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S NOV 1971 

SUBJECT: Use of Herbicides 

·~\l(o 
\)6 (_ . 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENI' 

r-Reference is made to Dr. Kissinger's memorandum of 18 August 1971, which 
set forth your decision to permit the use of herbicides around fire bases 
and US installations when considered .essential for the protection of US 
and allied forces. This memorandum called for the planned phase-out of 
herbicide operations in Vietnam and, as necessary, the introduction of 
alternate means for clearing perimeters be completed as rapidly as possible 
and not later than 1 December 1971. 

Several alternative means for vegetation control have been attempted and 
although other means are practical in some circumstances, none are satis­
factory for removal of vegetation in areas containing mines, booby traps 
and barbed wire. Continued use of herbicides BLUE and WHITE in these 
dangerous areas is essential. Lives have been lost as a direct result 
of the lack of adequate defoliation around fire oases and installations. 

The date of 1 December 1971, was originally mentioned in a memorandum to 
th~ .. .President dated 13 May 1971, which requested extension of the herbicide 
program until 1· December 1971, or until the RVNAF possess a herbicide 
capability of their own, whichever came earlier. The 1 December 1971 
date, therefore, has no particular significance with respect to the involve­
ment of US forces in RVN. It is expected that US personnel, fire bases 
and installations will still require adequate defense and protection 
beyond 1 December 1971. 

Request authority, therefore, to continue the use of herbicides in areas 
which surround US fire bases and installations and contain 
·traps and barbed wire. This authority is required for a 
~rces are committed in RVN. 

DO\HlGRAJW AT 3 YEAR .TNTERVAL::;; 
DECLASSil'IF.- 'JTER 12 YEARS. 

D(;W :J~R 5200.10 

4 i·q 9 
Sec Der Cont Nr. X-----------------~ 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 

~£MORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUDJECT: The Ger-eva P rotoco 1 

. -
'.! 1 refer to Secre1 ary Rage rs' memorandum concerning the future 

Congressional he<,rings on the Geneva Protocol of 1925. 

I share Secretar)· Rogers' view that ·we reaffirm our position that riot 
control agents and chemical herbicides are not covered. by the prohibi­
tions of the Gen€:va Protocol. However, because of the safety of our 
forces, I cannot concur in his recommendation for "an immediate 
cessation of the use of chemical herbicides, in any form for any 
mi 1 ita ry purpose in Vietnam." 

During the past two months, the policy regarding the use of herbicides 
in Vietnam ·has undergone intensive reviews by the NSC Under Secretaries 

.. Committee, by my Department, and by your Office. As you know, all uses 
of .herbicides in Vietnam are governed by the ~arne restrictions for 
their use in the U.S., and have been further restricted to use in 
remote, unpopulated areas or around firebases and U.S. installations. 
On 16 January 19:'1, it was ordered that the use of chemical herbicides 
for crop destruction be terminated. Consequer.tly, Vietnam and its 
people are not bodng subjected to any greater risks than our own 
country and popuiation through the use of hert·icides. I consider that 
tne.se actions have made our cutrent herbicide operations in Vietnam 
completely justiciable in light of current don~stic practices. 

The above action:; were taken with full awareness of the tem!)orary risks 
to our forces and the detrimental effects on our mi 1 i tary ope rat ions. 
I have concluded that any additional actions to speed up the phaseout 
of the herbicide operations prior to 1 May ·1971 should be determined· 
by General Abram> in reaction to the mi 1 itary situation in the field 
rather than dict~ted solely by the political situation in Washington. 
Retention of the option to employ herbicides around fire support bases 
and installations, and along certain important lines of co~munication 
is considered essential for the protection of U.S. and allied forces -
especially as the VC/NVA forces revert to gre~ter reliance on sapper 
and ambush tactics, and as we continue to withdraw rrore American troops. 

In accordance with your directions, as indicated by Dr. Kissinger en 
28 December 1970, we will seek your approval should we require an 
expansion of herbicide operations in Vietnam prior to 1 Hay 1971 or 
should it become necessary to extend herbicide operations beyond 
that date .. We anticipate submitting a plan for an appropriate RVt<AF 
herbicide capability for your consideration at a future date. 
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. ,f\ stipulated that any extension of the current herbicide program 
• ~0 Vietnam f:.e submitted for your. approval. , 
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.As you know, Ambassador Bunker and General Abrams indicated in December 1970 
that US herbicide ope rat i ens would_ .be phased out in South Vietnam wt> i 1 e 
preserving the option to reinsti'tute the program, if necessar,'. Since then, 
hert.icide operations in Vietnam-have· contirrued to' decline. During January, 
Feb·ruary_ and ~\arch 1971, only one fixed wing and approximately 25 helicopter 
missions were flown. The anticipated phase out date was I May 1971. 

r:. .· ~713: 

n our memorandur.1 of 19 February 1971, we indicated to you that we 1·1ould seek 
your approval should it f:.ecome ;~:~ecessary to extend herbicide operatior,s 
beyond that date. The JCS havec·requested retaining the option to use her· 
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bicides around fire support bases and installations using helicopter and 
gr:>und spray equipiTI!!nt. We support. their request. Since the enemy is plac­
ing greater reliance 001 sapper-:!'tld ambush tactics as we continue our 
redeployo~nts, the opt!on to use herbicides-in this manner is deemed vi tai 
for the protection of US and allied forces. The perimeters of fire support 
bases a01d their surrounding fields of fire are the most critical areas 
requiring the cse of he;·bicides. The presence of vegetation within and 
adjacent to .their perimeter defenses compromises their security to an 
unacce;>tab!e degree. l'.ost fire support base perimeters cc!1tain barbed 
wire entanglements, mi.,es, boob~· traps, claymores and fl?me munitions. 
Burning or manually clearing um-1anted vegetation would r·equi re physical 
remove 1 of these devices, a p roce.du re which not on 1 y cor:s t i tutes an 
um:arranted personnel hazard, but aho desrades the peric1eter defense 
~1hile the ordnance is inactive. Alternate non-rrechar.ical neans of 
clear:ng vegetation, ~uch c.s using petrole·.·~ products are re:latively 
inefficient, are more expensive to use tharo herbit.:ides, a,-,d are known 
to cause perm1nent soil damage. 

We are currently evaluating a JCS plan f::r 3 limitec' h.-,rbicide cupability 
for the RVN.C.F. This plan 1~ill be fon1arded for your consideration. Ho,~­

ever, until the RVNAF possess a herbicide capability (or unti 1 1 December 
1971, whichever is earlier), 1-1e request authority for ciS forces to continL•e 
to use herbicides as needed around fire surporr bases and installations. 
Our current mi 1 i tary objectiv.-,s do r.ot call for rrore exter.s ive use uf 
chemical herbicides ir. Vie,nam .Jt this .i:ime. Furthermore, thera arc no 
re~traints ur:der international la>t nu; under the Geneva Protocol, should 
the United States become a party to that agreerrer.t, re:garci ng thzi r· us~ 

in Vietroar~. If this request is appr·oved, the existin') stocks of h~chicides 
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BLUE and WHITE in RVN will be used for such'operations. The USDA restric­
:._tions governing the use of these herb-icides in the US wi Jl.st1.1l be 
.-~· . . . . -f··· ....... 

applicable in RVN during this extension. .~:::fi~~c:·., 

. \'~:"'.\.iff,~ Secretary of State wi)provide his conrnents concerni·~~"·-~~~s request 
. / '.,:'{;~~.1,~: a separate memorandum. · ' 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENS 
WASHINGTON. D. C. 20301 

--
2 2 DEC 1970 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Policy Regarding Use of Herbicides in South Vietnam 

I want to report to you on the continuing actions we are taking, at 
your direction, to reduce the use of h'erbicides in Vietnam and to 

D 

I advise you that new steps will be taken: so that there will be strict­
. conformance in Vietnam with policies governing the use of herbicides 
! In the United States. ·---· 

The present ban on the use of, the herbicide known as "ORANGE" remains 
!~_effect. . .. 

Additionally, Arrbassador Bunker and General Abrams have advised that 
they are initiating a progra~.which will permit an orderly, yet 
rapid phase-out of the use ofother herbicides while preserving the 
option to reinstitute this program, if necessary, to assu;e the 

• protection of American I ives. During the phase-out, the use of 
- · ·herbicides in Vietnam will be-'l"estricted to remote, unpopulated 

·-.. areas or around firebases and us· installa~ions In a manner-currently 
avthorlzed in CONUS. 

Jln short, any herbicides used in VIetnam henceforth will be used only l 
under conditions which would apply In the United States, 

As a res·urt of new orders to 'the field, herbicide use in Vietnam wi II 
be such that the stresses and risks involved are no greater than those 
sustained by the United States population and the United States en­
vironment in normal peacetime activities. 

I recognize, of course, that there could be some tem;>or.1ry risks to 
our forces as a result of these decisions. Should the ~ilitary 
situation change as a resL•lt of an increase in the enemy level of 
activity, we would need, of course, to reassess this pol icy in 
order to assure the protection of American

1 
lives, particu

1
lafrly as J 

J ~~withdraw thousands of gdditional US mi itary personne rom 
l..,;;;outh Vi_etnam in accordance with your program. 

Pul..Jf,~ ~~Je,., 
{. /?t_L ~~ Q. 

~:::::=;:::+:::=~ 

6932 
X------------------
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. C.·!=-· 20301 

Honorable William P. Rogers 
Sec ret a ry of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 2J5ZO 

Dear B i 11 : 

1 9 FEB 1571 

~ 1 am unable to concwr in the proposed memorandum for the President 
which you sent tom~ on February 2, 1971, call in8 for the President 
to decide to phase ~ut i~~diately al 1 herbicide operations in Vietnam. 
The main·reasons for my non-concurrence ~re statfd in the attached 
memorandum for the 'resident. 

In view of our position that the use of herbicides in Vietnam is not 
prohibited under ths Geneva Protocol~ I do not b~lieve that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the Senate as a whole would be 
influenced in favor of ratification by our immediate termination of 
the herbicide program. Indeed,. herbicides have teen used to satisfy 
urgent and legitimate military objectives in Vietnam in accordance 
with our current na~ional policy which was formulated with full aware­
ness of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol. 

The Protocol, opera:ing as a "no"first-use" agreEment, is little more 
than an attempt to grevent any belligerent from resorting to the use 
of the orchibited w2apons in warfare. Therefore, I believe that the 
?reside~t's decisio11 to submit the-Protocol to the Senate was primarily 

-dictated by his expectation that ratificatio~ would be a useful and 
constructive step f,,r proceeding with negotiations in the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmamen.t (CCD) in Geneva. These talks might 
lead to the effective controls, that the Protocol lacks, over chemical 
and biological agents (including herbicides). 

The Senate Foreisn ~elations Committee shoulp, of course, be kept 
advised of our herbicide policy--and in particular, that it satisfies 
our mi lita;y objectives within the provisions of the Protocol. We have 
terminated the use of herbicides for ~rep destruction since this was 
no longer necessary to meet those objective~. They should further 
be advised that efforts at con,rolling such agents as herbicides or 
riot control agents (RCAs) should proceed ir the form of erfective 

~~rms control agreements at the co~ference of the ceo. 

Attachment 

DO:V:·lC!:J~~·?.D J\!' 12 YEATI 
IHT::::·,·-~1.:.; 1:c·~ ... /,:.i?8:: .. ·:71C.'.1L!. 

J", •·.· ~. '· 
i.) -
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

MEMORANDUM FOR ThE PRES I DEN~.r.SMtNGTON. 
0
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SUOJECT: The Geroeva Protocol ~ ,.f!'t:r;'r~Jif 
.._./ 

~ I refer to Secre1ary Rogers' memorandum concerning the 
f Congressional he<•rings on the Geneva Protocol of 1925. 

future 

I share Secretarr Rogers' view that we reaffirm our position that riot 
control agents and chemical herbicides are not covered by the prohibi­
tions of the Gem:va Protocol. However, because of the safety of our 
forces, I can·not concur in his recomme'ndation for "an immediate 
cessation of the use of chemica 1 herb i cj des, in any form fo.r any 
mi 1 ita ry purpose in Vietnam." 

During the past two months, the policy regarding the use of herbicides 
in Vietnam ·has urodergone intepsive reviews by the NSC Under Secretaries 

.. Conrnlttee, by my Department, and by your Office. As you kno~1, all uses 
··.of herbicides in Vietnam are governed by the !arne restrictions for 

their use in the U.S., and have been further restricted to use in 
remote, unpopulated areas or around firebases and U.S. installations. 
On 16 January 19:'1, it was ofdered that the use of chemical herbicides 
for crop destruction be termi'nated. Consequer.tly, Vietnam and i'•s 
people are not b<:ing subjected to any greater risks than our own 
country and popu.iation throu9t!~the use of herl:·icides. I consider that 
these actions·have made our current herbicide operations in Vietnam 
completely justi :iable in light of current donoestic practices. 

The above action:: were taken with full awaren~ss of the temr-orary risks 
to our forces anJ the detrimental effects on our military operations. 
I hav~ concluded that any additional actions to speed up the phaseout 
of the herbicide operations prior to I Hay ·1971 should be determined 
by General Abram> in reaction to the military situation in the field 
rather than dict~ted solely by the political situation in Washington. 
Retention of the option to employ herbicides around fire supporl bases 
and installations, and along certain important lines of cummunication 
is consider~d essential for the-protection of U.S. and allied forces -
especially as the VC/NVA. forces revert to gre?ter reliance on sapper 
and ambush tactics, and as we continue to withdraw rrore American tronps. 

In accordance with your directions, as indicated by Dr. Kissinger en 
28 December 1970, we will seek your approval should we require an 
expansion of herbicide operations in v:etnam prior to 1 Hay 1971 or 
should it becorre necessary to extend herbicide operations beyond 
that date. We anticipate submitting a plan for an appropriate RVNAF 
herbicide capability for your cons.ideration at a future date. 

--- DO.,\,;;;]L;£~-,;·;·;. ~:m---~ 
It!TEP.·~~~.~ .. S; J:C:T Ai.iTC:.~;~T.TC.'~LLY 
D: .. :r1 A~.~""jJ.'I:). Y:.G~ ;:~·1~ ~·?(:J.lO 

-·-- ! 0 ry ·~ r· 
' . . - .. ·. 
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Support of. The Republic of Vietnam With Defoliants/Herbicides 

I INTRODUCTION 

Herbicide operations are conducted in the Republic of Vietnam for 
two purposes; (1) defoliation, and (2) crop destruction. 

Defoliation operations are d-esigned to d·!stroy or control natural 
vegetation thereby exposing the sprayed area to visual observation and 
making enemy inutallations and activities more visible. 

Crop destruction operations are designed to destroy crops which 
could accrue in substantial part to the Viet Cong (VC) and 'Which cannot 
feasibly be protected from the VC or secured for Government of Vietnam 
(GVN) utilization or distribution. 

The military value of defoliation operations is well established. 
The crop destruction operations have proven t.J be an effective adju:1ct to 
the total military effort in Southeast Asia by (1) denying fcod to ene~y 
troops, (2) diverting enemy manpm;er to crop production and (::) weaken:.:::g 
enemy strength in selected target areas. How~ver, because of the co~­
bined effect of a strong co~~unist propaganda campaign agains~ the use 
of herbicides for crop destruction ~~d widespread concern in FOlitical 
circles with pollution and ecological problems, the military ~tility 
of continued use of herbicides for crop destr•Jction in the Rv-:: after 
U.S. forces leave may be offset .by a heavy political cost to '"::oth the 
U.S. ~~d RVN go\·ernments. 

Criticisms of the program center around: (1) the ecolog:.:al ef:'oects 
of the use of chemical herbicides, (2) the irt:?lications of tt: crop 
destruction progra~ in denying foci to the en<=:w, and (3) the :;:h:,·sical, 
political, and psychological effects on civilians. 

Both the Mid;rest Research Institute a.~d the Department c:' 
Agriculture conducted studies 0:1 t:::e ecological ef:'ects of he:··:icides. 
They concluded that; (1) the dest~~ction of vegetation is the ~eatest 
direct ecological consequence of using·herbicides, (2) retar~sd re­
growth of forests may result fro~ repeated applications of de:~lia.~ts, 
and (3) the possibility of lethal toxicity to h~~ans, domesti: animals 
or wildlife is highly unlikely . 

; ·------------~---____ ... , 
IJ0\'·:"1·~~~- .. ·. ;:':t"~, ::. ~ .... ·.•·· . ·~ : ·~·:::~~~ .. ~ .. ::;; 

D~CL .... ~:::i.""j~: .·\ :. · ·.' :.· ·.·~..:.RS. 

DCD L:~ S~·~~ .. :e; 
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Food shortages are probably the enemy's largest single problem. 
JCS reports indicate that MACV destroyed 120,000 tons of rice and 
other foodstuff (about 80% of the crop grown in VC controlled 
territory) in 1:,67, and captured docu:nents reflect enemy food supply 
probl.ems in targeted areas. Ho;.-ever, l.ocal. crop destruction cannot 
deny food.to VC main forces if there is no effective control of food moving 
between VC controlled and secure areas. Thus, the crop destruction 
program coul.d have a negati·r: i:::;a~t if it re~ul.ted in an increase 
of VC efforts to obtain food from secure areas. 

Despite the fact that crop destruction programs are carried out 
in relatively sparsel.y popul.ated a.~as, much ,,f the burden still falls 
on civilians. lllien VC crops are destroyed, civilians_ are occasionally 
forced to give up their crops to VC. Furthermore, the GVN has failed 
to provide educntion at the province level for the herbicide program. 
Even psychol.ogieal. operations personnel at province level are often 
unaware of the herbicide program and its implications. As a re sul.t, 
the VC are actiYe in exploiting the negative ir:;plications of crop 
destruction; a zituation which coul.d at least partially be alleviated 
by a more active psychological. and indemification program. 

II BACKGROUND 

The chemice.l agents used for defoliation/herbicide operations in 
RVU are cal.l.ed OPAliG:C:, WHITE, and ELU:C:. Because of fetus deformations 
found in mice e>:posed to high doses of ORJIJmE its use was temporarily 
restricted by ti:e DoD in 1970. The United States currently has a 2.4 
million gallon stockpile of ORAJ;GE, 1.4 million gallons of which have 
already been delivered to RVN forces. WHITE is the ~ent currently 
being substituted for ORNIGE for defoliation operations. BLU:C: is used 
principally for anti-crop operations. 

While the RVN receives supplies of herbicid~s for defoliation <' .. ~::'. 
crop destruction directly from the United States, their use is subject 
to the follmd.ng very stringent control. This control is a joint effort 
by the U.S. an.d RVN. · 

A. On 29 June 1964, aut~ority to approve US missions in su7port 
of GVN chemical. crop destruction ;.~s delegated to the ~bassador, 
Saigon. Crop destruction requests must originate at PYovince level 
or below and be processed through parallel US and GVN cha.·mels to the 
Saigon level. Appro,·al authority for crop destruction ca.-.not be dele­
gated below the joint US Ambassador and COHUS. iACV level. 
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B. The responsibilities of the GVN are exercised through a 
Joint General Staff Committee, which meets, as necessary, to con­
sider requests and to write directives for herbicide operations. 
It is composed of members from the Joint General Staff (J-2, J-3, 
J-5) and the RV::AF. 

c. All crop destruction operations must then be approved by a 
special interdepartmental committee. This committee includes repre­
sentation from the Embassy, USAID, JUSPAO, CO::lDS, PsyOps, J-2 l.JACV 
and J-3 !>'ACV. 

D. Followl..ng approval by the Ambassador and COMUSMACV, meetings 
of personnel from MACV and the unit flying th•: mission are held ;Tith 
the Province-officials at the Province capital. Reconfirmation of the 
target to assure no incursion by friendly personnel must be furnished 
24-48 hours prior to flying the crop destruction mission. Without this 
specific approval by the Province Chief, the mission ;Till not be flo·,m. 

Defoliants and herbicides are currently loaded aboard US aircr~t 
(C-123s) especially equipped to deliver them by US and RVN troops. 
The RVN does not own aircraft capable of deli-rering defoliants/herbicides. 
Any decision by the US to support the RVN ;lith defoliants/herbicides 
after US combat troops left ;rould necessarily have to be acco:r:pa.."lied 
by a decision to provide them ;lith the aircr~t and equipment necessary 
to deliver them. 

The follow'..ng table shows the extent of US defoliant/herbicide 
operations since 1962 

Defoliation/Herbicide Operations 

Areas Crop Areas Total Consu:r.pt ion Herbicid-= Co. 
Year Defoliated ::) Destroyed ::) Area ::) (lOCO gal.) ( $:.:illia::.s) 

1962 20 3 23 15 $ .ll 
1963 100 1 101 59 .43 
1964 338 42 380 175 1.26 
1965 630 267 897 621 4.47 
1966 3,001 421 3,422 2,280 16.40 
1967 6,018 896 6,914 5,774 41.60 
1968 5,130 258 5,388 5,089 36.70 
1969 4,944 266 5,, 210 4.559 32.80 
Total lfl,572 $ 133.77 

Area coverages in KN2. Sorr.e areas are defoliated at yearly intervals, 
whil~ others are defoliated on a one time basis only. The areas th~t 
are re-defoliated account for about 16-20:, of the yearly totals. 
However, since VC base ca~ps are ~ene.~ally transitory in natw·e, areas 
sprayed fer crvv d ·:st:ructicr. a:re t;~n-.::rall:/ .:.prayed cnly on::e. 

E.J See page 4. 
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b.! Estimated using FY-71 prices and BLUE consumption equal to 
laf, of the total. 

III ALTERNATIVES 

Current u.s. plans are to supply the RVN with a capability to 
continue defolintion/crQ? destruction operations after U.S. force levels 
have stabilized at post-Vietnamization levels. Political reactivns to 
these plans will depend on; (l) the amounts,of defoliant/herbicide to 
be used, (2) whether or not herbicides·are used for crop destruction, 
and (3) the degree of control over these operations exercised by the 
u.s. 

Several alternatives concerning the use of defoliants/herbicides 
by the RVN once US troops leave are listed in the following paragraphs. 
The advantages and disadvantages of _each are also given. The alter­
natives sho>m are not considered to be all inclusive, but have been 
selected in orMr to demonstrate the range of alternatives available. 
In each case a cecision must be made concerning the degree of control which 
the US will mai~tain over the use of defoliant/herbicide operations once 
the RVN has the capability to conduct operations strictly on their own. 
The degree of control which we maintain could be the single most im­
portant political question to be ans;.-ered before we agree to permit RVN 
use of defoliants/herbicides after US combat troops depart. 

A. Alternative I 

Provide the RVN with sufficie:it aircraft to deliver de"foliant/ 
herbicides after US forces depart; do not replenish the R~l defoliant/ 
herbicide stockpile as current contracted and delivered SU?plie s a::-e used. 

This alternative would aile·,; the RVIl to contin'.le defcliation 
activities at ~ur:::-ent (FY-71). levels thru mid Ff-73 (onl:: thru FY-71 11 

ORAliGE stockpiles could not be .used or replaced >cith :,.f.'1ite). After their 
stockpile of defoliantsjherbicices was depleted RVH deli very vehicles 
could be used for other missions such as troop and cargo transport. 

This alternative has the adv~'1tage of minimizing adverse political 
reactions within the RVN and the United States which would otherwise 
accrue if we allowed t:1e unrestricte6. use of chemicals in Vietn21:1. It 
would permit us to gradually phaseout the use of cherr.icals within the 
RVN. 
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However, political differences between the U.S. and RVN could 
arise due to our refusal to supply additional chemicals to the RVN. 
The credibility of the Nixon doctrine could also be questioned by 
our Asian allies. Enemy effectiveness could increase once RVN 
supplies were exhausted because; (1) they would have fewer food, 
manpower, and morale problems, and (2) thez:e would be a greater 
probability that their activities and movements would remain hidden 
from RVN observation. 

If the use of ORANGE for use in SVN was permanently restricted, 
an option (Alternative Ia) that would be available within this alter­
native is to replace ORANGE with vrniTE on a gallon for gallon basis. 

The annual and one time costs associated with this alternative 
are listed in the following table • 

• 

Alternative I AJ..ternati ve 

Annual Costs 
Herbicides 

Orange 
White 6.2 
Blue 

Delivery System 
C-123 A/C O&J.l 2.8 2.8 
Total Ar~ual Costs $2.t $9.0 

One Time Costs 
C-123 A/C (4) $2.8 $2.8 

I a 
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B. Alternative II 

Provide the RVN with sufficient aircraft to deliver defoliants/ 
herbicides after US forces depart SVN; ~rovide the RVN with enough 
resources to continue defoliation/crop destruction operations inde­
finitely at projected F'i 71 levels (1.4 milEen gallonfyr.) 

This alternative would provide the RVN with a minimum operational 
capability only. Since projected FY 71 levels are based upon limited 
defoliant/herbicide SUPplies available due to the suspension of the use 
of orange herbicides, they represent just 25% of the .total SUPply of 
White which MACV estimates are required to prcvide adequate defoliant/ 
herbicide support. . ... _ _ . · 

The low level of effort specified in thi3 alternative could have the 
advantage of keeping adverse political reaction within both countries 
to a low level 'mile permitting the RVN to maintain a capability to de­
liver defoliant~fherbicides. 

An option (Alternative IIa) that would be available within this 
alternative is to provide only enough agent Blue for grass control and 
none for anti-crop operations. By eliminating significant supplies 
of Blue this option could further reduce the political problems 
associated with crop destruction activities. 

· The disadvmtn.ge of restricting defoliaticr,jh2rbicide opel,atio!1S 
to current levels would be to; (1) free some VC personnel which would 
otherwise be dh-erted from combat rc.issions to food production and 
transportation r.dssions, and (2). increa;e the areas in which enemy 
forces could operate undetected. 

The annual.and one time costs associated with this alternative 
are listed in the following table. 

DEFOLIANT/H:RSICIDE COSTS 
($Millions) 

Annual Costs 
Herbicides 

vihite 
Blue 

Delivery Syste:n 
C-123 A/C 0&!4 
Total Annual Costs 

One Time Costs 

Al.teTnati ve II 

$5.8 
1.3 

2.8 
$9.9 

Alternative IIa. 

$5.8 
.1 

2.8 
$"0.7 

··- -····------- C-123 A/C (4) $2.8 $2.8 

8 '. •' .. ; 
'·~ ~ .' v 
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c. Alternative III 

Provide the RVN with sufficient aircraft to deliver defoliants/ 
herbicides af'ter US forces depart S'lffl; provid" the RVN with enough 
defoliants/herbicides to perform all defoliation/crop destruction 
missions which MACV says are required . 

The principle advantage of this alternative is that it fully 
supports RVN requirements and increases pressures on the VC by helping 
to expose their activities and increasing the severity of their food 
supply problems. It is consistent ~~th the Nixon doctrine •. It would 
permit continuation of a defoliation/crop destruction capability which 
could be used elsewhere in SEA if new hostilities require it. 

Acceptance of this alternative has a major political disadvantage 
in that it could open the governments of the US and RVN to criticisn 
concerning the unrestricted use of chemicals in the RVN. This criticism 
could be ameliorated only somewhat through the use of an extensive 
public information program. 

An option (alternative IIIa) that would be available within this 
alternative would be to completely prohibit the use of chemicals in 
anti crop operations. This option could help to alleviate the political 
problems somewhat. 

The annual and one time costs associated with this alternative are 
listed in the follo•~ng table. 

COSI'S 

840!304 
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Support of The Republic of Vietnam With Riot Control Agents 

I INI'RODUCTION 

The use of RCA munitions in South Vietnam has proved to be effective 
1ri reducing casualties associated with tunnel clearing, helicopter landing 
operations, helicopter reconnaissance, and encounters with mixed enemy 
and civilian groups. Bulk RCA delivered by helicopter is useful in area 
denial and channeling enemy movements. RCA ~unitions. which can be fired 
from howitzers are effective in troop support by suppressing enemy fire 
and allowing contact with the enemy to be broken. When it becomes 
necessary to L'l·:rease the degree of ccimbat fire po·,,er RCA can also be 
used effectively in conjunction with high explosive (HE) munitions. 

Although Communist propaganda has repeatedly attacked the use of 
RCA mu.'litions a> chemical or. "gas" warfare, its use is generally ac­
cepted and cond•lned in u.s. public opinion. However, the use of RCA 
ammunition. in C•lnjunction with conventional rtuni tions to increase 
enemy casualtie.> could be construed as the use of lethal chemical 
weapons and suc!1 use may lead to proliferation of "casualty causing" 
chemical munitions by other countries. 

II BACKGROUND 

1As U.S. troop strength declines and Vietnamization progresses, 
the Army of the Republic of Vietnao (ARVN) ;nll be spread ~ore thinly 
and this will necessitate some econow,y of force measures. RCA m~~itions 
could be effective in achieving such economies. Combat experience has 
shown that when RCA munitions are used in con:bat situations, fe~·c=r allied 
and civilian ca3ualties result, and the combat mission is accomplished 
with the expenditure of smaller amounts of conventional m~~itions. 

The only· chemical agent currently used in RCA munitions is tear 
·gas- (CS, CS-1, a,~d CS-2). It is used in grenades, artiller0' cartridges, 
in bulk form, and in various forms for aerial delivery. Tte develo:;:>­
ment of persistent tear gas (CS-2) has made the use of bulk RCA for 
area denial and channeling enemy movements practical. The use of 
CS in 105Ill'll cartridges provides the only all ;;-eather RCA mu.r1itions 
capability in the .current U.S. arsenal. 
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Previous expenditures for RCA's are shown below . 

Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
Total 

III ALTERNATIVES 

RIOT CONTROL AGENT AND MUNITION COSTS 
($MILLIONS) 

FY 69 

$52.9 
9.6 
5.4 

$ 67.9 

FY 70 

$19.3 
3.1 
2.7 

$25.1 

In considering the military and political implications of 
supporting the ARVN with RCA munitions, it is necessary to discuss; 
(1) the number and type of RCA munitions used, and (2) the manner 
in which they will be used. Several alternatives concerning the use 
of RCA by the RVN are listed in the following paragraphs. The ad­
vantages and disadvantages of each are also given. The alternatives 
shown are not considered to be all inclusive but have been selected 
in order to demonstrate the range of alternatives available. 

2 

Since the United States as supplier of these agents .. would have to 
share the responsibility for any misuse of them, the degree of control 
which we maintain over their use could be the single most important 
matter to be considered in any agreement between the United States and 
the RVN. 

A. Alternative I- Provide RCA munitions to U.S. residual forces 
only; provide no RCA to the ARVi:. 

The advantage of this alternative is that it does not make the 
U.S. vulnerable to criticism th~t it is encouraging p~oliferatio~ of 
chemical ;;eapons. 

Ho.,'ever, the South Vietna::1ese govern::1ent would probablr protest 
the withdrawal of RCA munitions br the u.s. The credibility of the 
Nixon doctrine would be questioned and the U.S. could be subject to 
criticism on the grounds that the U.S. would not allm.; RVN troops to 
use the same weapons that U.S. forces use. The cost to support the 
ARm; at a given level of effectivene~s .. ~th onlr HE and improved 
conventional weapons would be higher because RCA munitions can be 
used more effeccively in some situations. E~r example, several of the 
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conclusions reached by a recent OSD(SA) staff study were that, (1) 
tunnel clearing using TNT only would cost about. $250 and take 15 
man hours· with tear gas and a blower the same task could be ac­
complished at a cost of about $10 and woulci. take onJ.y 2/3 man 
hours and (2) softening a prepared enemy defense in order to achieve 
3~ c~sualties using onJ.y Improved Conventional Munitions would cost 
about $63 000 and take 14 battalion volleys; with RCA munitions the 
same mission ~rould cost only about $2COO and take onJ.y one battalion 
volley. 

This alternative would cost about $10 million annually and 
$50 million iL FY 73-78. 

B. Alternative II - Provide all necessary RCA munitions except 
artLlery m\Ulitions to both U.S. forces and A:::lVN forces . 

This alterr:ative would provide the ARVN •Nith the same RCA 
munitions currer:tly being provided. The level of support would be 
consistent with the ARVN force level (400,000 men). Additional 
munitions in the form of bulk CS-2 and cluster cannisters (CSXM15) 
would be provided for area denial end helicopter reconnaissance re­
spectively. No 105mm RCA munitions would be provided. 

This alternative could ape~ the U.S. to criticism that it is 
encouraging proliferation of chemical munitions. However, since 
only short range munitions would be supplied, credence could be added 
to the assurance that they were only being used to reduce the number 
of casualties on both sides. This argument could mitigate criticism 
in the absence of evidence of flagrant misuse of RCA weapons in the 
field. 

The question of misuse of RCA =unitions by the AR~I is i~po~tant. 
Short range RCA munitions when used by the ARHl clearly p~esent the 
enemy with the options of surrender:.ng or continuing to fight w'ith 
degraded effectiveness. If the. ARV:: do not give the enemy the option 
of surrendering then criticism could be raised that RCA used in this 
manner constituted a lethal chemical w~apon and the u.s. would share 
in this criticism. 

Since the possibility of presenting the enemy the option to 
surrender is more remote with longer range w~apons, the probability 
of such criticis, is higher if such •~apons ar= used. There is no 
assurance how the AR~f, with limited military resources and fighti~g 
for national survival, would use RCA munitions. 
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A disadvantage of this alternative is that it deprives the 
ARVN of an all weather RCA delivery capability which could be im­
portant in blunting VC attacks during the monsoon season. 

The costs of this alternative are shown in the following table. 

u.s. Residual 
ARVNy 
ARVN~ 
Total 

Riar CONTROL AGENT AND MUNITION COSTS 
($MILLIO!!S) 

Annual FY 73-78 

Force $10.0 $50.0 
2.3 ll.5 
5.0 25.0 

$17.3 $86.5 

!f Includes only types of RCA munitions currently provided to the 
ARVN (Grenades, grenade launchers, bulk RCA). 

Includes additional CS-2 for area denial and channeling enemy 
movements, and cluster cannisters for helicopter use. 

C. Alternative III -Provide RCA mu:1itions to both U.S. 
residual forces and AR~i forces with no restrictions. 

This alternative is identical to Alternative II except that in 
addition, it supplies the ARVN w~th l05mm RCA cartridges. It pro­
vides them with an all weather RCA munitions ielivery capability and 
fully supports the Nixon doctrine. 

This alternative would not only subject the U.S. to the sa~e 
criticism as·would Alternative II but also with the added criticis~ 
associated with the use of the 105~" RCA cartridges. Any ARVN use of 
them in conjunction w~th the use o~ HE roQ~ds to increase casualties 
would further complicate our p«Jlitical problecns. This alternative 
would be more subject to criticism because of the ease with which 
public opinion could grasp the concept (how~ver mistaken) that the 
use of long range artillery does not give the enemy the choice of 
surrendering. 

/ 



• .. 
5 

The costs of this alternative are shown in the following table. 

U.S. Residual Force 
ARVN y 
ARVU "§/ 
Total 

RIOT COJITROL AG::;rr PJ8 MUifiTION COSTS 
( $!·:ILLIOi<S) 

Annual 

$10 
2.3 
7.5 

$19.8 

FY 73-78 

$50 
11.5 
37-5 

$99-0 

!I Types of CS munitions currently provided to ARVN (Grenades, 
grenade laur:chers, bulk CS ager,t). 

Additional rr.unitions required for all weather RCA delivery 
capability, helicopter recor._T.aissance, and persistent CS 
for area der.ial. Includes 105~~ cartridg~s for use during 
periods ~rher. air delivered RCA is preclud<:d by ~reather . 

.8 4 0.3 0.4 
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WHITE HOUSE STNI.'E!I..ENT ISSU1'D ON SATURDAY 26 DECEf.!BER 1970 

In response to the President's direction to reduce the use of 

., herbicides in Vietnam, the Secretary of Defense has· reported the 

following actions to the President: 

Steps are being taken to assure that there ~rill be 

strict conformance in Vietnam with policies governing the use 

of herbicides in the United States. 

--- Ambassador Bunker and General Abrams are initiating 

.j ·a· program for an orderly, yet rapid phase-out of the herbicide 

operations. 

-~- During the phase-out, the use of herbicides in Vietnam 

will be restricted to the perimeter of fire bases, in u.s. 

installations, or remote unpopulated areas. 

--- The ban on herbicide kn01m as "ORM:GE" remains in effect . 

• 

' . 
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December 29, 1970 

Jerry W. Friedheim, Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs, 
made the following statement today: 

"Sec~:etary of Defense Helvin R. Laird has, as we have previously 

reported, taken steps to insure that herbicide usage in South Vietnam will 

conform to the policies governing usage in the U11ited States. As a result, 

the stresses and risks involved in South Vietnam will be no greater than those 

sustained by the United States·population and the United States cnvironm<:>nt in 

normal peacctj;me activities.' 

·"Deputy Secretary Dav{d Packard last spring restricted all use of 

defoliant ORANGE, ancl that ban remains in effect. In addftj.on, at that time 

use of other defoliants (BLUE and 1\'HITE) uas strictly limited to areas remote 

· from population. 

"General A!Jrams is noH initiating in South Vietnam an orderly P'\ase-

out of the herbicide operations to be completed by next spring. 

"It i~ important to note that estimated herbicide coverage for 1970 

through September is 75 p~.rcent 'le<;s than that for the same period in 1969." 

~i ··, t .. 
. .. !. . 

. ' 



MEMORANDUM FOR 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 24597 

December 28, 1970 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Policy Regarding the Use of Herbicides 
in Vietnam 

- - --,--

The President has asked me to thank you for your report on the 
continuing actions you are taking to reduce the use of herbicides 
in Vietnam and particularly the steps taken to ensure that there 
will be strict conformance in Vietnam with policies governing 
the use of herbicides in the United States. 

The President has noted the initiation of a program which will 
permit an orderly, yet rapid phase-out of herbicide operations 
in Vietnam, while preserving an option to reinstitute the program. 

The President has directed that an extension or any expansion of 
the current program and plans, if any, regarding Vietnamization 
of chemical herbicide capabilities be submitted for his approval. 

;. //-~--
Henry A./ Kissinger 

cc: The Secretary of State 
The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

,_ 

- .- -- . 

.::._seq _ _!Jef Has Soen" 

3 0 DE: 197G 
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

JCSM-173-71 
9 April 1971 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Plan for the Support of the RVN 
with Herbicides (U) 

1. (S) Reference is made to: 
/C~j . . 

a. Your memorandum, dated 7 December 1970, wh1ch d1rected 
that the United States continue to support the RVN with chemical 
herbicides at a level to be determined by relevant military and 
economic considerations. 

A"· /~'l .-)/ 

b. A memdf~nd~,-by the Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs, dated 28 December 1970, subject: 
"Policy Regarding the Use of Herbicides in Vietnam," which 
directed that plans, if any, regarding Vietnamization of 
chemical herbicide capabilities be submitted for Presidential 
approval. 

2. (S) CINCPAC has submitted a plan to provide the RVN hrmed 
Forces (RVNAF) with a helicopter and ground-spray herbicide 
capability. Retention in-country of UC-123 fixed-wing aircraft 
and associated spray systems under US control will provide a 
capability to reinstitute large-area herbicide operations, if 
the situation requires. No plans exist to provide a fixed-wing 
herbicide capability to the RVNAF, although plans are contem­
plated if the temporary suspension of use of herbicide ORANGE 
is lifted and its use in remote areas of Southeast Asia is 
authorized. 

3. (S) The perimeters of fire-support bases and their surround­
ing fields of fire are the most critical areas demanding the use 
of herbicides. Most contain barbed wire entanglements, mines, 
booby traps, claymores, flame munitions, and other personnel 
hazards that require physical removal prior to burning or manually 

sr~ D9t Cont Br, X------!-~-~-? ___ _ 
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removing unwanted vegetation. The presence of elephant grass or 
other vegetation within and adjacent to perimeter defenses of 
fire-support bases compromises their security to an unacceptable 
degree. 

4. (S) continued use of herbicides through helicopter and 
ground spray to preserve and enhance the security of US and 
allied bases and installations is considered essential. Alter­
nate means, such as use of petroleum products, are relatively 
inefficient, can cause permanent damage to the soil, and would 
be more expensive than herbicides. 

5. (S) Funds for procurement of herbicides and procurement 
and support of helicopter spray systems will be supplied by the 
Department of the Air Force. Funds for procurement and support 
of the ground spray system (not to include herbicides) will be 
supplied by the Department of the Army. 

6. (S) In accordance with reference lb, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff request that Presidential approval be obtained for the plan 
contained in the Appendix hereto to provide the RVNAF with a 
limited herbicide capability and that us Forces be authorized by 
the President to continue necessary defoliation around bases and 
installations beyond May 1971 until the RVNAF attains the required 
capability to provide this support. 

Attachment 

F~~oin: C.hiefs 

/7;{. /''/.;. ~-~ ' 
/,. H. MOORER 

Chairman 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 

of Staff: 
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APPENDIX 

PLI\N FOR THI: SliPPORT OF TilE RV:l <liTH H!:RBICID!:S (C) 

1. (S} Purpose. To provide a plan for the develop~ent of 

the capability of th0 kV:; Armed Forces (RV:~A.F) to conduct 

hcrlJit:idc o~crG~.tions Ly helicopter and ground spray equipment. 

2. (S) Assumption. ,\!though this plan has been dev~lopcd 

by the United States, it is assumed that the Joint General 

Staff of the ?.V~;AF \dll agree to and support concepts outlined 

h€!rein. 

3. (S} C~rrent Q::.arati:::ns. The combined Government oi 

Victna~/US herbicide program consists of defoliation opera­

tions to improve the sec-urity of allied forces and instal-

lations. Herbicide operations are managed under a system 

of stringen~ c~ntrols, and the RVN Army (ARVN) participates 

in the approval of all st=~ray plans. The RVNAF herbicide spray 

capn.!d.lit:..i' is liF.Jitcd ess<:'!ntially to ground operations, using 

hand !:ipray~rs. li~licopter missions are conducted by US p€:r-

sonncl, using US resources. Although fixed-~ing herbicide 

operations hav~ been tcrF.Jinated, the airframes and spray sys-

tcm5 arc being retained i~-country under US co~trol to permit 

rcinstil~~ion of such opcraLions, if required. 

a. Phase I ~ill t~ C~vot0d to traini~g a~d cguippi~~ 

:.::-:c F:·.r:;;.,I·', i.e., R\r":~ ;·.ir Furce: ('.';;.::.....:. ... ), to ccnC.·Jct hcli-

copter spra; n1i~~ior1S LO defoliate fields of fire a~d 

1 

G!-:0~~ 4 
!J(J\·;:~CK..',C.UJ "· J \'~?·.i{ I:~·::U-''.:~\I..S 

lll.CL~i.SSIFILD :\i·",L/•: 12 Yi-;i.f.:S 
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VNAF maintenance personnel. Initial maintenance of Si'St(':r.,s 

and training of VNAF personnel will be provided by US Army 

personnel. The ground commander will coordinate with the 

VNAF on helicopter support required for missions. 

b •. During Phase II, one ground spray system will b~ 

provided to each corps and division to compleme.~.t the heli­

copter spray system. COMUSMACV will transfer all herbicide 

management functions to the RVNAF, including complete respon­

sibility for accountability of herbicides, and will provide 

technical advice and additional support, as required. 

subsequent to Phase ·rr, the RVNAF will unilaterally conduct 

defoliation missions by helicopter and ground spray systems, 

with minimal technical assistance from US advisory personnel. 

Fixed-wing herbicide spray assets will remain under US 

control, available for employment in high-priority con-

tingency operations. 

5. (S) Logistics 

a. Spray Equipment. The implementation of this plan will 

require procurement/transfer of 43 helicopter spray systems 

and 15 ground spray systems for an estimated cost of 

approximately $440,000. 

Required Eguip~cntll 
Ocscrip~ion i~o. 

Helo Spray System 43~/ 

Ground-Spray 16 
System 

In-country 
Inventor'' 
RV:;AF LS --- -

0 

1 

15 

1 

$13,000 (est) 

$ 4,500(est) 

'I'otal 
Procurement 
Cost 

$364,000 

$ 67,500 

Figures used are for helicopter and ground spray systc~s 
currently in usc, i.e., the AGAVENCO helicopter system and 
the BUFFALO TCRBI:~E sprayer/duster. These are included for 
concept 0:1ly; specific determination of the r.,ost effic.lent/ 
econornical syste~ for usc ~ill be made follc~ing apprc·:al 
of the co~ccpt. Costs of alternate systems are ~ot expected 
to reach those of the AGAVr::::co and BUFF,-~LO 7'CRBr:;E and 
could rc3ult in si~nificant reductio~s in o•Jerall cost. 
If the AG;,vE~;co spray systc~ is used, o:-.ly 28 spray systems 
need be procured. The remaining 15 spray systems will be 
tronsfcr.:ed fron the US Arr:ty to the VNAF for usc as a 
maintenance float. US experience has shown that a high 
rnaintena:;cc· ~loa t is required. If othe::- t.han AGi\VE~:co sp.:·o:1y 
syste~s a~~ to be used, ~ore than 28 systcns must be proc~red 
in order to p~ovidc t!1c required maintenance float. 
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b. Herbicides 

(1} Herbicide stocks are consigned to the Governmc:-,': 

of Vietnam upon arrival at the RVN ports. Current 

in-country stocks are listed below. The amounts 

shown for BLUE and. WHITE will support the program 

well into FY 1972. 

(a) BLUE. Approximately 200,000 gallons. 

(b) ~· Approximately 136,000 gallons; 

(c) ORANGE.* Approximately 1,600,000 gallons. 

(2) A preliminary estimate of $2.0 million has been 

submitted for FY 1972 procurement of herbicides. This 

3 

5 

9 

10 

ll 

estimate is being reviewed and will be finalized, based 12 

on the Joint General Staff concept of future RVNAF 13 

herbicide operations. 

c. Priority of maintenance and spare parts stockage will 

be given to helicopter spray systems. 

6. (Si Training. Senior advisers in each military region 

will develop and implement plans for training of selected 

RVNAF personnel in herbicide operations, including planning, 

operation, ar,d maintenance of spray systems, techniques of 

employment, and controls and precautions on the use and 

storage of herbicides. 

* Use of c:v;;:~GE is .under temporary suspension, pending co:nplc­
tion o! invcstigatlon of alleged health hazards associated 
with its e~plo~mcnt. 
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