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What Happened?

Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm began with the predawn
Iraqgi invasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990. During the next five and
one-half months, U.S. and Coalition forces poured into the theater to
deter further Iraqi aggression and later to set the stage for offensive
actions. The combined attack on Iraq began in the early hours of 17
January 1991 with an independent air campaign and ended on 28
February 1991 after a four, day combined ground and air assault;
Coalition forces evicted Iraqi forces from Kuwait and destroyed much of
Baghdad’s military machine. From the outset, U.S. air power was central
to the accomplishment of United States’ and United Nations’ political and
military objectives; it enabled the Coalition to deploy its forces and
subsequently crippled Iragi military capabilities, paving the way for
Baghdad’s defeat on the battlefield. What follows is a brief account of
air operations from August 1990 through February 1991, set in their
political and military context.

The August 1990 crisis was preceded by increasingly contentious
negotiations between Iraq and Kuwait concerning territorial disputes and
financial obligations; neither the Gulf states nor the United States, how-
ever, anticipated Baghdad’s invasion of Kuwait. Even in late July 1990,
the intelligence community assessed the deployment of eight Iragi Repub-
lican Guard divisions to the Kuwait border as an attempt to pressure
Kuwait in the negotiations, not as a prelude to war. Even when discus-
sions broke down on 1 August, Kuwait refrained from placing its military
forces on full alert. Iragi forces entered Kuwait City within hours of the
invasion on 2 August, reaching the Kuwait-Saudi Arabian border the next
day. Surprised and overwhelmed, the Kuwaitis offered only sporadic
resistance, and the Kuwaiti Air Force fled to Saudi Arabia after destroy-
ing a number of Iragi helicopters and vehicles with their A-4s and Mirage
F-1s.

American military and political leaders had also failed to anticipate
the Iraqi invasion, which occurred on the very day that President Bush
gave an important policy address on the future of American national
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security policy. Yet, although preoccupied with Europe and the end of
the Cold War, military planners had taken preliminary steps to reorient
their focus from a global war with the Soviets to regional contingencies.
Beginning in the fall of 1989, United States military planning for Arabian
Peninsula security shifted from a potential Soviet threat to a regional
threat, focused on Iraq. By the spring of 1990, Central Command
(CENTCOM) had prepared a draft operations plan (OPLAN 1002-90,
Defense of the Arabian Peninsula) to address such a contingency. The
plan, however, slightly resembled the operations that would unfold.
Defensive in nature, it called for early-deploying U.S. forces to trade
space for time, while reducing the attacking Iragi forces until sufficient
forces could deploy for a counteroffensive to recapture lost territory.

Two days after the Iragi invasion, President Bush convened a meeting
of the National Security Council to discuss U.S. options. After briefing
possible military options to the President, including those in Central
Command’s draft contingency plan, the Commander of U.S. Central
Command, Gen. H. Norman Schwarzkopf, and his staff prepared for a
deployment of forces to Southwest Asia.! Their deployment plan would
take four months to execute (plus an additional two months for the forces
added later) and would depend on the use of some 25 regional bases (the
use of some of which had not been foreseen in existing plans).
Ultimately it would also involve command arrangements with forces from
thirty-eight countries. It would take weeks to deploy enough troops to
defend Saudi Arabia against the Iragi forces across the border.
Schwarzkopf and his planners understood the precariousness of the
situation and placed priority on deploying combat units first, at the
expense of support and sustainment personnel and equipment.

Figure 1-1
Map of AOR

lus Department of Defense, Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, Final Report to
Congress, Apr 1992, pp 32, 334, 350. See Chapter 2 of this report” for a discussion of
planning for the air campaign.
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General Schwarzkopf depended on air power as the essential shield
for the build-up of forces necessary to defend the Arabian peninsula. The
only forces Schwarzkopf had immediately available in the region were a
carrier battle group (USS /ndependence), two KC-135 tankers and a mo-
bile operations center deployed to Abu Dhabi at the request of the United
Arab Emirates (Operation Ivory Justice), and the six Navy ships of Cen-
tral Command’s Joint Task Force Middle East. On 6 August, Saudi King
Faud requested military assistance following a meeting in Riyadh with a
U.S. delegation that included the Secretary of Defense and Generals
Schwarzkopf and Horner, Commander, Air Force Component, Central
Command (CENTAF). Schwarzkopf designated Gen. Horner the CENTCOM
forward commander, giving him charge of the beddown of forces that
began flowing into the theater within days.

Under an umbrella of Saudi F-15Cs and AWACS on 24-hour defensive
air patrol, the build-up of Coalition forces on the Arabian peninsula
began. The first aircraft in the region came from the USS Independence
battle group, the First Tactical Fighter Wing (F-15Cs), E-3 Airborne
Warning and Control Aircraft, and RC-135 reconnaissance aircraft from
Europe. Troops from the 82d Airborne Division assumed defensive posi-
tions around the airports. By the end of August, the Royal Air Force
had two fighter squadrons in-place with accompanying tanker and mari-
time patrol aircraft, and U.S. forces had increased to fourteen tactical
fighter squadrons (U.S. Air Force and Marine Corps), three carrier battle
groups, a B-52 squadron, four tactical airlift squadrons, seven Army and
Marine Corps brigades with attack helicopters, and a Patriot air defense
system. By the end of the war, more than 3,800 U.S. fixed- and rotary-
wing aircraft, half a million personnel and almost 3 million tons of cargo
had arrived in the theater.

Moving such a large force over 8,000 miles to Southwest Asia put a
tremendous strain on the military transportation system. Over the months
of the entire operation, while sealift brought about 95 percent of the
equipment and supplies to the region, strategic airlift (C-5, C-141, KC-10,
and Civil Reserve Air Fleet) brought 99 percent of the personnel. In the
early days of the deployment, except for equipment prepositioned on
ships in the region, all else came by air> Movement of personnel and
equipment from the few points of debarkation in the theater to the many

?Discussion of the equipment and supplies brought to the theater is in Chapter 8.

DRAFT 3




DRAFT Summary
15 Apr 1993

airfields and staging areas required almost 17,000 C-130 tactical airlift
sorties. On 18 August, the President authorized the first-ever activation
of the first stage of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet and, on 22 August, he
signed Executive Order 12727 authorizing the call-up of 200,000
reservists for a period of up to 180 days.> Without these measures, the
U.S. airlift, taxed to the limit, could not have sustained all-out operations.

When General Schwarzkopf returned to the theater in late August, the
need to deter Iraq from invading Saudi Arabia seemed less urgent. In
retrospect, it appears unlikely that Iraq had ever had any intention of
invading Saudi Arabia immediately after seizing Kuwait. Its forces
quickly assumed a defensive posture, but it’s determination to retain
Kuwait was beyond all doubt. Baghdad remained unmoved by the United
Nations resolutions of 2 and 6 August, which condemned the invasion,
called for the restoration of Kuwait, and authorized a multi-national
embargo of all trade to Iraq. Saddam Hussein declared Kuwait the
nineteenth province of Irag, took Americans and other foreigners in
Kuwait and Iraq hostage, and, in October, declared that if war came, Iraq
would launch missile attacks against Saudi Arabia and Israel. Since Iraq
was known to possess chemical munitions and was believed to have
biological weapons, these threats raised the prospect of grave danger to
the Gulf States, Israel, and deployed Coalition forces.

As the Coalition grew, a dual chain of command evolved, with Saudi
Lt. Gen. Khalid serving as the Commander, Joint Forces and Theater of
Operations, and General Schwarzkopf as the commander of all U.S.
forces in the theater. Lt. Gen. Charles A. Horner assumed operational
duties as the area Air Defense Coordinator, the Airspace Control Authori-
ty, and the Joint Force Air Component Commander (JFACC) responsible
for planning, coordinating, allocating and tasking theater air operations
based on General Schwarzkopf’s apportionment decisions.®

While the position and general concept of the JFACC had roots in
World War II, the command authority of a JFACC was a controversial
aspect of U.S. joint planning. Horner exercised his authority through the
daily air tasking order (ATO) that provided detailed direction for all flight

3Chapters 7 and 8 contain further discussion on the airlift forces employed.
“Radio Baghdad broadcast, 8 Aug 1990.
%) Msg, USCINCCENT, 101100Z Aug 1990, para 3E26, GWAPS, CHC 12-15.
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operations. With some exceptions, the air tasking order governed all
Coalition flight operations during both Desert Shield and Desert Storm.

The daily air tasking order became a subject of contention. The ATO
comprised some two hundred pages in standard message format or up-
wards of eight hundred pages on the Computer-Assisted Force Manage-
ment System (CAFMS). It contained times, targets, altitudes, call signs,
radio frequencies, and other necessary mission information; and CENTAF
found its daily construction and dissemination to all units concerned a
massive task. The Services and Coalition forces accepted the need for a
single authority to coordinate an air campaign and to provide safe separa-
tion of the two to three thousand aircraft sorties flown per day in the
theater’s limited airspace. They had, to varying degrees, reservations
about General Horner’s authority to select the targets and prescribe the
flight operations for the many elements of the Coalition air forces. Even-
tually, the ATO covered almost all Coalition fixed-wing aircraft sorties
although this did not always imply tight control of such aircraft.® Heli-
copters flying less than five hundred feet above the ground were exempt-
ed from direct JFACC control, as were naval aircraft on overwater flights.

From the first, General Horner had to concern himself with getting
forces to their bases and planning for the defense of the Arabian peninsu-
la. Early on, he appointed Brig. Gen. Buster Glosson, USAF, as director
of a special planning group to develop a plan for offensive air operations
against Iraq. This effort drew, in turn, on a plan developed in early
August by the Air Staff called “Instant Thunder.” General Glosson’s
Special Planning Group (SPG), known as the Black Hole, eventually
included officers from all the Services as well as British and Saudi repre-
sentatives, but consisted primarily of Air Force officers. The Black Hole,
working in great secrecy, had a plan ready for implementation in mid-
September, well ahead of the arrival of the main ground forces. The plan
sought to dislodge the Iraqi forces from Kuwait by attacking Iraqi targets
including: leadership and command and control systems; key nuclear,
biological, chemical, electrical, military and oil production facilities;
bridges, railroad, port infrastructure; and air defense, naval, missile, and
ground forces, particularly the Republican Guard. The offensive air
campaign supported the CENTCOM plan, which called for four phases:
Phase I, a Strategic Air Campaign against Iraq; Phase II, suppression of

®Discussion of the JFACC organization and procedures is contained in Chapter 5.
Sorties from Turkey (Proven Force) did not appear in the ATO.
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enemy air defenses in the Kuwait Theater of Operations; Phase III, pre-
paring the battlefield; and Phase IV, a ground campaign. This air cam-
paign plan proved acceptable when briefed to the President in October,
along with the plan for employment of the Coalition ground forces. Lack
of ground forces limited the ground attack options to a frontal assault into
Kuwait.

Because a Coalition frontal assault raised the likelihood of heavy
Coalition losses, the President authorized the addition of more ground and
air forces to enhance Schwarzkopf’s options. As a result, a second phase
of deployment began in late November 1990 that added to the forces
already in the theater 400 more USAF aircraft, three more carrier battle
groups, and more than four Army and Marine divisions, including the
European-based U.S. VII Corps, to the forces already in theater. The new
deployments also entailed the further activation of reserves. Arab and
European Coalition members proportionally increased their forces.
Closure of the additional forces coincided with the deadline set for Iraq
to evacuate Kuwait by 15 January 1991.7

The increased number of Coalition air and ground forces allowed
Schwarzkopf to concentrate his main attack on an attempted envelopment
of the Republican Guard and Iragi regular army divisions by diverting the
bulk of his armored forces to a wide swing to the west through the Iraqi
desert and, also, to launch the first three phases of the air campaign
simultaneously. By mid-January, the Coalition force that was prepared
for this assault included nearly 1,800 combat aircraft from twelve
countries, a large naval force in the Persian Gulf and Red Sea, and
approximately 540,000 ground troops from thirty-one countries. The total
Coalition force numbered in excess of 660,000.® During the preceding
months, the Coalition air forces had honed their skills and learned to
operate together in exercises that not only rehearsed planned missions but
also desensitized the Iraqi air defenses to Coalition flight patterns. Once

"On 29 Nov, the UN Security Council voted to authorize force to expel Iragi forces
from Kuwait if they had not evacuated by 15 Jan 1991.

8 Department of Defense, Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, Final Report to Congress,
Apr 1992, pp 85-86. As of 15 Jan 1991, Central Command strength was 454,128:
ARCENT-247,637; CENTAF-48,679; NAVCENT-67,851; MARCENT-85,447; SOCCENT-3,279; CENTCOM
HQ and JCSE-1,235. By 27 Feb 1991, CENTCOM strength had grown to 541,376 (Gulf War
Air Power Survey, Siatistical Compendium. Table 19, Theater CENTCOM Personnel
Strength at Weekly Intervals, p 60).
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the air campaign began, effectively shutting off Iragi surveillance of the
Coalition ground forces, the U.S. XVIII Airborne Corps and VII Corps
would deploy to the west, (Figure 1-2) in order to set the stage for the
envelopment of Iraqi ground forces. As the Marines (MARCENT) and two
Arab corps (JFC-N and JFC-E) attacked to hold Iraqi forces in place and
Marines offshore (4 MEB) created the feint of an amphibious assault, the
two westward corps would attack the Iragi force on the flank (Figure 1-
32

Figure 1-2

Conduct of the War, p 247

Figure 1-3

Conduct of the War, p 244

Iraqi ground forces facing the Coalition also over the months of the
coalition’s build-up. Beginning with the fourteen divisions estimated to
be in the theater in September, the Iraqi Army increased gradually until
November, when Baghdad announced it would send another 250,000
troops to the theater in response to the announced Coalition increase,
bringing its nominal total to 680,000." In January 1991, the Defense
Intelligence Agency estimated Iraq had forty-two to forty-three divisions

“This brief summary does not identify all the ground forces engaged in this attack.
For instance, a French division was attached to the XVIII Corps and a British division to
the VII Corps. Maps are extracted from Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, pp 244, 247.

"%New York Times, 20 Nov 1990,
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in the theater with 540,000 troops, more than 4,200 tanks, 2,800 armored
personnel carriers, and approximately 3,100 artillery pieces. In addition
to its ground forces, Baghdad had over 700 combat aircraft and a multi-
layered air defense system, a navy of missile-firing patrol boats and
Silkworm surface-to-surface missiles for coast defense."

In retrospect, postwar analysis confirmed the presence of this number
of Iraqi divisions but concluded that the number of troops, armor, and
artillery in these units was overstated. Most divisions deployed
understrength, particularly those on the front lines in the western part of
the theater (total undermanning of 120,000),'? and Iraqi policy allowed
frequent leaves, meaning that a large number of soldiers were absent
when the air campaign began and never rejoined their units. The Survey
judges that 20 percent, or 84,000 troops, were either on leave or had
deserted when the air war began.”” Applying these decrements to the
original Defense Intelligence Agency estimate results in a revised estimate
of no more than 336,000 Iraqi troops in the theater on 17 January 1991.

While inaccuracies in precise numbers existed, by the beginning of
the war U.S. planners had a fairly accurate overall picture of Iragi
deployments in the theater. (Figure 1-4) Coalition reconnaissance clearly
established the purpose and general location of Iragi ground forces which
had deployed in three defensive lines. The frontline forces—closest to the
Kuwait-Saudi border-were to slow and attrit the initial Coalition attack
and allow the Iraqi military leadership to determine the main axis. The
frontline forces consisted of infantry divisions from three corps arrayed
east to west with III Corps facing MARCENT and JFC-E, IV Corps facing
JFC-N, and VII Corps west of Wadi al Batin. The second echelon were the

Y Conduct of the Persian Gulf War, pp 11-13, 84-85.

25uch a disposition of divisions would make sense in light of the Iraqgi anticipation
of a Coalition attack coming up the coast road or from the area of the Wadi al Batin (into
either the Iraqi IV or III Corps areas). (S) TR 2 340 2447 91. Note, however, that some
units deployed at close to full strength. As a result, any theater-wide assessments based
on manning of frontline units should be made with caution [(S) 1IRs 6 072 (0015, 0057) 91].

_'3Descnions prior to 17 Jan are counted within the twenty percent authorized to be
on leave. This decrement could be greater if there was a substantial early desertion rate
in addition to the numbers on leave. Having such a large portion of the army on leave
with an attack pending appears unusual, but numerous prisoner of war reports confirm the
practice. The program of frequent leave appears to have been used as a way to keep
troop morale up and desertions down. A like system was in place during the Iran-Iraq
War.
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tactical and operational reserves of armored and mechanized divisions
deployed throughout central Kuwait and southern Iraq. Their mission
was to reinforce and block Coalition penetration of the front lines (the
tactical reserves were the Sth, 3d, 1st, 6th, and 52d Divisions; the
operational reserves were the II Armored Corps’ 51st and 17th
Divisions—and the Jihad Corps-12th, and 10th Divisions). The
Republican Guard’s formed the third echelon north and west of the
Kuwait border-these divisions, including the heavy divisions of the
Guard-the Tawakalna, Madinah, and Hammurabi-were the strategic
reserve poised to counterattack against the main Coalition attack.'* Other
infantry divisions of II Corps deployed north of Kuwait City along the
shoreline with general missions to reinforce the main body, protect the
coast, or defend against possible airborne attacks into central Kuwait.
Central Command assessed the three lines of defensive formations as
twenty-five committed, nine reinforcing, and eight theater reserve
divisions."

Figure 1-4
Iraqi Deployment in KTO on 17 Jan 91

(Figure from other report)

Early on 17 January, the Coalition launched an air campaign with
concentrated attacks against strategic military, leadership, and infrastruc-
ture targets in Irag. Even before the first shots were fired at 0238 local
time by helicopters attacking an early warning radar site in southern Iraq,
B-52s from Barksdale Air Force Base in Louisiana were en route with
conventional cruise missiles, Navy ships had fired salvos of Tomahawk
land-attack missiles (TLAM), and F-117 stealth aircraft were approaching
Baghdad. Waves of aircraft followed in rapid succession sweeping into
Iraq, attacking airfields, nodes of the integrated air defense system, and
leadership command and control systems, known Scud sites,
nuclear/chemical/biological production sites, and electrical power facili-

YConduct of the Persian Gulf War, pp 110-12. NOTE: heavy division is the term
describing either an armored or mechanized division.

15(S) USCENTCOM Situation Report, 23 Feb 1991, GWAPS, CHST 68.
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ties. By dawn, the attacks spread to include ground forces in the Kuwait
Theater of Operation (KTO). The second night and day were
characterized by more of the same attacks, with oil production and
storage and naval sites coming under assault. The first 2 days were the
most thoroughly planned and most complex air operations of the war, as
Coalition commanders attempted simultaneously to dismember Iraqi air
defenses and attack targets across the entire spectrum of strategic target
sets. To accomplish this, planners employed their entire arsenal of air
weapons, including stealth F-117s, Tornados with JP-233 runway attack
munitions, F-15Es, attack helicopters, drones, and conventional air
launched cruise missiles. The Coalition hit virtually every target set on
these initial strikes, although the greatest weight of effort was directed
against air defenses, airfields, and command elements of the Iragi regime.
Although sortie rates remained at similar levels throughout the war (2,759
total sorties were flown the first day including 37715 refueling sorties),
subsequent strikes were never as complex or focused, nor perhaps did
they need to be.

The prime concern of commanders during the first days was to gain
and maintain air superiority. This effort employed an array of specialized
aircraft that included dedicated air-to-air fighters (F-15Cs and F-14s),
airborne warning, control, and intelligence aircraft (E-3 and RC-135),
electronic jamming support aircraft (EF-111 and EA-6), and aircraft firing
high speed anti-radiation missiles (HARMs) at Iraqi search and tracking
radars. Additionally, two types of radar-decoy drones stimulated Iraqi
radar activity, thereby deflecting attention from strike aircraft, encour-
aging surface-to-air missile radars to remain active and therefore inviting
vulnerability from HARM missiles. The F-4Gs alone expended 118
HARMSs the first night, and almost half of the total 1,961 HARMs expended
by the Services were launched during the first week of the war. After
that, just the threat posed by the HARMs served to keep most Iraqi radars
off the air. The decoys, too, were used principally during the first week
of the war, most on the first night and only sparingly after that. Not
surprisingly, most Iraqi air combat sorties and air-to-air losses (fourteen)
to Coalition fighters occurred during that same first week of the
war-subsequent losses occurred when Iraqi aircraft attempted to flee to
Iran, not while trying to defend Iraqi airspace. By 27 January, air
supremacy was achieved.

The nature of the strategic targets in Iraq required careful weaponeer-
ing (choice of weapons to match particular targets) to achieve the desired
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effects and accuracy to avoid excessive collateral damage and reduce the
risk of delivery aircraft having to conduct repeat attacks. Some target
systems succumbed quickly—electrical power, for example. Other targets
sets consisting of a greater number of individual targets (for example, 122
airfields with almost 600 hardened aircraft shelters) would require
repeated strikes throughout the war. Most targets in these target
categories required precision-guided weapons with a capability to
penetrate hardened buildings, while softer, area targets, such as oil
facilities, could be struck with non-precision, gravity bombs. Virtually
all American laser—designating aircraft participated in the strategic air
campaign in Iraq. Also, since the risk of flying aircraft over Baghdad
during daylight was high, TLAMs were used to keep the pressure on
during daylight. Such was the premium on precision weapons that it was
not until the second week in the war, when precision bomb dropping
aircraft could be spared from other attacks, that bridges received
increased attention. While most of the laser-guided bombs, surface-to-
surface and air-to-surface missiles expended in the course of the 43—day
air campaign were expended against facilities, a large number were
expended on ground order of battle, mainly in the course of direct attack
against armor.

While strikes in Iraq required the use of precision weapons, the air
attacks that began almost simultaneously in the Kuwait theater employed
principally unguided bombs and a variety of antiarmor and antipersonnel
cluster munitions. Although many targets in the theater were well suited
for these weapons—storage areas and troop concentrations called for area
weapons-the type of aircraft (non-laser designating equipped) available
for employment frequently dictated the choice of armaments. While the
relatively small number of laser—designating aircraft operated over Iraq,
the larger number of aircraft not so equipped were used profitably
throughout the Kuwait theater, dropping less precise munitions, but in
much larger numbers. General Schwarzkopf desired that air power
reduce enemy ground force combat potential in the Kuwait theater by
fifty percent before he would start the ground assault.

Even within the theater, there was a division of labor between the
aircraft employed in the northern portion against the Republican Guard
and the southern portion near the front line. F-16s, F/A-18s, F-15Es (F-
111s and A-6s at night) flew against the more distant, better equipped,
and better dug-in Republican Guard, while closer to the front, AV-8Bs,
A-10s, and many of the other Coalition aircraft (F-5, Jaguars, A-4s)
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tackled the entrenched Iragi infantry. B-52s, dropping approximately
thirty-two percent of the bomb tonnage in the war (most of it in the
Kuwait theater), attacked area targets (breaching sites, ammunition stock-
piles, troop concentrations, or military field headquarter) and became one
of the most sought-after aircraft by the ground commanders for strikes
against Iragi ground forces. Attempts by air planners to employ B-52s
outside the Kuwait theater (such as on munitions storage sites in Iraq) ran
into much opposition from the CENTCOM leadership, particularly General
Schwarzkopf.' Army and Marine commanders, meanwhile, had
restricted the employment of attack helicopters until the approach of the
ground war.

The decision to bomb from medium altitude affected the accuracy of
nonprecision weapons. Prior to the war, planners anticipated using this
tactic only during daylight. However, after three days of actual combat,
and the loss of several aircraft, commanders restricted all bombing
missions to medium altitude. By attacking from altitudes of
approximately 10,000 to 15,000 feet (above the reach of antiaircraft
artillery) survivability increased, but at the expense of bombing accuracy.
Given the conditions of this war and the need to minimize casualties, the
move made sense. However, a consequence of this restriction was the
need for higher weather ceilings in order to bomb visually (the most
accurate method); thus there was a higher-than-anticipated incidence of
mission changes because of weather. Air Force planners estimated that
by 6 February, three weeks into the war, approximately half of the attack
sorties into Iraq had been diverted to other targets or canceled because of
weather-related problems."” Not only did the weather impede accuracy:
it hampered accurate bomb damage assessment.

On 18 January, U.S. Air Force aircraft began flying strike missions
from Incirlik, Turkey, against targets in Northern Iraq as a way of
pinning down Iraqi forces in that region. These aircraft were part of Joint
Task Force Proven Force, formed from units in Europe into a composite
wing (fighter, tankers, reconnaissance, and electronic warfare aircraft) that
flew fifty to sixty strike aircraft a day, launched in three waves (two day,
one night), throughout the war. The strikes from Turkey concentrated on
air defenses, airfields, chemical, biological, and nuclear facilities, electric

"SIntvw (S) GWAPs staff with Lt Col David A. Deptula, 21 Dec 91.

V1(S) Brig viewgraph, prepared by AF/XOXWF for the Secretary of Defense visit to
Checkmate, 6 Feb 91, GWAPS, CHC 1-6.
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power, oil refineries, and munitions storage locations in the north. Late
in the war, when the focus of the other Coalition sorties was on the Ku-
wait theater, Proven Force aircraft ventured as far south as Baghdad.
Compared to the other Coalition air forces, however, Proven Force had
two related handicaps: they had no stealth aircraft (F-117s) nor any
aircraft capable of designating targets for laser—guided bombs. As a
result, the hardened Iragi air defense network presented them with a
formidable obstacle, one that had to be overcome before attacks on
strategic targets could begin. Similarly, Proven Force’s attacks against
point targets were less successful, required more aircraft, and necessitated
more frequent return visits than the better-equipped aircraft based in the
south'®

Almost from the beginning, circumstances dictated diversions from
the planned strategic air campaign. The first change occurred on the
second day when the first Scud missiles launched from Western Iraq
landed in Israel. Iraq’s attempts to split the Coalition by firing Scud
missiles at Israel was anticipated before the war, and for that reason the
fixed Scud sites in Western Iraq were targeted on the first night’s raid.
These strikes failed to neutralize the more serious Scud threat, that of
mobile Scud launchers capable of moving from hidden sites, firing, then
hiding again before aircraft could attack them. Intensive combat opera-
tions began in an attempt to find, destroy, or simply suppress the mobile
missiles, and these activities continued throughout the war. The Scud
hunt included continuous airborne surveillance of western and southern
regions of Iraq, the positioning of strike aircraft within the Scud launch
areas for more immediate targeting, attacks on communication circuits
thought to be transmitting Scud launch authorization, attacks of suspected
sites, and strikes against Scud production and storage facilities. By war’s
end, nearly every type of strike and reconnaissance aircraft employed in
the war participated in the attempt to bring this threat under control, but
with scant evidence of success.

A second redirection of targeting involved digging the Iragi Air Force
out of its shelters. Subject to almost immediate engagement by Coalition
aircraft ranging over their bases, the Iragis elected not to contest control
of Iragi airspace and sought protection in hardened aircraft shelters that
they thought immune from Coalition attack. To remove the threat of

18(S) CMSgt Jerome E. Schroeder and SMSgt Thomas L. Raab, History of Joint Task
Force Proven Force, Hq USAFE History Office, 1991, pp 45-70.
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these aircraft, on 23 January airfield attack operations shifted from
runway attacks to the destruction of the aircraft shelters. Attacking the
nearly 600 Iragi shelters required a massive shift of resources, mainly F-
117s and F-111Fs dropping laser—guided bombs. For two weeks, F-
111Fs devoted approximately 60 percent of their strikes to these shelters,
until they were drawn off for use against tanks and other ground force
equipment. Meanwhile, F-117s devoted between 20 and 40 percent of
their strikes per week on shelter attacks until the last week of the war.
Twenty-eight percent of the total British precision—bombing effort
similarly went against hardened shelters.

The shelter campaign took away the Iragi Air Force’s last chance of
surviving the war reasonably intact. Unable to maintain the force as a
strategic reserve (as it had during the Iran-Iraq War), Baghdad attempted
to evacuate its combat aircraft to Iran. On 26 January, nearly eighty
aircraft fled across the border, and over the following two weeks, a total
of more than one hundred aircraft fled and were interned by the Iranian
government. The Coalition established air patrols between the Iraqi air
bases and the border in an attempt to stem these escapes during which
they shot down several Iraqi aircraft. Other Iraqi aircraft, in their efforts
to escape in low-level dashes ran out of fuel and crashed. As a second
measure, the Iraqis also dispersed their remaining aircraft around airfields,
on roads, in residential neighborhoods and even near archaeological sites,
taking advantage of the coalition’s known desire to avoid collateral
damage. Through these measures, some Iraqgi aircraft survived the war,
but the Iraqi Air Force ceased to operate. In fact, Baghdad’s only known
attempt at an offensive air strike took place on 24 January when two Iraqi
F-1s attempted a low-level dash over the Persian Gulf, most likely to
attack Coalition ships. A Saudi F-15C pilot downed both aircraft before
they could reach their target.

The weight of effort by non-laser—designating aircraft shifted to the
Kuwait theater beginning in the second week. Air attacks attempted to
fix the ground forces in place, seal off the area from resupply by attack-
ing traffic within the area, and destroy Iragi equipment. Together with
the bombing effort, psychological operations increased as Coalition leaf-
lets in the millions, radio broadcasts, and loudspeakers encouraged Iraqi
soldiers to lay down their arms. '

After a week of air attacks against Iraq and its forces in the Kuwaiti
theater, Baghdad began taking desperate measures to precipitate a ground
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war. While Iraq had anticipated an initial period of air attacks, the actual
attacks were longer and more severe than expected, and a Coalition
ground attack still appeared no closer to getting underway. Saddam
Hussein had boasted before the war of the Iragi advantage in a ground
war, in which mounting casualties would split the Coalition and turn the
United States public against the war. On 22 January, Iraq set fire to two
oil refineries and an oil field near the Kuwait-Saudi border. A day later,
Iraq opened oil manifolds in several offshore terminals, allowing crude
oil to pour into the Persian Gulf. Whether Iraq’s intent was to provoke
a ground war or to make an amphibious assault more difficult is not
certain, but attacks by two F-111Fs using GBU-15 precision bombs on the
oil manifolds at the Al Ahmadi refinery on 27 January stopped the oil
flow into the Gulf.

On 29 January, the Iraqi Army initiated an abortive attempt to prompt
a ground war by launching attacks into Saudi Arabia from several points
in Southeastern Kuwait, the most prominent attack being at the Saudi
Arabian town of Al Khafji. Saddam Hussein ordered the attack to induce
the Coalition into a ground war, heighten the morale of his own forces
by taking the offensive, and to take prisoners as a source of intelligence
in order to better determine the coalition’s intentions.'” The result was
a defeat for the Iraqis in several regards. They occupied the abandoned
and unguarded town of Al Khafji for a day, but Coalition forces quickly
evicted them. Attempts to assemble Iraqi reinforcing columns in Kuwait
were detected by a variety of night reconnaissance systems, including the
newly arrived JSTARS (Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System -E-
8 aircraft), and routed by air attacks. Having failed to precipitate a
greater ground war, the Iragis simply took to their defensive emplace-
ments to await their fate.

While the action at Al Khafji provided the first instances of combined
ground action involving the Coalition Arab forces and U.S. forcesl* and
the first true instances in the war of close air support, it also proved
costly. The engagement produced several incidents of fratricide: thirteen

'9Allhough Saddam Hussein’s intentions may never be known, this synopsis follows
the widely accepted interpretations of this action by CENTCOM and Washington intelli-
gence organizations during and after the war. Enemy prisoner of war reports are able to
provide positive confirmation of this interpretation of events, and no reports dispute it
[(S) Msg Defense Intelligence Agency, dtg 151959Z Feb 91, subj: NADA INTSUM 207-91,
GWAPS, CHST 45-33].
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Marines and four Saudi soldiers were killed in three incidents, two of
which occurred during air-to-ground attacks.”® It also resulted in the
single greatest Air Force loss when a AC-130 gunship was shot down
with the loss of its fourteen—man crew.

Prior to and during the Al Khafji attacks, Coalition aircraft destroyed
nearly all Iragi missile boats, many of them during apparent attempts by
these vessels to flee to Iran, much as Iraqi aircraft had done several days
before. The Iragi Navy was small, but even the presence of small
missile-firing boats posed a threat to the Coalition battle groups and
amphibious forces. The destruction of the missile boats allowed freer
action for the Coalition forces in the Northern Gulf, although the presence
of Silkworm missile sites along the coast remained a threat throughout
the remainder of the war.?'

By February, as CENTCOM’s focus shifted to the Kuwait theater in
preparation for the ground offensive, the success of aircraft in reducing
the effectiveness of the Iragi Army (planning was based on attriting 50
percent of Iragi armor, artillery, and armed personnel carriers) came in for
criticism. Washington and the theater disagreed over what level of suc-
cess was being achieved, but a greater effort was clearly called for. To
increase the lethality of the attacks, A-10s, thought to be the most effec-
tive aircraft against armor, decreased their attack altitude to between
4,000 and 7,000 feet.? A second adjustment, one that led to far better
results, was the employment of laser—guided bombs against Iraqi armor.
F-111Fs conducted night tests during the first week of February using
their infrared sensors to detect the hot skin of the tanks (or any other
metal equipment) contrasted against the cooler sand that surrounded them.

20ffice of Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs), News Release No. 504-
91, Aug 13, 1991.

2The missile boats and Silkworm missiles were not the only threat to the naval
forces. Aircraft with air-to-surface missiles could launch from Iragi (and possibly Iranian)
bases and pose a longer range threat to the fleet. Information drawn from two Center for
Naval Analyses reports: (S) Peter P. Perla, Desert Storm Reconstruction Report, Volume
I: Summary, and Jeffrey Lutz et al, Desert Storm Reconstruction Report, Volume VI:
Antisurface Warfare (Alexandria, VA: 1991).

2t was during this same period that the employment of F-16 killer scouts (Pointers)
began, and F-16s were directed to release bombs below 8,000 feet (see Lt Col Lewis
point paper, “Corps Air Support at Desert storm,” 3 Jul 91, GWAPS, CHST 22-18); (S) 23354
TFW(P) “Battle Staff Directive No. 26,” 31 Jan 91, GWAPS Microfilm Roll 26554.

16 DRAFT




DRAFT Summary
15 April 1993

Following these tests, F-111F, F-15E and A-6 aircraft flew laser—guided
bomb attacks against Iragi armor in a procedure known as ““tank
plinking.”” From that point, the number of armor and artillery kills
recorded climbed rapidly. During the later stages of the air attacks to
prepare the battlefield for the ground attack, the weight of effort shifted
from the Republican Guard and other heavy divisions in the theater
reserve to more direct attacks on the Iraqi frontline divisions. More B-52
sorties flew against the frontline forces to effect breaching operations,
BLU-82 (15,000 Ib.) bombs were dropped from MC-130s to clear mine
fields and support psychological operations. Following the loss of two
A-10s 60 nautical miles north of Kuwait City in mid-February, which
prompted General Horner to restrict A-10s to targets along the Saudi-
Kuwait border in Kuwait, a greater concentration of A-10s attacked the
Iraqi regular army forces in the front lines. Specific objectives included
preparing breaching sites in Iraqi defenses, destroying artillery in the
breach areas, and bombing the pumps used to fill Iraqi fire-trenches. As
air power began to focus on the upcoming ground campaign, the
continuing strategic air campaign momentarily came to the fore with the
attack on the Al Firdos bunker on the night of 13-14 February. The
Coalition did not know that the bunker, a legitimate military target, had
also served as a civilian shelter when F-117s struck it. The resulting
controversy over the deaths of several hundred civilians resulted in
tightened control from Washington of attacks into downtown Baghdad.

In preparation for the Coalition ground offensive, air and ground units
began rehearsing close air support procedures. As part of these prepara-
tions, General Horner established new rules of engagement to support the
ground campaign. He eliminated minimum altitude restrictions and
instructed crews to press their aerial attacks in every way possible to
protect Coalition ground forces, while maintaining an appropriate level
of caution for aircrews. General Horner summarized his guidance:

The weather considerations that were valid last week are no longer
valid. There are people’s lives depending on our ability to help them
if help is required. So I want a push put on. I want people feeling

BSee discussion in Chapter 3.
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compulsion to hit a target. I do not want fratricide. So if in doubt
don’t shoot.

While air power employed during the incursion at Al Khafji was an
unrehearsed response to an unexpected action, the air power that support-
ed the ground offensive of 24 to 28 February was well-planned. The date
for the offensive was known, sorties apportioned, and the procedures
practiced. Air operations were coordinated and geared to support the
ground offensive with an extensive number of aircraft sorties dedicated
to close air support and to interdiction across the Kuwait theater.

The bulk of the Coalition aircraft not involved in close air support
flew interdiction sorties. Commanders intended these sorties to destroy
supplies and prevent reserve forces from reinforcing the front lines or to
catch retreating troops by striking headquarters, roads, and bridge net-
works. Attacks by Coalition aircraft extended throughout the theater,
with Navy (from the Gulf carriers) and Marine sorties concentrating on
Eastern Kuwait. Many of the night flyers (F-111s, F-15Es, A-6s, and the
LANTIRN-equipped F-16s)* focused on targets in the northern part of the
theater to further damage the heavy divisions and disrupt road traffic. B-
52s flew around the clock: on the first day they hit breaching sites and
frontline forces; on subsequent days they struck headquarters and staging
areas just south of the Euphrates River in Iraq.?® The plan intended to
put maximum pressure on the Iraqi forces with every type of strike
aircraft at the coalition’s disposal.?’

When the ground offensive began at 0400 local time on 24 February,
the system needed all the flexibility it could muster to deal with the
rapidly changing conditions. More than three thousand sorties flew that
day, mostly in the confined airspace over the battlefield. The generally

24(S) Comments from log of 24 Feb 1991, HQ CENTAF Office of History, Daily
Comments of Lt General Charles A. Horner, 17 January through 28 Feb 1991. GWAPS,
CHP 13B.

BTwo squadrons of F-16s had navigation pods of the low altitude navigation and
targeting infrared for night (LANTIRN) system. e

26(S) Master Attack Plans, 24 through 27 Feb 1991, GWAPS, BH 1.

2"'l'hough the F-117s and Tornados only marginally so: F-117s continued to hit
strategic targets in Iraq, and Tornados were employed principally against airfields in Iraq.
The Proven Force F-16s and F-111s, that could not reach the Kuwait theater, continued
to strike targets in Northern Irag.
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light opposition to the rapid ground advance generated few targets for
close air support aircraft, and a period of poor weather and restricted
visibility caused by oil fires limited the ability of many aircraft to
perform close air support. Aircraft equipped with radar-aimed release
systems used this less accurate tactic, while many of those not so
equipped had to return with their bombs.

Fortunately, Coalition planners enjoyed comfortable surplus of
available close air support sorties that could engage alternate targets well
ahead of the rapidly moving ground advance. While some sorties of true
close air support did fly, most of the effort, and the subsequent
destruction, fell on the heavy reserve divisions and on the retreating
columns of the Iragi Army as it fled Kuwait. The highway proceeding
northwest out of Kuwait City and Al Jahra and over Mutla Ridge, the
“highway of death,” was one such bottleneck of traffic that came under
attack during this retreat (see Figure 1-5).%

In the later stages of the war, while the air campaign focused on
supporting the ground campaign, air strikes attacked both, the targets in
the Kuwait theater directly (destroying bridges to the theater, military
support facilities, and communications with the theater) and surviving or
newly identified Scud, chemical, biological, and nuclear sites. In
addition, Baghdad, which generally had been spared since 13 February,
came under renewed air attack during the final four days of the war, as
U.S. planners made a last attempt to cripple the national leadership. This
last effort included an F-111F attack on deep bunkers with GBU-28 deep-
penetrator weapons.

The war ended with a coalition-declared cease fire at 0800 on 28
February 1991, with the Iragi Army driven into a corner of southern Iraq,
south of the Euphrates River and west of a canal near Basra, neither
waterway being easily passable. Coalition ground forces had reached the
banks of the Euphrates River, had approached to within thirty miles of
Basra, and Arab forces had occupied Kuwait City. By any measure, Iraq
had suffered a crushing military defeat, and air power had proved central
to that outcome.

25ee discussion in Chapter 3.
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What was Planned?

On August 8, 1990, two days after King Fahd of Saudi Arabia had
approved the deployment of American forces to defend Saudi Arabia and
one day after those forces began to deploy, President George Bush
outlined the United States objectives in the region. They were (1)
securing the immediate, unconditional, and complete withdrawal of Iraqi
forces from Kuwait; (2) restoring the legitimate government of Kuwait;
(3) assuring the security and stability of the Persian Gulf region; and (4)
protecting American lives.'

On August 25th, 1990, less than three weeks after the United States
decision to commit troops to defend Saudi Arabia, General Schwarzkopf
briefed General Powell on the outlines of a four-phased plan to eject the
Iragis from Kuwait. Although the ground forces’ concept of operation
remained unclear, the concept of the air campaign had already evolved:?

USCINCCENT’s Intent

. . . We will initially attack into the Iraqi homeland using air power to
decapitate his leadership, command and control, and eliminate his ability
to reinforce Iraqi ground forces in Kuwait and Southern Irag. We will
then gain undisputed air superiority over Kuwait so that we can
subsequently and selectively attack Iragi ground forces with air power
in order to reduce his combat power and destroy reinforcing units . . .

! Address to the Nation Announcing the Deployment of United States Armed Forces
to Saudi Arabia, in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: George Bush,
1990 (Book II) (Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Record
Administration, 1991), p 1108. These objectives were a restatement of those put forward
by the U.S. State Department on 6 August. UN Resolutions 660 and 661 of 2 and 6
August also contained the first two of these objectives.

%s) Viewgraph from Brfg, “Offensive Campaign Desert Storm,” 24 Aug 1990,
GWAPS, NA-208. Notice the use of the term “decapitate.”
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During the subsequent months, increased forces became available for war,
and planners developed specific elements of the air and ground campaign;
but the four phase structure of the air campaign remained unchanged: a
strategic air campaign into Iraq; air supremacy over the Kuwait theater;
preparation of the battlefield by attrition of the Iraqi Army; and air
support for the ground attack. It would require a great deal of time and
labor to turn this concept into reality.

No single “air campaign plan” recognizable as such exists. Rather
the air campaign plan executed by Coalition forces at the outset of the
Gulf War consisted of three elements:

(1) abroad statement of purpose, including the idea of a four-phased
war;

(2) extremely detailed air tasking orders for the first two days of the
war, plus additional staff work on the third day of operations;

(3) a more diffuse set of expectations about how the air war would
unfold and what it would accomplish against any given target set.

The air campaign plan was imbedded in the operations plan for all forces
and consisted of an amalgam of thick scheduling documents, an extensive
series of briefings, each slightly different from the last, and a set of
intentions captured only sporadically on paper. Nonetheless, the result
was a unified conception for applying of air power against Iraq.

Precrisis Planning

The plan for using air power in Desert Storm had surprisingly little
to do with planning before August 1990. The Soviet threat and the
nature of the theater had long shaped the expected role of air power in
the defense of the oil-producing areas in the Gulf region. The distance
of the theater from the United States and the lack of any in-place forces
on the ground made air and sealift critical to any defense of the region.
American planners expected air forces, land— and—sea based, to serve as
the first line of defense in the early stages of a conflict, which might last
months until large ground forces could arrive. In the early weeks of war
in the Gulf, planners expected air power to interdict and delay the
attacking ground forces, be those forces Soviet, Iranian, or Iragi. Based
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on these conditions, the planned use of air power was defensive, with
little thought given to offensive employment or any other independent use
of air power.

Until 1989, Southwest Asia was, in the global context of United
States planning, a secondary theater; the United States would fight a
limited, defensive campaign, conserving its resources for a far larger and
more important struggle with the Warsaw Pact on Europe’s central front.
Furthermore, as in Europe, the offensive use of air power in a war
involving the Soviet Union seemed to pose unacceptable risks of
escalation. In October 1989, the newly-appointed Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General Colin L. Powell, directed the Commander of
Central Command, General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, to concentrate
planning for Southwest Asia conflict on a scenario of regional conflict
without Soviet involvement, not on operations in the context of a global
superpower war. Furthermore, that planning would reflect a political
assessment that Iraq, not Iran, had become the primary regional threat to
stability. The demise of the Warsaw Pact would allow Central Command
to draw on greater resources for planning than would have previously
been available. As a result, the forces planned for a Southwest Asia
contingency doubled and in some cases tripled. Staff officers had
prepared a draft of the new plan, Operations Plan 1002-90, Defense of the
Arabian Peninsula, by the spring of 1990. In the normal course of events
they would have completed an approved plan by the summer of 1991.%

3(S) Notes, Col Bryan A Sutherland, USA, CENTCOM J-5, handwritten notes, 3 Oct
1990, GWAPS and AFHRA 00881768; Fact sheet (S), “USCINCCENT OPLAN 1002-90—-Arabian
Peninsula,” Col John L Buckley, USCENTCOM J-5-P, 1 Jun 1990, GWAPS and AFHRA
00881768, reel 23630; Operations Plan (S/NF), USCINCCENT OPLAN 1002-90 Concept of
Operations, 16 Apr 1990. pp 19-20, GWAPS CHC 13.
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Pre-August 1990 planning for the Persian Gulf, as for most regions,
concentrated on the requirements for deploying forces over vast distances.
Planners thought more about means of moving the fighting and logistical
units to the theater—a vast task—than about their tasks once they got there.
The sketchy operational planning that did exist envisaged three phases.
During the first, American forces would attempt to deter an aggressor
who had already demonstrated hostile intent. Air forces would arrive first
on the scene, with Air Force tactical fighter squadrons, airlift squadrons,
and aerial tankers and airborne control aircraft, two Navy carrier groups
and one battleship battle group, and brigade-sized Army and Marine
aviation assets arriving within the first two weeks. A B-52 squadron and
a third carrier battle group would follow shortly. During a second phase,
defensive operations, the United States would gain air superiority against
an attacking enemy, protect the air and naval bases used for debarking
forces, and interdict enemy lines of supply and communication in order
to disrupt the attacking force. In addition, air power would provide any
necessary close air support. A third phase, counteroffensive campaign,

4Air Force fighter aircraft in OPLAN 1002-88 included (in order of arrival): F-15C,
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was anticipated after sufficient forces had assembled and the enemy’s
combat power had declined by an unspecified level of attrition. The
specifics of this last phase received almost no treatment in the plan, other
than a reference to the tasks of defeating enemy forces and regaining
control of key facilities.®

Central Command leaders examined the draft operations plan in a
command post exercise, Internal Look 90, that took place in July 1990
and ended just days before the Iragi invasion of Kuwait. CENTCOM
designed the exercise to test the draft plan and uncover potential
difficulties in its execution. An important addition to the exercise play
was the employment of the Air Force’s stealth aircraft, the F-117s, as part
of the scenario; F-117s did not figure in the draft plan (their existence
had only become public in November 1988), but theater commanders
could now begin to tap them for regional operations plans. The exercise
play revealed several shortfalls: not enough precision—guided munitions,
a shortage of aircraft tankers to accommodate the aircraft of the carrier
battle groups, and difficulty obtaining timely bomb damage assessment
(BDA) for use in planning further air strikes.®

The exercise proceeded through its phases to counteroffensive
operations when, on the final two days of game play, the national
command authority granted players “cross border authority.” As a result,
the staff ordered aircraft to strike several leadership and command and
control targets in Baghdad.” But these attacks differed greatly from
Desert Storm reality. They came as the final element of the campaign
rather than as its critical opening phase. Exercise-ending “cross border
operations” reflected the decades of planning for East-West conflict in
Europe, in which homeland_strikes were closely associated with the
escalation to nuclear conflict. Furthermore, CENTCOM classified the

5(S/NF) OPLAN, USCINCCENT OPLAN 1002-90, second draft, 18 Jul 1990, Concept of
Operations, pp 20-26.

®Doc, Whirlwind War, draft of Jun 1992. U.S. Army Center of Military History,
Washington, DC, p 85, GWAPS NA 304; Doc (S/NF), USCINCCENT. Desert Shield/Desert
Storm, Internal Look 90 After Action Reports. 15 Jul 1991, GWAPS, NA 9.

7(SINF) Fact Sheet, Maj John Heidrick, 9 AlS, “9 TIS/INT Planning Procedures for
Internal Look 90 and Operation Desert Shield,” 4 May 1992, p 1, GWAPS NA 267;
document (S/NF), USCINCCENT, Desert Shield/Desert Storm, Internal Look 90 After Action
Rpts, 15 Jul 1991, Appendix L, GWAPS NA 9.
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Internal Look simulated attacks as “long-range interdiction,” a term very
different in its connotations from the “strategic targets™® of Desert Storm.
And finally, the concluding strikes of Internal Look in no way matched
the weight and intensity of the air campaign that began on 16 January
1991.

Internal Look 90 did perform useful service in some areas, however.
The targets selected by staff for the scenario served as a useful starting
point for the eventual Desert Storm target list. Two lists were drawn up
in the summer of 1990 for Internal Look: an Air Force Component
Central Command (CENTAF) list and a Central Command (CENTCOM)
composite list, using nominations from all the service components. Both
lists are shown below in Table 2.

Too much can be made of the difference between these early lists,
some of which derived from the access of the Service components to
specific target intelligence, but two aspects of the lists are noteworthy:
first, the emphasis by CENTAF on attacking the air defense system as a
prelude to other attacks; second, the negligible attention of both lists to
nuclear, biological, chemical and Scud facilities. Planners lacked
information on the location and extent of such facilities, which in any
event were not central to the war envisioned in Internal Look 90.
Furthermore, for most of the targets nominated on these lists, detailed
information needed for actual mission planning did not exist.

%In the planning of the Desert Storm air campaign, these targets were identified as
“strategic” targets; in the mission reports accomplished after each mission, the strikes
were identified as “interdiction.”
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Internal Look 90 and the draft plan from which it flowed had a
defensive purpose, and the planned air employment reflected this

9’I‘arget Study (S/NF/WN), 9 Tis, “Iraqi Target Study,” 15 Jun 1990, GWAPS, NA-168;
Doc (S/NF/WN), “USCENTCOM Joint Target List,” Tab A to Appendix 4 to Annex B to
USCINCCENT OPLAN 1002-90, 27 Jun 1990, GWAPS NA 41.

1ynstallations listed under more than one category in the Joint Target List have been
counted no more than once. For example, Al Basra Naval Base was listed 11 times,
however in this table it was counted twice, once as a naval installation and once as a
naval headquarters.
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imperative. The list of aircraft missions provided in order of priority by
Lt. General Charles A. Horner, the CENTAF commander, carried no
reference to attacks on what came to be called the strategic targets of
Desert Storm: the priorities did, however, anticipate the defensive
planning performed in the early days of Desert Shield."

Desert Shield Planning

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990 created a situation quite
different from the scenario envisioned in Operations Plan 1002-90 (which
anticipated 30 days warning of an invasion of Saudi Arabia). If anything,
the change made the use of air power even more crucial. When General
- Schwarzkopf and General Horner laid out options for President Bush at

a National Security Council meeting on 4 August, it was clear that all the
early options involved air power. The initial land and carrier based air
could arrive within days; twelve fighter squadrons, a bomber squadron,
and two carrier battle groups could be in the region when only an
airborne division and a Marine brigade would be available; forces for a
ground offensive, if necessary, would not be ready for seventeen weeks;
and even sufficient ground forces to establish a defense would take
several weeks.'”” General Horner briefed the meeting on the planned
employment of air power as envisioned by the operations plan: gaining
air superiority, interdicting the attacking Iraqi forces, and defending the
ports and rear areas. He also briefed a second plan of offensive
retaliatory strikes against targets in Iraq, if Iraq used chemical weapons
against U.S. or allied forces.” As forces began to deploy to the theater,
the CENTAF staff developed employment plans for these two options.

11(S) Ltr, Col Richard B Bennett, USAF, Dir Combat Plans to distro., subj: “Internal
Look 90 COMUSCENTAF Air Guidance Letter.” 24 Jul 1990. GWAPS NA-163.

12(s) Brfg, “USCENTCOM Preliminary Planning, 2-6 Aug 1990,” GWAPS, NA-117.

BConduct of the Persian Gulf War, p 40; (S) Ltr, Tactical Air Command Historian
to 9th Air Force Historian, 12 Jun 1991, subj: General Horner Questions and Answers,
with two attachments, GWAPS, CHP 13A.
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The two initial options were captured in the format of air tasking
orders (ATOs),' the “Punishment ATO” and the “D-Day ATO.” The first
plan of August 1990, the “punishment ATO,” may also be seen as the first
of the true offensive plans. This ATO, an outgrowth of General Horner’s
briefing to the President on 4 August, involved a single retaliatory strike
in reaction to the use of chemical weapons by Iraq. The targets (17 total)
were economic (oil production and storage facilities and electric power
generation), military (including the known chemical, nuclear and
biological facilities), and one political target-the Presidential Palace. The
ATO assumed no accompanying ground attack. The objectives were
punitive, in order to discourage a further Iraqi use of chemicals, and were
not assumed to be a part of any larger campaign; there was no mention
of a next step if the punishment did not work." This effort soon gave
way to the larger offensive air campaign, whose planning began in
Washington during this same period. Meanwhile, Riyadh planners
working on the D-Day ATO anticipated an Iraqi attack into Saudi Arabia
and planned for the sorties envisioned in Operations Plan 1002-90-that
is to gain air superiority, attack the invading Iragi forces, and defend key
facilities in Al Jubayl, Ad Damman, and Dhahran, the principal bases
through which the deploying Coalition forces had begun to enter the
theater.

The D-Day ATO as it existed in August 1990 represented a totally
defensive air employment, based as it was on the inadequate number of
U.S. ground forces in the region in August. Studies at the time by
Central Command indicated that CENTCOM could not successfully defend
the key facilities along the coast against an Iraqi assault until near the end
of August, when the 82d Airborne Division and a Marine expeditionary

“There was no complete operations plan or operations order in existence that
captured the essence of the planning taking place. The air tasking order is the final
distilled product of the planning involving objectives, aircraft sortie allocation, and target
selection, issued in terms of a daily schedule of aircraft sorties matched with missions,
targets, times, and all the coordinating instructions necessary for units to accomplish the
specific tasks. Although a single day’s ATO does not explain an air campaign, the term
ATO is used here as it was often used at the time-as shorthand for the series of daily
orders for air operations that executed a specific plan. The ATO itself is a controversial
subject of the war, and further discussion of this subject is found in Chapter 5.

The employment of this ATO seems to have anticipated an Iraqi Scud attack with
chemical weapons. (S/NF) HQ, CENTCOM J-5 Plans After Action Rpt, Vol VI, Tab A, “U.S.
Air Campaign Plan,” Aug 1990, GWAPS, NA 259.
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brigade had arrived to protect these enclaves.'® As more ground and air
forces arrived in the theater, the D-Day ATO expanded from its defense-
only stance to include more offensive strikes, just as the draft operations
plan had envisioned and staff had practiced in Internal Look 90.
Continually updated throughout the period of Desert Shield, this also
served as a focus of the overt planning for an air campaign. The true
offensive plan, however, was not the D-Day ATO but a plan being
developed by a special planning cell, the “Black Hole,” whose existence
and planning was known to only a few on the CENTCOM and CENTAF
staffs."”

Offensive Air Campaign, Phase I

Precrisis planning had called attention to deficiencies in basic
intelligence information, it had acquainted staffs with the region in which
they would fight, and perhaps most important, it had familiarized them
with one another. But these efforts did not shape the Desert Storm air
plan. The strategic purpose of the real war-an offensive operation to
liberate Kuwait and shatter Iraqi power, rather than a defensive operation
to protect Persian Gulf allies—was utterly different from that of precrisis
planning. Furthermore, much of the Desert Storm air plan emerged from
planning prepared by special and ad hoc organizations, whose existence
no one had anticipated before the war.

Shortly after the Iragi invasion of Kuwait, a group of Air Staff
officers in the Pentagon began planning an air campaign with the
objective of ejecting Iragi forces from Kuwait using air power alone.
Colonel John M. Warden III, the Air Staff’s Deputy Director of Plans for
Warfighting Concepts, supervised this effort. The group initially
numbered six, but quickly grew to more than one hundred officers from
the Air Force and other Services, operating out of offices that were

18(S/NF) Headquarters, CENTCOM J-5 Plans, Afier Action Rpt and Supporting
Documents, Volume VI, Tab X, “Combat Analysis Group After Action Rpt,” 21 M
1991; GWAPS, NA-259. :

'7(S/NF) Fact sheet, Maj John Heidrick, 9th AIS, Shaw AFB. “9 TISANT Planning
Procedures for Internal Look-90 and Operation Desert Shield,” 4 May 1<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>