klongs," provided concealment and thus were
natural points nf'enthy for enemy sappers. Most bases relied on extra
11Tumination to cuﬁntar the thréat in those areas, The extent to which
vegetation has been cleared is graphically {llustrated in _the case of NKP.
The photograph of that base on the following page shows the extent of vege-
tation inside the base perimeters in the early days of construction when
the airfield was carved out of virgin jungle. An interesting comparison
beth;'eep NKP 1966 aﬁd NKP 1972 can be made by reference to the picture of |
that base that appears earlier in this report. (See Figure 6.)

" Other constraints were imposed by various economic and political cﬂﬁ;‘ ;2

siderations. - There was a relative scarcity of resources and money wﬁich
forced defense planners to establish priorities in the areas of the base
they were able to defend in depth, Thus POL and MMS areas had to compete

with aircraft, which past experience had shown were more Jucrative targets.

Local USAF base commanders' emphasis on defense often varied.. For

example, prior to the June 1972 attack, the base conmander of Ubon RTAFB

directed that a triple concertinz barrier be removed from an area betwsen .

aircraft revetments and the base perimeter, just 100 meters beyond. The

directive ordering the removal of the fence was part of a current “base

beautification™ effort. This very area became the penetration point for the -

sapper attack, " Occasion2lly, higher command also diverted defense =~

resources to areas with higher threat estimates, Barbed-tape, considered -

the most effective anti-penetration barrier available for use along

()]
h

wtls b bl . P e e 8 A2 dand
b 2t A G e vttt AN o

_,, .
S ———

X e i Ry i i AR
b e o e e

TR T
M

kit e s i .




S0/ provided-

o




L

process, and the inability to go beyond the fences, significantly limited
125/
the use of those agents at m=ny bases.

The 1969 ROE required advance qpprnval of the Ambassador for all "new
weapons" intreduced into Tna1land.lzéf This rule was used to limit the
previously-discussed, command-detonated pop-up mines, The Embassy limited
their instaliation to the launcher tubes. The actual mines and detonation
circuitry could not be installed until a2 "Yeliow" (or higher) Security
Alert Condition was in effect. This stricture Ted CINCPACAF to cance
the planned use of such mines when severzl ::f—fnrts to secure Tewsr
tions from the Embassy proved unsuccessf-1.i:z! Finally, in May 1972,
PACAF permission was obtainmed to undertake a Timited test of the mines
at U-Tapao, subject to the ROE restrictions,. CINCPACAF then requested
that Headquarters USAF seek greater freedom in their use and directed

148/
that no further bases would be armed until the ROE were modified,”

Base R 15

Keeat RKTAFB., Vegetation control was 2 seriocus problem 2t this base
in 1972, espacially in the critical RTAF area near the end of the runway.
The dense growth offered opportunity for concealment in the zrea contiguous
to the unrevetted KC-135 ;ékking ramp. Further, vegetation was ﬁhick in
many sectors of the concertina wire on the perimeter, The base had received

Embassy permissfon to use herbicides and had just begun that program in

June,

Ty
(4]
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This section was not defended in-depth, but fencing and some bunkers were

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

The POL aréa was in a corner of the base next tnlthe town., Several
of the fue] storage tanks were less than 100 feet from civilian housing,
The MMS &re-a;, both off-base, were very small and vilnerable to attack.
The interior munitions were revetted, but the openings to several of the
revetments faced the fence, greatly limiting the effectiveness of that

protection against a RP6 attack. ) .

The flight 1ine area was well revetted, but there was 11ttle use
: 162/
of wire fencing to give depth to the close-in defenses,
U-Tapao RTNAF. Unl1kerdurn and Ubon, which suffered from too Tittle
battle sp&ce', U-Tapao defenses were almost engulfed by territory. Such
a massive amount of real estate forced dilution of both people and resources

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

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

'aitared and the main 1ine of resistance was planned around the middle

defensive positions. Construction of physical barriers in this region”
and installation of 1ighting still lagged. A BPS was scheduled to ring
the close-in aircraft area defenses, the MMS area, and the POL site. Pop-

up mines had also been approved for those areas,

The base had another unusual problem. There was a Thai village located
on the base inside the perimeter. This created difficulties, especially

in pilferage control,




Gl Py

Vegetation contrcl was a1l but impossible over the entire reservation,

Vegetation contro! was further hindered by the inability of the base to

get herbicides through supply channzls during the entire first nalf of

1972,

Tespite the eichteen and one-half miles of perimeter, U-Tz

Teaa =0

only six NODs, and of those, only Two were operative. Tne

maintenance difficulties also existed,

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

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

the defense forces were oCcupied in constructing the

had been made and the d f I

-
- b

L=
il
(5]

L
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physical barriers to prevent
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A NOTE ABOUT THE AUTHORSHIP

ﬁt the time.this CHECO Report was written, Captain James R. Barrow
was assigned to the Faculty of the United States Air Force Academy as
an Associate Professor of Law. After completing undergraduate training
in Political Science at the University of Hawaii, he received his Air
Farce cosmission in 1964 as a Distinguished Military Graduate of AFROTC
program. He received his legal education and a Juris Doctor Degree with
Honors from the Tulane University of Louisiana in 1966. Since then he -
has served as'Assistanf-Staff Judge Advocate ﬁnd Staff Judge Advocate of
a SEA base, His current assignment to the Department of Law at the &cademj
came in 1969, tupfain Barrow is 2 Judge Advocate, a certified trial and

defense counsel, and has been designated 2 Military Judge by the Judge

Advoczte General of the Air Force.

Under the TDY augmentee program to Project CHECO, officers occasionally
finish the reséirﬁh'and El drafi, but are unable to complete fhe report due
to time Iimitatiuﬁs. In this instance, Major Benjamin H. Barnette, Jr.,
currently a permanent member of the CHECO staff, assumed the fask of putting
the study in final %urm and of ensuring its coordination, Mzjor Barnetts
is a senior navigator and a recent Distinguished Graduate of the Air Command
and Staff College (ACSC), and holds a Master of Science degree in Counseling
and Guidance from Troy State University. - Prior to attending ACSC, Major
Barnette spent several years as ﬁ'navigator in the H111tary-Air1ift Command
(MAC) and served in various capacities in the personnel career field, includ-

ing 2 tour on the DCS/Personnel staff at Hq MAC.
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117. . (€) Interview .and day/night tour of facilities by author and Captain
Brian Y., Shiroyama, Operations Officer, 635 SPS, U-Tapac RTHAF, 20-2)

Jun 72, (Hereafter cited: U-Tapao Inspection}; (U) Msg, subj: ~ “"Security

of Installations Cccupied by U.S. Fn*ats in Thailand,” 635 SPS to COMUSMACTHAI,
2903307 May 72. ({Hereafter cited: U-Tapao Security Hsg} {C) “Interview,
Major James E. Strayer, Chief of 5 :ur1ty Police, 635 5PS, U-Tapao RTNAF,

21 Jun 72, [Hﬂrenfter ¢cited: Maj Strayer U-Tapao Interview)

i

-

118, (S) Msg, subj: “Insurgent Situation in Thailand,® 635 SPS to 7/}
080700 Jul 72.

119. (C) 1Ibid.; {(C) - Maj Strayer U-Tapao Interview; (C) = U-Tapao Inspection.

ik

b

T,
F/SP,

120, (C) Maj Strayer U-Tapac Interview,
121. (C) TU-Tapau_inspectinn
122, (C) Maj Strayer U-Tapao Interview.

CHAPTER III

123. " (S) CHECO Report, RVN 5-58 Base Defense; (C) CHECO Report, Local
Base Defense in RVN, January 138S-June 1371, Hg PACAF, 14 Sep 71. [Rerearter
cited: CRECU Report: RWN b3-71 Case TeTense)

124, " (C) Maj Bérger NKP Interview.

125, - (U). Contract Proposal, subj: "A Proposal to USDAF/AFSC for Installa-
tion and ﬂaintenance of Sensor Array," Westinghouse Corp.to Dept of Defense,
undated, 70; (C) Report, subj:  "Safe Look/Have Levy" 56 SpS. to A‘r ‘Base-
Defense Program Office, Hanscom Field, AFSC,-28 May 72. _

126,  (C) NKP Inspection.

127. (U) ~PACAFM:207-25.7 -,

128. (C) Maj Strayer J-Tlpan Interview; EE, L/C Foy Ubon Interview,

123. (C) Ibid.; (C) Capt 5&1*“ Takh1i Interview,

130. (C) - Embassy 1570 ROE.

UNCLASSIFIED

R OGR G GE EE SN D EN G AR GE G e G e




“ﬁfE EEF—T Fup—-yp_
slibd: ‘Empinyment

5, fc} Em»asaf ls?a PCE 'LJ}'HA,THHI H=g 5# 5 RﬂE

SR IO U-J-Fﬂﬂ Inspect 1c',“'£ Maj reusterrLcan Inte;_"
' Ha* narger ﬂﬁf ;ﬂuerv1eu 53 7 e R

= o 1au.- (UF Msg.=sup Bzt " Intesiz Cha"ge *0 ?nEn:ﬁ S07i05: ek
CIRCPACAF -.4‘.‘* LEA*’IuS 2620162 Map ?2

= 135 (C}: Korat Eec;rfty Hsg: [Ej kP 5&*ur1t ﬂsg,ifﬂ},,

Hsa, (E} ‘dnrn Security Fsg1 (L) U-Tapan vurit’y'!-tsg

Efe 13?. {C} Haj Strnyer U-Tapan Lnteru1ew

FAe Rcyi e Fay.Ubnn Intervf&w 2
"-:139 () Ps; sub;* 30 Inch Earbed Iape 8 AFLE ?Hanscon Ffel

.__:EIhEFﬁEE“fIGS 081B572 KoV 7L
=140, (U) Msg; Sibj: 430! Inuh Barbed fape A tIhCPAﬁAF to IBAFHIES -ﬂazauzz

= Noy ? ,'h J Hsu. a;bj '30 ;;;n ,aryed Tape,* IJAFIIGS tn 535—595,»1592061

—Nov. 7V, : By oy X

1875 2 (U): Hsu, 5‘54 '“"ennraf 5ur** Iape Earbed Qbstacie “ 13&F'
blanrcaFfI”a ap— 633 SPS 14n?=az Jen 72.

Sz () Fsg, Sdbj 730 Ircr ) Sarbed :ape.' Iaagf_ss o635 sps: Go0un0s.

= Feb 72,

--T:]43. {E] Ltr, sunj Pﬂase Defensaf5ecurity Pro grams ;! ‘Director Securit 1
r.; Fﬂ!ice ?KIHAFISH tu aI] hase Ehiefs of - Security Pa 1ce, 28 May z2; :

{EJ Embassy T?EB HDE- (E] Embasay ]959 RGE
Haj Sfrayer U= Tapzu I evv1¢w ; T
: {E] rhﬂassr 1959 RGE s e S st : : :
7 dS) Bsg, subji- *a7e; 25p- 1 F*p- p-Mines,* cthv'cn= to JEAF zsnatnz
- Ao 727 (0) Hsg EJDj ’Af; EHS-] -cp~Un Plnes, AIEAF ta FJI,AF?SF; : =%
=3 .2..: 'IUZ Flpr‘ 725 = At 2L S S ,




