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December 3, 196H WASHINGTON

MEMORARDUM FOR THE PRESIDERT

SUBJECT: Recommended FY 1966-1970 Programs for Strateglc Offensive
Forces, Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces, and
Civil Defense (U)

1 have completed my review of the three major camponents of our
General Ruclear War posture: the Strategic Offensive Forces, the
Coptinental Air and Missile Defense Forces, and Civil Defense.

onpdi - - -  hie
memorandum SWIDAT1zes TDE CpATACTEr1sTiCcE O Our current strateglc
posture, the major Programs proposed by the Services, my reccmmended
program, and the rationale for choice among ithese alternatives.

The estimated costs (excluding R&D and reserve forces) for the
previously approves, Service proposed, and recommended programs are
presented belov :
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FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 ¥y 68 FY 69 FY 70 FY 66-FY 70

(Total obligational muthority, $ millions)

previously Approved T719 6839 6038 5413 5024

Service Proposed 8237 8769 9612 10597 6 L L&,515
SecDef Recommended 7184 6390 shi2 5150 %09'(% %O 26’,%50

There are six major issues involved in our FY 1966-1970 progrem
for the (enerasl Nuclear War Forces. These lssues concern! .

1. The development and deployment of a new manned bamber
(estimeted 5-year systems cost for & force of 200 aircraft --
$8.9 to $11.5 biliion).

5. The size of the strategic missile force (estimated
5-year cost for an sdditional force of 200 MIRUTEMAK II missiles
Z- $1.3 billion).

" Tne overall level of the anti-bomber defense progras
(estimated 5-year cost, if units recommended for phaseout are
retained -- $300 to $350 million).

4. The production and deployment of a new manned inter-
ceptor (estimated cost for a force of 216 IMI aircraft --
$4 billion).

s/ Preliminery —ost estimates, to be revised after completion af budget

reviev. 1
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5. The production and deployment of the NIKE X anti-
missile system (estimated 5-year systems cost, depending
upon the mode of deployment,: mumbersa of radars, apd numbers
of cities covered {11 to hTﬁ--($8 to $2 billden).

€. The construction of fellout shelters for the
entire population (estimated cost -- $5.2 billien).

Before I discuss these major issues and my other recommendations
to improve our general nuclear war capabilities, I belleve it wouwld
be useful to review the nature of the general puclear war problem
itself, the.characteristics of properly balanced general puclear war
forces, and the capabilities of the presently-programmed forces.

A. FHATURE OF THE GENERAL FUCLEAR WAR FROBLEM

By geperal nuclear war, ve mean & war in which strategic nuclear
weapons are directed against the bomelands of the U.S. or the U.S.S.R.
Such attacks might be directed agalnst military targets only, cities
only, or both, elther gimiltanecusly or with a delay; they might be
selective in terms of targets or they might be general. The foellow-
ing types of strategic forces are involved:

1. Strategic Offensive Forces
Manned bombers, ICEMs and submarine-launched missiles,
together with the associated command and control
systems.

o. Strategic Defensive Forces
Anti-aireraft defenses: manned interceptors; surface=
4+o-air missiles; and their associated warning and
control systems.
Apti-ballistic missile defenses: warning systems and
active defense systems

3. Civil Defense Prograzs
Fallout shelters, warning, etc.

It pay be assumed +hat both the United States and the Soviet
Union have the same general strategic objectives: (1) To deter
deliberste nuclear attack by maintaining a clear and convincing capa-
bility to inflict severe damage on the attacker even after an enemy
rirst sirike; and (2) In the event such a war should nevertheless



occur, to limit damage to it own population and industrial
capacity. .

The first of these objectives we call "Assured Destruction,"
i.e., the capability to destroy both the Soviet Union apd Communist
China as viable societies, even after a well planned and executed
gurprise attack on our forces. Or, in the words of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff:

*. . . the assured capability of destroying singly
or in combination, the Soviet Union and the Commmunist
satellites . in Europe as pational societles. In combina-
tion with theatre nuclear forces . . . the ability to
impose adequate punishment on Red China for puclear or
non-muclear aggression.”

The second capebility we call "Demage Limitation,” l.e., the
ebility to reduce the weight of the enemy attack by both offensive
and defepsive measures and to provide protection for our population
ageinst the effects of nuclear detonations.

Viewed in this light, our "assured destruction" forces would
include & portion of the ICEMs, the submarine-launched ballistic
missiles (SLEMs) and the manned bombers. The "demage 1imiting" forces
. would inmclude the remainder of the strategic offensive forces (ICH,
SIBMs and manned bombers), as well as area defense forces {manned
interceptors and .y terminal defense
forces (anti-bomber surface-to-air missiles and anti-ballistic missile

and passive defenses (fallout shelters, warning, ete.).
The strateglc offensive forces can contribute to the damage limiting -
objective by attacking enemy delivery vehicles on their bases or
launch sites, provided that our forces can reach their targets before
the enemy vehicles are launched. Area defense forces can attirit the
enemy's forces enroute to their targets and before they reach the
target areas. Terminal defenses can destroy enemy weapons or delivery
vehicles within the target areas before they impact. Pessive defenses
can reduce the vulnerability of our population +6 the weapons that

do impact.

Since each of the three types of Soviet atrategic offensive
systems (land-based missiles, submarine-launched missiles and bombers)
could, by itself, inflict severe demage on the United Siates, even
a "very good" defense against only one type of system has limited
value. A "very good" defense against bambers, for example, could be
outflarked by targeting missiles against those areas defended solely



by anti-bomber systems. This is the principal reason why, todey,

in the sbsence of an effective defense against missiles, the large
U.S. outlays of the last decade for manned bomber defense, by them-
selves, now contribute little to our real strategic defense capability.
Moreover, the anti-bomber defense system, designed & decade ego, is,
itself, vulnerable to missile attack. Thmus, & significant capability
to 1imit the damage of a determined Soviet attack requires an
{ntegrated, balanced cambination of strategic offensive forces, area
defense forces, terminal defense forces and passive defenses. Such
s balanced combination creates & "defense in depth” with each type of
force taking its toll of the incoming weapons, operating like a
series of filters or sieves which would progressively reduce the
destructive potential of the attacking Soviet muclear farces.

B. THE CHARACTERISTICS OF FROPERLY BALANCED GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR
FORCES

) It is generally agreed that a vital first objective, to be met

in full by our strategic nuclear forces, is the capabllity for assured
destruction. Such a capabllity would, with a high degree of confidence;
ensure that we could deter under all foreseeable conditions, a calcu-
lated, deliberate nuclear attack upon the United States. What amounts
and kinds of destruction we would bave to be able to deliver in order
to provide this essurance cannot be answered precisely, but it seems
reasopable to assume that the destruction of, say, 25 percent of its
population (55 million people) and more than two-thirds of its indus-
trial capacity would mean the destruction of the Soviet Union as a
pational society. Such a level of destruction would certainly
represent intolerable punishment to any industrialized pation and

thus should serve as an effective deterrent.

Once an assured destruction capability has been provided, any
further increese in the strategic offensive forces must be justified
‘on the basis of its contribution to limiting damage to purselves.

Here, certain basic principles should be noted. First, against the
forces we expect the Soviets to have during the next decade, it would
be virtually impossible for us to be able to provide anything
approaching perfect protection for our population no metter how large
the general muclear war foreces we provide, even were we to strike
£irst. Of course, the number of survivors in & general nuclear war
depends on Boviet forces as well ag ours. The Soviets have the technical
and econonic capacity to prevent us from assuring that more that 80
percent of our population would survive a determined attack, possibly -
less. They can do this by offsetting any increases in our defenses

by increases in thelr misgile forces. If we were trying to



protect a high percent (e.g., 80 or more) of our population, and if
the Soviets were to choose to frustrate this attempt, possibly because
they vieved it as threatening their assured destruction capabllity,
the extra cost to them appears to be substantially less than the extra
cost to us.

The question of how much we should spend on damage limiting
programs can be decided only by carefully veighing the costs against
expected benefits, .

The second basic prineiple which must be borne io mind is that
for any given level of enmemy offensive capability, successive additions
to each of our various systems and types of defenses have diminishing
marginal value. While it is true that in general the more forces we
have, the better we can do, beyond a certain point each increment
added to the existing forces results in less and lesgs additional effective-
pess. Thus, we should not expand one element of our demage limiting
 forces to & point at wvhich the extra survivors it ylelds per dollar
spent are fewer than for other elements. Rather, any given amount of
resources we apply to the damage limiting objective should be allocated
among the verious elements of our defense forces in such a way as to
maximize the population surviving an enemy attack. This is what we
mean by & "balanced" damage limiting force structure.

The same principle holds for the damage limiting force as a
whole; as additionsl forces are added, the incremental gain in
effectiveness diminishes. When related to our other national needs,
both military and non-military, this tendency for diminishing marginal
returns sets a practicel limit on how much we should spend for damege
limiting prograzs.

Then, there is the factor of uncertainty of which there are at
least three major types -- technical, operational and strategic.
Technical uncertainties stem fram the question of whether a given
system can be developed with the performance characteristics required.
Operational uncertainties stem from the question of whether a given
system will actually perform as planned in the operational environ-
ment. This type of uncertainty is particularly critical with regard
to general nuclear war since 5O little ie actually known about the
kind of operational environment such a war would create.

The third type of uncertainty is perhaps the most pervasive since
it stems from the question of what our opponent or opponents wvill
actually do -- what kind of force they will actually build, vbat kind
of attack they will actually launch, and how effective thelr weapons



sill actually be, etc. What may be an optimur defense against one
kind of attack may not be an optimum defense against a different kind
of attack. For example, within & given budget a NIKE X defense
optimized for an attack by 200 ICRMs would defend more cities with
fever interceptor missiles than & defense optimized for an attack by
600 ICEMs. Similarly, a NIXE X defense optimized against en attack
by ICBMs with simple penetration aids would have fewer high cost
radars tban one optimized against an attack by ICEMs with more
advanced penetration alds.

In the same way, the effectiveness of our strategic missile
forces in the damage limiting role would be critically dependent on
the timing of a Soviet attack on U.S. urban targets. These forces
would be most effective egainst the Soviets’ bombers and ICEMs if
they withheld their attack on our urban targets for an hour or more.
Our manned bomber force would be effective in the damage limiting
role only if the Soviets withheld their attacks against our urban
centers for eight hours or more.

To reduce the technical uncertainties, we rely on painstaking
gtudies and research and development tests; and to hedge against the
risks of technical fallure, we may support parallel development
approaches. We iry 4+0 cope with the operational uncertainties by
repeated testing in a similated operaticoal environment, but this
approach has same very definite limits for general nuclear war types
of operations. We hedge against the strategic uncertainties, for
example, by accepting a less than optimum defense against any one
form of attack in order to provide some defense against several forms
of attack, and by purchasing "insurance " by keeping open various
options =~ to develop and deploy & nevw bamber, a new interceptor, an
anti-missile defense system, etc.

How far we should go in hedging against these various uncertain-
ties is one of the most difficult judgments which has to be made.
Anelytical techniques can focus the issue but no mechanical rule can
substitute for such judgment. i

C. CAPABILITIES OF THE FRESENTLY-PROGRAMED FORCES FOk ASSURED
DESTRUCTION

In order to assess the capabilities of our general nuclear war
forces over the next veveral years, we must also make some estimates
of the size and character of the Soviet forces during the sanme pering.
The table below summarizes current estimates of Soviet strategic
offensive forces for the mid-1965, ~1967 and -1970 periods. United
States forces for the same iime periods are shown for camparison.
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" U.S. ¥S SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES ..’
CUUMA 1965 . Mid 1967 114 1970
o . . JUE USSR U.S. . USSR U.s.

ICRMs~ T

. . L. .. VEL T

Soft Lauackers - 0 146 . 0 147-156 . 0 . 13862 -

Hard Launchers . 854 791-116 1054 181-237 1054~ 27p-537 .-
1054 Elo-'roo'

- .

Total = 85k 235-260  105% 330-395

-

6 s 66 e

- ‘Soft Launchers “.... - - ko
Eard Launchers ~ _ - hh-1k7 o
Totel . -7 = _0 756-76;' 0 T56-763

Co Heavy ¥ 71250 130-220 " 1205 170-210 .
‘ Medium - - ko5 T70-850 76 5h40-755 :
 Total = 1675 §60-1070 1281 T10-965 p ) )

g./ Excludes test range launchers ha.ving épaféﬁibnal capa%ﬂlty 5 which
. the Soviets are estimated to'ha_,ve ‘4n ‘I:be_ mid-l965 "oo.mid—l970_ -
Cperiod | . . R DD Pl et WL

b/ In addlition to the SLBMs, the Soviets will possess submarine-launched
Cme o cruise missiles whose primary tergets we believe are navel and P
merchant vessels, but which may also be used for shallow penetrations - .
pﬁ laézéi areas: mid-_-l965 » 175-20T; mid-1967, 2k7-311; mid-1970, . ’
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1. Character of Soviet .Strategic Forces

~

Although proje'ctioﬁ-sﬂof Soviét forces in .'bhe late 1960& and ea.rly o
19705 are necessarily only informed esiimates, develomment and deploy- == .. ..
ment patterns already apparent have mede it possible. 'I:Q:_j.dentify_-_scme )
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"At.p‘:':ésent, about BSha_rd ss-T and SS-8 launchers c;onfig'l.ired I
wvith three silos per site have been identified as operational or -7 r

under construction; and, the deployment of the 85-7/55-8 in & soft -7 :

configurstion, with two leunchers per site, appears to be leveling .. .
off at about 140 launchers. For the soft sites one additional missile
is probebly svailable to each launcher allowing a re-fire capability, .
but there is no evidence that this capebility exists for hard .:v.. . e
lamnchers. For the hard configurations, silo design hardness is" ' ° L
estimated to be in the range of 200 to fioo psi. I v &

oo
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* 'The deployment of the SS-8, at one time suspected to have been ™=
a very large payload missile, has been curtailed. Analysis has indicated
that the payload of the SS-8 missile is similar to that of the Ss-T -
(approximately 4500 1bs). = Most SS-Ts probably have three MT warheads.
However, a new nosecone with six MT is probably available for missiles
entering service this year, and some portion of the existing force will
probably be retrofitted with higher yield warheads. The development of
= new nosecone with werhead yields higher than three MI' for the $5-8 ‘
15 consldered unlikely. A pew missile development, beyond the success-
ful S8-T program and the not-so-guccessful S5-8 program, has been confirmed,
Tnis follow-on to the 3S-T program, designated the SS5-9, is expected to
become operational in 1965. Probably larger than the S8-7/s5-8, the §5-F's
 payload is estimated at between 8,000 end 13,000 pounds, with the yleld
possibly as high as 12-25 MI, Ve estinste that this missile will be deployed
in a hard configuration {cpe launcher per site). I PR o

. The Soviets appear to have leveled off thelr MREM (1020 n.mi.) and
TREM (2200 n.mi.) programs, This force is ¢eployed in a.four launcher per
site soft configuration (plus & re-fire cepsbility), a three launcher per .
site configuration for the hardened IREMs, and a four launcher per site - -
 configuraticn for the hardened MREMs. We expect that the warhead ylelds of- .
Soviet MR/IREMs will be in the 25 KT to 6 MT range. There 1s Do evidence .of
a follov-on MR/IREM development. i 'r. 7% is o L. el il o

. The trend in Soviet submarine construction is not very clear. There
18 some evidence that the constriiction of the ballistic missile G- and H-
class submarines hes stopped. Almost a1l Soviet ballistic misslle sub-

merines are eguipped with the 350 n.mi. balligtic missite which has a
yield of 2 to 3.5 MI. Moreover, the submarine must surface to Tire. .
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By mid-1970, Soviet submarines could have the capability of carrying ——
between 194-249 ballistic missiles. .- . oL Do
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There is no evidence that the Soviets_ are developing a new heavy bomber | -
during the late sixties. Barring this possibility, the projected reduction S
1n both the heavy and medium bomber forces will continue into the 1970s. S
Heavy bomber training in the Arctic hes emphasized extended navigational K
£1ights into the polar besin, BISON training is oriented towards those - -~ '
activities normally associated with a strike bomber role, and EEAR training - .
has the added feature of reconnaissence specifically oriented against :
ships in the Atlentic and Pacific. The training of the medium bomber
force has been increasingly oriented toward continental or naval rather S
o ' then intercontinental cperations. The increasing age of the heavy bomber

O and the continued phase—-cut of the BAIGER medium bomber will reduce poth

" the heavy and medium bomber campopnents of Soviet Long Range Aviation.

: - The output of BLINDER medium bombers will probably continue to be shared .

i ©  ‘between long range and navel aviation and it 1s believed that in 1970
there will be scme 200-300 of these bombers in Long Range Aviation. i
Currently it is estimated that BADGER medium bozbers do not figure promi-
pently in Soviet plens for an initial bamber attack egainst Forth America.:
Hevertheless, considering the requirements for Arctie staging and refueling,
as well as noncombat attrition factors, 1t is believed that at present up o

to 150 BADGERs could arrive over North American target areas on tvo-way

! ~ missions. The combat:radius of these bombers would 1imit such attacks .

T to targets in Greenlend, Canada, Alaska, and the exireme northwestern U.S,

. Tne short range of the ELINDER medium bomber mekes it even less sultable .- -

; ihan the BADGER for attacks against North America. At present it 1s '

: estimated that the Soviets could put samevhat over 100 hesavy bombers over.

: target areas in the U.S. on two-way missipns. However, the use of Soviet

’ heavy bombers in meritime reconnaissance roles leads to the belief that &

few of these aircrafi might be diverted to.this mission. ' -
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: We had previously estimated that the Soviets were constructing an o

: anti-missile defense system st Leningrad which might be operational as ear
a5 mid-1965 and one at Moscow to be operational about mid-1967. While there
{5 still considerable wmdertainty, evidence since early summer Iindicates
that the Leningrad system may be redirected with primary capebility against
aireraft and tactical missiles but 14ttle capability against ICBEMs. Similar
configurations have elso appeared at several other locations which would
support the view that, if longer range interceptor misslles are essocinted

(— with these sites, this system 1s primarily designed to cope with our strategic

-
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aircraft threat. Redars at Moscow, which we believe are phased array radars
and were previously associated with anti-migsile defense, may be assocliated
with the Soviet space tracking efforts.

The SA-2 migsile system, a high~ and medium-altitude anti-aircraft
defense, ie already extensively deployed. The SA-3, with a supposed
low-altitude capability, will probably be less extensively deployed than
previously estimated.

2. Adeguacy of Our Programed Missile Forces for Assured Destruction
In evaluating our assured destruction capability, it is importent
to note that, as shown by the table below, successful. attacks on a

relatively small number of targets (e.g., 100) will kill large numbers of
pecple and destroy & high percentage of the industrial bate.

Cumulative Distribution of Population and Industry by Size of City

USSR 1,8, .
Industrial Industrial
City Population Capacit Population Capacit
Renk (Millions)(% of Total) (% of Total) [ﬁllliégs)(i of Totel) (% o¥'i€haiT
1 T.3 3.0 8.2 2.k 5.9 6.6
2 1.1 k.5 13.1 21.b 10.4 12.5
3 12.6 5.2 1L4.8 28.6 13.6 17.5

10 20.3 8.3 25.0 52.8 25,1 33.1

20 28.8 1.8 36.0 T0.1 33.5 -

50 W7 18.3 52.0 97.5 6.5 58.0
100 58.7 2k.0 64.0 112.0 57.0 69.6
150 67.0 27.4 €9.0 130.0 62.0 75.8
200 3.4 30.0 T3.0 136.0 65.0 80.3

(Note: The total population base for the Soviet Union was taken to be
the projected 1970 population of 240 million, whereas the total
populetion base for the U.S. was the 1970 projected base of
210 mi1lion.)
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e destructive potential of various size U.S. attacks on Soviet
cities is shown in the following table, assuming both the existing
#a1lout protection in the Soviet Union, which we belleve to be
minimal, and a new Soviet nation-wide fallout shelter progran. For
purposes of this table, it is assumed that delivered warheads have
a vield of one megaton which is the approximate size of both the

. warheads.

Soviet Population and Industry Destroyed -
As a Function of Delivered werheads
(Assumed total population of 240 million;
urban population of 140 million)

Delivered Ltd. Urban Fallog;;ggctection Nation-Wide Fallout Program Ind.

Megatons/ Urban Total Urban Total Cep.

Warheads (Millions){%) T¥illions){%) (Mi1lions )(%) (Miliions)(%) (ﬁ
100 20 15 25 1 15 12 17 T 50
200 4o 29 L6 19 Eg 21 32 13 65
400 57T b1 68 28 35 51 21 Th
800 TT 56 ok 39 7L 52 T4 31 T
1200 90 €5 109 Ls 8k 61 87 36 19
1600 g7 T0 118 49 g2 67 95 39 80

The point to be noted from this table is that kOO one pegston
warheads delivered on Boviet cities, so as to paximize fatalities, would
degtroy LO percent of the urban population and nearly S0 percent of the
population of the entire nation. If, bY the 19708, the Boviets were
to provide a full #allout shelter progream for their entire population,
thege percentages would be reduced to about 35 and al,rrespectively.

In either case, almost three-fourths of the Industrial capacity of the

Soviet Union would ve destroyed.

If the number of delivered warheads were doubled, to 800, the
proportion of the total population destroyed would be increased by
only ebout ten percentege points, and the industrial capacity
destroyed by only three percentage points. FPurther increases in the
number of warheads delivered produce smaller and smaller increases
in the percentage of the population destroyed and pegligible increases
in the industrial capacity destroyed. This is 80 because we would have
to bring under attack smaller and gmaller cities, each requiring one
delivered warhead. In fact, when we g0 beyond sbout 85C delivered
warheads, Ve are attacking cities of less than 20,000 pcpulation.
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Based on the projected Soviet threat for the early 1970s, and’ =
the most 1ikely planning factors, calculations show thai, even efter .
gbsorbing a-Soviet first strike, were wve to terget all of our already
auythorized strategic missile force egeinst population centers, it . . -
could cause 105 million Iatalities and destroy ebout T8 percent of - ..
their industrial capacity ---even without employing our manned bomber
sorce. TIndeed, the use of the bombers for this mission (about 600
sdditionael weepons delivered) would increase fetalities by only 10
to 15 million end ipdustrial destruction by only a percent or-two. .
And the bombers would be taking under attack cities of only 10,000 )
to 20,000 population. The retention of the ATLAS and TTTAN I through
the early 1970s (which, for reesons I discuss on Page 6 of Appendix . -
A of this memcrendum, I recommend phasing out during the current ' -
fiscal yea.r) would increase the mm“per of delivered weapons by less ER
than 50 end the assured destruction'capability by only a negligible.

emount, - .7

W'ithin‘.limi"ts ,' thééé iﬁrédicﬁioﬁé are not substé.nfially affected
by the size of the Soviet_ICBM force, which we now estimate could
1‘ 10O to 00 leunchers by the early 1970s. :

T
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half) of the total U.S. ICBM and POLARTS force of 1710 missiles, and
pone of the bombers, would be required to impose on the Soviets and _
Comminist Chinese unacceptably high-levels of destruction. The remainder

of our ICBM and POLARIS force and probably all of
on the degree to which they assist the U.S. defensive forces (inter-»

ceptor eircraft, fallout shelters, etc) in limiting demege to our
population. ‘ I T o - o

The fact that the programed missile force, &lone, more than provides
pr edequete capability for essured destruction does not imply that the
job might not be done mdre ePficiently by bombers only or with higher
assurance by a zix of bombers and missiles, To test the first A
possibility, i.e., using bombers slone, T have examined the comparative

the bombers must be Justified
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cost and effectiveness of four alternative sirategic systems --
MINUTEMAN, POLARIS, B-52/SRAM and AMSA., (SRAM is & proposed new
gir-to-ground missile; AMSA is the new bomber proposed by the Air
Force.) Each system was separately targeted to the Soviet urben-
industrial camplex so as to bring about 150 cities (with one-quarter
of the popuiation and two-thirds of the industrial capacity) under
attack. Any ome of the following forces alone could achieve this
ocbjective:

a. MINUTEMAN: Using expected operational factors, 54O opera-
ticnal launchers would be required (total S-year systems cost would
ve $2.6 billion E/). If the Soviets deploy an snti-missile defense
system around 15 citles, and if the Soviets assigned 300 of their
ICBMs to attack MINUTEMAN, 950 cperational leunchers would be required
(5-year systems cost of $4,5 billion).

b. POLARIS: With expected operational factors, 640 POLARIS
A-2/A-3 missiles would be required (S5-year systems cost as defined
would be $4.0 billion). If the Soviets deploy an anti-missile de-
fense system around 15 cities, an additional 10 POLARIS submarines,
carrying an improved missile proposed by the Navy, would be required
(the S-year systems cost for the entire force would be $5.2 billion).

c. B-52/SRAM: Using expected operational factors, 160 opera-
tional deployed aircraft would be required (total 5-year systems cost
would be $1.8 billion 2/). If the Soviets deployed an improved anti-
bomber defense (with the same effectiveness the U.S. Army estimates
for a U.S. advanced anti-bomber defenmse currently under study), then
500 deployed aircraft would be required (at a S-year systems cost of
$5.4 villion). -

1/ In this comperison, MINUTEMAN and POLARIS 5-year systems
costs consist of the remaining R&D and investment costs
(including missile replacement) for FY 1966 through 1970,
plus five full years of operating cost.

2/ B-52/SRAM 5-year costs consist of all modification costs

= (including life extension of the B-52G and H) from FY 1966
through 1970, the development and procurement of SRAM, and
five full yeers of operating costs.
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d. AMSA: Using projected operational factors, 100 operational
deployed aircraft would be required (total S-yeer systems cost would
be $6.0 billion, per Adr Force estimates, or $7.2 billion per 0SD
cost review). If the Soviets deploy the improved anti-bomber defense
(cited gbove) and 1if only 50 percent of the aircraft could be main-
tained on alert, then 350 operational deployed eircraft would be
required {at & 5-yeer systems cost of $16 billion per Air Force
estimates or $18 billion per 0SD cost review).

The S.yeer systems costs of the required deployments of these
four systems are swumearized below:

{In Billions)

Existing Soviet Tuproved Soviet
Defenses Defenses
MINUTEMAN $ 2.6 $ LS
POLARIS 4.0 €.2
B-52/SRAM 1.8 5.4
AMSA 6.0 = 7.2 16 - 18

It is cleer that AMSA would be the most expensive vay of
accomplishing the task.

There are several arguments sometimes used to support the case
for & missile-bomber mix:

a. Complicating the Fremy's Defensive Problem - As long
sz we heve stretegic aircraft, the enemy capnot effectively defend
ageinst ballistic missiles without concurrently defending against
gircraft and their pir-to-surface missiles (ASM). Conversely, de-
fense ageinst aircraft without concurrent defense against ballistic
missiles a&lso leaves him vulperable, At present, the Soviets
appear to be devoting the equivalent of $6-8 billion per year, in-
cluding 500,000 men, on their anti-bomber defenses. Wwithout & bomber
threat, these resources could be reallocated to their strategic
retaliatory forces, anti-missile defenses, ©T some other military
program that might cause us more trouble.. Calculetions suggest thet,
by continuing to maintain & bcmber/ASM threat, we can force the
Soviets tc spend sbout 15-25 cepts or more OD terminal bamber defense
for every dollar they would spend on ABM.
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chever, this factor does not necessarily ergue for a large R
bomber force. Most of the msjor elements of cost in an anti- aircraft
defense system (e.g., the ground enviromment and pert of the inter-

ceptor force) are quite insensitive to the size of the opposing bomber”?ﬁ”-'ﬂf'

force. The requirement for surface-to-air missiles is a function of
the number of targets to be defended. Sipce the Soviets will not
know in edvance which targets our bombers would ettack, they have to
continue to defend all of them and thelr expepditures for air defense-

or a large force of bambers.

SRRNEE - Hedging Uhcertainties o the Devendability of Our
Strategic Offensive Forces = There ere four relevant factors which
determine the dependaoility of our stretegic offensive forces: the
alert rete, pre-launch survival rate, reliebility, and penetration.
The alert rate is the proportion of the operational force which can
imedietely respond to en execution order; the pre-launch survival .
rate is the proportion of the alert operational force which is expected
to survive enemy ettack in operating condition; the reliability rate
is the probability thaet the system will launch, proceed to target .
areas es plenned, and detonate its weepon, exclusive of enemy defensive
action; apd the penetretion rate 1s the probability that a reliable
system will survive eremy defenses to detonpete its warheed, The -
reediness (alert rate) and relisbility of our strategic missile forces
is good and improving. We are providing substantiel emounts of money
for en extensive testing progrem. There can be no reessopable doubt -
that, for the time period in question, the readiness and relisbility
of our MINUTEMAN and POIARIS systens will be fully satisfactory.__,

With regard to survival, it is highly unlikely that the Sov1ets,
even by the early 1970s, would be eble to destroy any slgnificant
mmber of POLARIS submarines at sea. I am convinced that they do not -
have this capebility now. Nor is it likely that they would be willing
to commit the lerge amoumt of resources required to echieve en effective
capebility in the future, especially in view of the range of our POLARIS
missiles. . A _

Recognizing that the Soviet mlssile force, estimeted atrLoo,70q]
launchers in the eerly 1970s, will face overii,OOO ‘hardened end dispersed
U.S. ICEMs, I believe that our land-based missiles also have high '

survival potential. P

o o ety
R

. are likely to be ebout the same whether we have a relatively small B
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On the other hand, I am pot convinced tbat the survival potential
of aircraft is as good as POLARIS or MINUTEMAN. If, for any of a
murber of reeasons, they are not launched within the werning time, they
would be caught on their home bases by an enemy missile attack, If
the bombers are not to be ccmpletely dependent on varning, they must
be widely dispersed. Today, B-52s and B-58s are dispersed only to &
squadron level (15 aircrafts because, .in part, greater dispersal is
both difficult and expensive. Furthermore, the extent to vhich assured
comand, control and communications 1s possible under widespread
dispersal, remains to be determined.

The Air Force proposal to disperse a force of 200 AMSAs to kOO
pases would stil)) represent a far lesser degree of dispersal than
that achieved by MINUTEMAN -- measuring degree of dispersal by the
amount of our investment in veapon systems per independent aiming
point presented to the Soviets. Leaving aside (1) the fact that the
Soviets would waent to target many of these bases anyway because they
contain our defensive and cther forces, (2) our investment cther than
AMSA in these baeses, and (3) the undesirability of dispersing strategic
bombers to civil airfields near cities the 5-year system cost of
AMSA, per soft point, would be $22 to million, which ig three or
four times the cost of an individual MINUTEMAN hard point.

with regard to penetration, the deployment of an effective Soviet
anti-ballistic missile system could degrade the capability of our
missiles. However, it appears uniikely thet the Soviets will deploy
in this decade or the early 1970s & system having the potential
effectiveness of NIKE X. And, even if they were to deploy ABM de-
fenses, our penetration aids and multiple warheeds should keep the
"entry price” of missile attacks against defended targets within -
tolereble limits, ("Price" is defined as the number of misslles that
must be placed over the defended target area to ensure +hat the target
is destroyed.)

Adreraft will also face pepetration difficulties. Many studies
have shown that an effectlve anti-bomber defense is a necessary
ingredient to &n enti-missile defense end thet the two should have an
"inter-locked” deployment to avoid obvious vulnerabilities., The cost
of effective anti-bomber defense appears +0 be about oue-fourth of
the cost of ap enti-missile defense.

In sumary, I see little merit to the argument that a new aircraft
developrent is required to hedge uncertainties in the dependability of
our rissile force.
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Other arguments are also frequently advanced in tavor of the
bomber =~ flexibility, reuseability, "show of force" in a crisis, etc.
Fach of them bas some merit but we would not support & bomber force
for those reasons alone. I am not convinced that further large invest-
ments in this type of imsurance (for example, $8.9 to $11.5 billicn
for the Air Force proposed AMSA program)can be justified for assured
destruction.

D. CAPARILITIES OF THE PRESENI‘II-PRCGRAI-@ FORCES FCR DAM.A.Gé
LIMITATION -

The ultimate deterrent to & deliberate Soviet nuclear atteck on
the United States is our clear and umistekable gbility to destroy
them as a viable soclety. But once deterrence has failed, whether
by accident or miscalculetion, e choice must be made as to how our
forces should actually be targeted in order to reduce demage to our-
gelves to the maximm extent possible. ' :

T believe it evident from the preceding discussion that the
employment of our entire strategic offensive force so as simply to
maximize Soviet urban damage would not represent an optimm use of
this capebility in the 1ight of ocur objective to limit demage to the
U.S. As noted earlier, vhen the muber of werheads delivered on
Soviet cities passes beyond about 400, we begin to encounter rapidly
diminishing returns in the amount of additionel destruction achieved.
For example, if we had fired our strategic missiles against Soviet
cities, our bomber force directed against Soviet military targets -
would produce, through fgllout, simply &8s & by-product of their atteck,
ebout the same pumber of fatalities as they would produce if targeted
against the remaicing Soviet cities. '

The utility of the strategic offensive force in the damage
1imiting role, however, is eritically dependent on the timing of
the Soviet attack on U.5. urban targets. For example, if the Soviet
missile attack on U.S. cities were to be delayed for one hour or
more after the attack on U.S. military tergets, our strategic missiles,
which can reach their targets in the Soviet Union in less than one
houwr, could significantly reduce the weight of that attack by destroying
a large part of the withheld Soviet forces before they were launched.
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If the Soviet attack on citles were to be delayed for eipht hours

or more after the Soviets attack our military tergets, our bomber
force could also contrivute to this objective, However, if the
Soviets were to leunch their attack against our urtan arcas &t the
beginning of a general nuclear war, our strategic offerzive forces
would have & greatly reduced value in the damage limiting role, Their
contribution in that case would be limited to destruction of Soviet
residual forces -- unlaunched strategic missiles and hombers, re-fire
missiles, end any other strategic forces the Soviets might withhold
for subsequent strikes. )

Since we have no wey of knowing how the Soviets would execute
8 nuclear atteck upon the United States, we must aliso intensively
explore "defensive" systems as means of limiting damage to ourselves.
Conversely, because of the critical nature of this uncertainty, we
should also hedge against the possibility that we may be presented
with an opportunity to destroy &t least same of the Soviet offensive
forces before they ere leunched; and this means that we must include
in our strategic offensive forces some capability for this purpose.
The problem here is to achieve an optimum balance among all the
elements of the general nuclear war forces, particulerly in their
damege limiting role. This is what ve mean by "balanced" defense.

Although a deliberate nuclear sattack upen the United States by
the Soviet Union mey seem & highly unlikely contingency in view of
our ummistakable assured destruction capebility, it must recelve our
first attention because of the enormous consequences it would have,

To appreciate fully the implications of a Soviet attack on our
cities, it 1s useful to exemine the assured destruction objective
from the Soviet point of view, since our demege limiting problem is
their assured destruction problem and our essured destruction
problem is their damage limiting problem. The follewing table is
similar to the one used earlier in this memorandum to iliustrate
the assured destruction problem from our point of view. It shows
the potential mmber of Americans killed as e function of the
number of warheads delivered on the United States in a Soviet
essured destruction effort. The yield of each warhead is assumed
to be 10 MT. As in the case of the counterpert teble, U.S. fatali-
ties are calculeted under conditions of a limited, as well as a
full, nation-wide fallout shelter program.



19

United States Pgulation and Industry Des troyed
As & Funciion of De ivered warheads
(Assumed total 1970 population of 210 million;

urban population of 150 million)

pelivered Ltd. Fallout Protection Kation-Wide Fallout Program Ind.
Warheads Urban Total yrban Total Cap.
(310 MT) (¥i13ions )(%) (Mi1iions ){%) (MiTZions ) (%) (Miliions){%) Iﬁ

100 T9 53 88 2 kg 33 53 25 39
200 93 62 116 55 64 L3 7% 35 50
400 . 10 T3 143 68 8o 53 95 4 61
800 121 81 164 % - 90 60 118 56 T

Several points are evident from the above table. First, it is
clear that, with limited fallout protection, a Soviet attack con-
gisting of even 100 delivered warheads, each with a ten-megaton
yield, would cause great loss of 1ife -= 79 million fatalities in
the cities attacked and B8 miliion fatalities or almost Lz percent
of the total population, pation-wide. The high level of fatalities
from 100 delivered warheads is more 2 function of the beavy concen<
tration of population in our large cities than of the greater yield
assumed for the Soviet wvarheads. Thbe diminishing return simply
reflects the fact that gmaller and smaller cities would have to be
targeted as the scale of the attack 1is raised., GSecond, the table
clearly demonstrates the distinct utility of & pation~wide fallout
shelter program at all levels of attack. Third, 100 delivered
wvarheads would desiroy about 39 percent of our industrial capacity.
Each successive doubling of the pumber of delivered wvarheads of
this size would increase the destruction of our industrial capacity
by only 10 percentage points.

In order to assess the potential of various damage 1imiting
programs, we have tested a mumber of "palanced” defense postures &t
different buiget levels, These postures are designed to defend
ageinst a Soviet threat in the 1970s consisting of 160 sofi ICEM
Jaunchers, 460 hard ICEM leunchers, 230 submarine-launched ballistic
missiles, 1LO heavy bembers and 300 medium boobers. These figures
1ie within the range of the esgtimates for mid-1970, shown on
Page T of the memorendum. .
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We examined the total destruction potential of the Soviet
inventory, assuming that their soft ICEMs and bombers are assigned
against our military targets and their hard ICBMs, SLEMs, and
some bombers are assigned against our citles. In order to
{1justrate the critical nature of the timing of the Soviet attack,
wve used two limiting ceses. First, we assumed that ihe Soviets
initiste nuclear war with a simultaneous sttack mgainst our cities
and military targets. BSecond, we assumed that they delay their
attack sgainst our cities until after the U.S, retaliates against
their military targets. fWe have assumed solely for the purpose
of this anelyeis that the presently programed U.5. strategic
retaliatory forces would be "earmarked”" for the assured destruction
objective and that only the "additional” forces would be used for
damage limiting.) Obviously, these are two exireme cases and do
not reflect sll of the other more camplex, and more likely,
possibilities which lle between. Finally, we assumed that
all new systems will perform essentially as defined, since our
main purpose here is to gain an ingight into the overall problem
of limiting damage. .

The results of this analysis are presented in the table below.

Estimated U.S. Fatelities for Seversl Damege Limiting Programs

U.5. Demage Limiting Programs Miliions of U.S. Fatalities
{Based on 1970 population of 210 million)

Eerly Urban Attack Delayed Urban Attack

Buaget
$ 0 billion 163 163
5 billion (Civ. Def. Only) 120 120
10 billion 118 82
20 billien 9 59
©30 billion 78 k1

Belanced allocations of expenditures among the several camponents
of a damage limiting posture for the four illustrative pudget levels

are shown in the pext table.



( Incremental invertment plus cost of S-years' operation, in billions)

Total Civil Missile Bomber ASubmarine Counterforce Counterforce
Budget Defense Defense Defense Defense. Missiles 57 Borbers
$ 5.2 5.2 $ 0 $0 $0 $ 0 $0
10.0 5.2 o] 1.7 .1 3.0 o}
20.0 _ 5.2 8.8 2.8 o2 3.0 7]
30.0 5.2 17.1 kb S .3 3.0 _ 0

s/ Existing programed forces can probsbly meet this requirement.

For a budget level of $5.2 billion, 8 complete fallout shelter
system would be the most effective component of a balanced damage
1imiting program against large attacks. At none of the budget levels
examined would it pay to spend less for fallout protectlon. Indeed,

g transfer of resources from the fallout shelter system to other
defense systems would result in & substantially less effective defense
posture. This is borme out in the following table:

Y.S. Demage Limiting Progrem Millions of U.S. Fatalities
{Cost in Billioos) {Besed on 1970 populstion of 230 million)
Total Budget Civil Defense Early Urban Attack Delayed Urban Attack

$ 0 $0 163 163

5 5 120 120

10 0 162 126

10 5 1186 : - 82

20 ) 1k2 8l

20 5 96 59

30 o] 126 63

30 5 78 b1

The foregcing table ipdicates that, for the same level of
survivors, any demage limiting prograxn which excludes a fall-
out shelter system would cost at least two or three times as much as
e program which {pncludes such & system, even on the favoreble AssSuD-
tion that the Sovietis yould not exploit our lack of fallout protection



by surface bursting their weapons upwind of the defended areas.

Fallout shelters have the highest pricrity because they decrease the
vulnerability of the population to pucleer weapon detopations under
all types of attacks, including collateral damage by fallout from
attacks limited to U.S. military targets. Agalnst a wide range of
urben/military attacks, a complete fallout shelter system alone would
save 20 to 25 percent of our population and should therefore be a first
component of any larger damage limiting program. i

At the $20 and $30 billion pudget levels, the bulk of the additional
funds go to missile delense. However, & high confidence in the effective-
nese of the missile defense system must be assured before commitment
to such large expenditures would be justified. Moreover, at the higher
budget levels, missile defenses must also be interlocked with local
bomber defenses in order to avoid having one type of threat undercut
a defense against the cther. The exact combination of these two
defense systems requires further study.

At each budget level above $5.2 billion, about $3 billion would be
allocated for strategic missiles targeted against Soviet offensive
forces {presently programed forces are probably sufficient to provide
these missiles). United States missiles which destroy Soviet vehicles
before launch show a very high utility for their cost in the damage
1imiting role up to the point where one reliable missile has been
targeted against each Soviet Long Range Aviation base and missile site.
New missile systems, vhich we believe could be developed for deploy-
ment in the 1970s, show even higher utility. The utility of this type
of force in limiting damage depends entirely oc whether or not our
forces arrive before the enemy's nuclesr delivery vehicles are -launched
against our cities, But in this respect, missiles have & better chance
than aircraft.

Nevertheless, we have carefully examined the effectiveness of
bombers in destroying various classes of enemy targets. In one
analysis we compared two strategic aircraft, the AMSA and the B-52/
SRAY, ané two strategic missiles, MINUTEMAN II and an improved
missile for the 1970s. This improved missile, which could be
developed and deployed within the seme time frame &S the AMSA and
which is already under gtudy by the Air Force, would be able to
carry multiple, 1ndependently-directed re-entry vehicles enabling
a single missile to attack several different targets. Tbe results of
this anzlycis are shown in highly summary form in the following table.
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THE EFFECTIVENESS AID COSTS OF ALTERMATIVE STRATEGIC WEAPON SYSTEMS

MM II Imp.Cap.
AMSA B-52/SPAM (Imp. Guid.) Missile
Force Level 200 250 1000 600
Five Yr. Costsl/ ) -
($ Billions) 8.9-11.5 3.0 k.5 10.0
Weapons per Carrier
Bombs : 4 0 L ¢
Missiles g 18 9 16 1 7
Weapons on Target 1140 1476 820 1134 675 2520
Cost/Target Des.
($ Millions)
Soft 8,9-11.5 6.7=8.6 L4 3.3 6.7 L.o
100 psi 8.9-11.5 6.7-8.6 6.3 6.4 6.7 4.0
300 psi 9.4-12.1 7.0-9.1 9.1 12.0 7.2 4.5

;/ The five-year systems costs consist of the RDT&E and investment
beyond FY 1955 and the full five-years' operations.

‘Throughout this apalysis we bave used essentially the same
planning factors used by the Air Force, l.e., alert rates, survival
rates, CEP, etc. The assumptions underlying the table were chosen
10 be representative for most military targets. For example, at this
time, we estimate that most nuclear target threats in the U.S.S5.R.
will not be protected by an anti-ballistic missile defense during
the next five to ten years.

Recognizing that there are unceriainties in gll of the assump=-
tions, as well as in the planning factors used, I believe that this
table does demonstrate clearly at least one important point, pamely,
that there are less costly ways -- including other aircraft -- of
destroying military targets than by developing and deploying a new
AMGA. The B-52/SRAM, for example, is much more campetitive with
miesiles then AMSA against soft targets. Moreover, the advanced
avionics proposed for the AMSA could also be employed with the B-52/
_SRAM, increasing the accuracy of the miszsile delivery systex by
about trreefold, i.e., to the CEP assumed for the AMSA. This would
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cost an edditional $1.2 billion, But aegeinst the 300 psi hardened
targets, the cost per target destroyed for & B-52/SRAM would be
reduced to between $4.5-$6.5 million, compared with the $7 to $12.1
million shown for AMSA.

With regard to the SLEM threat, only nominal funds vere
allocated to extra arti-submarine defense for damage liriting at
each budget level. Full advantage would be taken of the-ASW cepa-
bilities we already have for defense of the fleet snd shipping.

The currently projected Soviet SLEM threat will pot be particularly
effective in compariscn with our own POLARIS. Deployment of an
improved SLEM force by the Soviets need not mean that we should
necessarily respond with improved anti-submarine forces, since

a terminal anti-ballistic missile defense vould alsc deal with

a SLEM attack.

There remains the possibility of a small nuclear attack on
the United States either accidentally or deliberately, possibly by
a nation other than the Soviet Union. Eince the next decade will
probatly see a proliferation of nuclear weapons and strategic
delivery systems, and remembering that a single thermonuclear
weapon could kill es many Americans as were lost in the entire
Second World War, this may become an important problem. Accordingly,
wve have undertaken a number of studies in that area. Cur pre-
liminary conclusion is that a small, balanced defense program
involving a moderate civil defense effort and & very limited deploy-
ment of & lov cost configuration of the NIKE X system (which is
technically feasible without commitment to a full-scale deploymert )
could, indeed, significantly reduce fatalities from such an attack,

In summery, several important conclusions may be dravn from our
analysis of the damage limiting problem:

1. With no U.S. defense against a nucleer attack in the
early 1970s, the Soviet strategic offensive forces would be
gble to inflict a very high level of fatelities on the United
tates -- mbout 160 million or 75 percent of the total popu-
lation.



25

2, A nation-wide civil defense program costing ebout $5
billion could reduce these fatelities to about 120 million.

3. A large, balanced damage 1imiting program for a $30
billion S-yeer cost could reduce fatalities associated with
an early urban attack to about 80 million.

4. There is no defense program within this gerperal range of expendl-
tures which we could expect with confidence to reduce the fatalities

to g level much below 30-40 miliion even 4f the Soviets delayed their
gttack on eur cities, er much below 60-T5 willien if they attack

our cities on the first strike, .

However, we have thus far not taken into accourt a most important
factor -- possible Soviet reactions to our demage limiting initiatives
which could serve to offset their benefits. For example, assume that
we had already spent $20 billion for a balanced, damage limiting
posture, &S described above, expecting it would ensure survival of
5l percent of our population in the event of & Soviet first strike
against our cities. Assume further that we then decided to spend
another $10 billion to raise the proportion surviving to 62 percent.

If the Soviets choose to offset this increase in survivors, they

should be able in the 1970s to do s0 by adding about 250 improved ICHNs
with penetration aids, at a cost of perhaps about $6 billien. Similerly,
i we increased our demage limiting expenditures by still another $10
billion, to $40 billionm, in order to raise the proportion of the
population surviving from 62 to 68 percent, the Soviets could offset

our acticn by adding another jperement of 200 improved ICEMs to their
force, at a cost of perhaps another $5 billion.

Thus, at each successively higher level of U.5. survivors the
ratio of our costs for damage 1imitation to their costs for assured
destruction becames less and less favorable for us. Indeed, at the
level of spending required to assure ourselves 80 percent survivors in
a large Scviet first strike against our citles, we would have to spend
on demage limiting forces about four times what the Soviets would bave
to spend on damage creating forces, l.e., their assured destruction
forces. -

‘This does not necessarily mean that the Soviets would actually react
to our damage limiting initiatives, but it does underscore the fact that
beyond a cértain level of population surviving the cost advantage lies
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increasingly with the offense, and this fact must be teken into
sccourtt in eny decision to comnit ourselves to large outlays for
pdditional defensive measures. There is little doubt that it 1s
technically and economically feasible for the Soviets to defeat
our atterpts to achieve high percentages of survivors in a large
nucleaer ettack. If we were to choose to aim for a high percentage,
a level at which the cost leverage is quite unfavorable, and if
the Soviets were to choose to run the race, then we might find our-
selves devoting very large amoumts to damege limiting measures and
reelizing very little in return as far as an effective defense
ageinst 8 lerge deliberate Soviet attack is concerned.

E. RECCMMEﬁDNTIONS ON MAJOR ISSUES IN THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR
PROGRAMS :

In this section, I shall attempt to summarize my views on the
six major issues inovolved in the general puclear wWar Programs. A
more detailed statement of my views, plus those of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and Service Secreteries, may be found in Appendix A.

1. Developmert and Deployment of & New Manned Bomber

I believe it is clear from the foregoing discussion that it is
difficult to make a good case, &t this time, for the development and
deployment of & very expensive new manned bomber such as the AMSA
proposed by the Alr Force. Although the destructive potential of our
missile forces alone provides & most persuasive deterrent to & Soviet
attack on the United States, it may, nevertheless, be wise, for the
reasons I have already discussed, to provide an option for maintaining
some menned bombers in our forces indefinitely. This we propose 1o do.

There are at least three other alternztives available to us,
+n addition to the development of the AMSA, which woulé preserve the
option to maintain & force of strategic bombers into the 1970s.
These are: (a) the retention of late model B-52s and the improvement
of their attack capabilities; (v) the procurement of a strategic
version of the F-111 (B-111); and (c) the initiation of advance
development work on long leed time camponents of new combat aircraft.

With appropriate maintenance and modification, most of the current
B-52s can be maintained in safe, effective operation at least through
the early 1970s. I recommend that $339 million be included in the



FY 1966 budget for this purpose apd thet another $930 million be
approved for planning purposes in the FY 1967-1970 programs. These
funds would permit us to contimue our program of structural
modifications for the B-52s apd wvould make 1t possible to keep the
B-52Cs through Fs (current total inventory pumbering 336 aircraft)
in the force until 1970-1972; and the B-52Gs and He (current total
inventory numbering 287 aircraft) beyond end FY 1975.

The 41 B-52Bs still in the force should be campletely phesed out
by the end of fiscal year 1966 and the force structure reduced by
one wing., These are the oldest active B-52& and we would have to
spend about $70 million over the pext few years to keep them in
safe operating condition. Including operating costs, their phase out
could produce & saving of about $200 million during the FY 1966-1970
period, without any significant effect on our strategic offensive
capability. ' '

The latest series of B-52s, the Gs and Hs, could also be
modified to incorporate the Short Renge Atteck Missile (SRAM) pro-
posed by the Air Force for the AMSA. Without extensive mew avionics,
the SRAM carried by a B-52 would have an accuracy approaching
feet against known fixed targets and could be launched as far avwey
from the targets es 60 n.mi., outside the range of locel defenses.
Preliminary estimates show that the costs of development and the additional
structural modifications required for SRAM deployment with the B-52s
would emount to about 4¢3 million per aireraft. Although these aircraft
have some limitations in dispersal capability, speed, damage assessment
and ride quality when compared with a B-111 or an AMSA, I believe thet
for the pext ten years this option would provide, at the lowest possible
price, adequate insurance as a hedge against unforeseeable degradations
of our aessured destruction capabillty. Accordingly, I recommend
approval to initiate a project definition phase for SRAM at @ cost of
$5 million in FY 1965 and about $15 million in FY 1966; an additiopal
$14 million will be required for development in FY 1966 (a total of
$29 million) and $67 million in FY 1967-1970.

A strategic version of the F~111, with but minor modificaticns,
gould carry up to five SRANS, an equivalent loading of bombs, or &
carbination of both., Its speed over enery territory could be super-
sonic at high altitudes and high-subsonic at low altitudes. While
a B-111 force would have to place greater rellance on tankers than
an AMGA force, its range (considersbly betier than the B-58), its



target coverage, and its payload-carrying capability would be
sufficient to bring under attack a very large percent of the Soviet
urban/industrial complex. Since this aircraft is slready nearing pro-
duction, a strategic version could be made avajlable within two or three
years after approval. Therefore, no decision is necessary at this

time.

The AMSA, as presently envisioned by the Air Force, would
incorporate the payload-carrying capabilities of the B-52 and the
speed/altitude characteristics of the F-111. Its takeoff gross
veight would be in the 350,000 pound class and it would require the
development .of & new engine end new avionics, as well as the SRAM.
Considering the other alternatives available, I do not believe we
are nov ready to go ahead with development.}/ But, I do believe
44 ip desirable to keep open the option for a new heavy bomber in
the strateglic forces after the retirement of the B-52s.

1/ Secretary Zuckert, in his memorandum transmitting the AMSA
proposals to me, noted that the Alr Force intends:

", . . to complete, prior to the initiastion of the Project
Definition Phase, & prerequisite phase which will further
refine our systems evaluation. This phase will include
further evaluation of an advanced strategic aircraft against
the TFX, the stretched TFX, and e growth version of the TFX -
incorporating edvenced engines. In addition, AMSA wvehicles
"in the 200,000 to 300,000 pound weight class will be further
investigated. Adrcraft configured for subsonic penetration
only will be compared with designs having supersonlc high
eltitude performence as well as low-level capability. Each
system configuration will be assessed in terms of performance,
cost, schedule, military effectiveness, complexity, and
development risks.”
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silos, commencing in July 1966 instead of Japuary 1966, as previocusly
approved, in order to reflect a six month slippage in the program and

to smooth out the early buildup rate. The total cost of the retro-fit
prograx through 1970 will amount to $1.3 billion (550 silos by end

FY 1970) in addition to the $1.1 billion spent on MINUTEMAN II develop-
ment. The MINUTEMAN II, with all the improvements I em recommending
could increase target destruction capebilities by at least a factor’

of two compared to a MINUTEMAN I force of the same size. The recommended
improverents include: a nev guldance improvement program; the develop-
ment of & new re-entry vehicle (the ~ . ) which would have much smaller
re-entry errors as well as a larger yield wvarhead; and a precise warhead
election system which would permit & single MINUTEMAN II to deliver
three . . ° re-entry vehicles to geographically separated
targets. ) - CY

The guidance improvement program and the new re-entry vehicle
. proamise to reduce the overall CEP of the MINUTEMAN II to around

feet (helf the present CEP) and give the missile a 90 percent
probability of destroying targets hardened up to psi. The "post
boost comtrol system" would greatly increase the "kill" capability
o the recommended MINUTEMAN force against soft targets, many of which
require no more than . for their destruction. The R&D and in-
vestment cost of the guidance improvement program is estimated at $35
million; the RDT&E cost of the new ' re-entry vehicle at $89
million, exclusive of the flight test program; and the precise warhead
ejection spystem at $125 million, exclusive of the flight test program.
(A version of this system is already under development for the ejection
of penetration aids &s part of a $31 million progran in FY 1965 and
$52 million in FY 1966. :

Along with  MINUTEMAN, we should also consider the other strategic
missile programs. To prepare for the possibility that the Soviet
Union may deploy an effective anti-missile deferse system around its
urban/industrial areas, I recommend the inclusion in the FY 1966 budget
of $35 million to begin development of a pew POLARIS B-3. We intend
to initiate a project definition for this missile during FY 1965.

The B-3 would incorporate improved accuracy and payload flexibility
permitting it to mttack a single, heavily defended urban/industrial
target, o- a single hardened point target, or several undefended
targets which might be separated by as much as 75 miles, ©Since we

are uncertain about both the ultimate shelf life of the presest POLARIS
missiles and the schedule of deployment of & Soviet ABM system, the
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pace of the B-3 development has not been preclsely egtablighed at
thig time, Total development costs of the B-3 missile may approximate
$000 million; and the total cost of a 41 Polaris submarine force,
including, for example, 22 submarines carrying the B-3 missile could
total $2.5 billion..

Finally, in view of the fact that we will have 800 MINUTEMAN
and 416 POLARIS in the operationel forces by the end of the current
fiscal year, I believe we can safely phase out the ATLAS Es and Fs
and TITAN Is by that time, at a saving of about $515 million in the
FY 1966-1970 period. These older, liquid fuel missiles are very
costly and difficult to maintain on an alert status. Moreover,
on the basis of their present operational factors, they represent less
than 50 delivered warheeds.

3. The Overall Level of the Anti-Bomber Defense Program

Our present system for defense sgeinst manned bombers was
designed a decade ago, when it was estimated that the Soviets would
build a force capable of attacking the United Stetes with many
hundreds of heavy bamber aircraft. This threat did not develop &s
estimeted. Instead, the major threat now confromting the United
States is the Soviet ballistic missile. With no defense against the
ballistic missile and only the beginning of a visble civil defense
posture, our anti-bomber defenses could operate on only & small
fraction of the Soviet offensive forces in a determined attack. A
balanced defense requires a major reorientation of our effort --
both within anti-bomber defenses and between anti-bomber and anti-
missiie defenses.

The characteristics of a balanced defense have already been
discussed. For defense against the diminishing bomber threst, -our
present forces are quantitatively excessive ip relation to their
cost and effectiveness. I therefore recommend:

a. The phasecut of 9 National Guard F-89 squadrons along with

the transfer of 9 active F-101 squadrons to the Air National

Guard by end FY 1967, and the phaseout of 3 active F-102 squadrons
by end FY 1969 (1 in FY 1965, E in FY 1968, a'i? 4 in FY 1969)-~

for a FY 1966-70 saving of $300-$350 million.=/ Studies made by

the North American Air Pefense Command indicate that in 1970 the
fatalities from & Soviet attack, efter withdrawal of these squadrons
would be no more than 1.5 to 5 miliicn higher than they would be if
the squadrons were retsined--i.e., the fatalities might be L8 to

50 percent of ths populstion instead of LT percent. X

I/ The Joint Chiefs of Staff, less Chief of Staff, Army, recommend that
the intercept force be retained as previously approved.
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b. The phase out of the Dewline extension eircraft and the
offshore redar picket ships beginning in FY 1965, es proposed
by the Navy -- for a FY 1966-1970 saving of $266 million
($69 million in FY 1966). 1/

¢. The reorganization of the air defense surveillance sysien,
as proposed by the Air Force, emtailing the phese out of 16
prime redars, 32 helght fipder radars and 9 gap filler radars
by end FY 1967 -- for & FY 1966-1970 saving of $111 million. 2/

The funds saved by these actions can be better applied tc the
improvement of the qualitative effectiveness of our anti-bomber de-
fense forces. To this end, I recommend:

a. The initiation of development of an improvement to the
HAWK system and continued advanced development of a nev,
improved surface-to-alr missile system for both continental
and overseas tgygtre air defense, at a FY 1966 cost of
$4.5 nillion.

b. The ipclusion of sbout $28 million in the FY 1966 budget
for SAGE/BUIC ITI, an improved ground environment system
for air defense control.

¢. Continued systems study of an Airborme Warning and Control
Systen and compenent development in &n Over-land Radar Technology
program to augment lend-baged surveillance and control systems for
Both continental and tactical air defense. g/

4. The Production and Deployment of & New Manned Interceptor .

On the basis of the analysis in the preceding sections of this
memorandum, it is clear that the production and deployment of & new
manned interceptor in a palanced defense program should be considered
only if we were to increase significantly our damage limiting program,
including the deployment of an anti-missile defense system and a
netion-wide fallout shelter system. Indeed, it is not at all cleer
at this time that & new manned interceptor would be preferable to
a new advenced surface-to-air missile system, the continued develop-
ment of which I have recommended above. Nor is it clear that the
F-124A, already developed, is preferable to an ipterceptor version

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, less the Chief of Naval Operations, do
not concur in this recommendation.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur in this recamendation.

This plan meets the objectives sought in the JC8 recomendation on
thie subject.

i

n

L
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of the F-111. Our analyses indicate that against subsonic bambers,
the F-111 would be prefercble at smaller budget levels while the
F-12A would be preferable only at high budget levels. In any event,
at higher levels of deamege limiting expenditure the anti-bamber and
anti-missile defenses must be interlocked and proceed in parallel.

At this time, I recommend the provision of $5 millior in the FY
1966 budget for the further development of electronics equipment
for the YF-124, and the deferral of a decision on the production and
deployment of either the F-12A or the F-1ll for the interceptor
mission.}/ The reccmmended progrem will retain the option of future
deployment of either, or both, of these interceptors.

5. The Production and Deployment of the NIKE X Anti-Missile System

During the past year, we have greatly expanded our knowledge of
anti-missile defense with regard to both the cost and effectiveness
of alternative deployments and the technical aspects of the system.
The Army has developed three basic systems configurations which differ
primarily in the mumber end kind of radars utilized:

a. The 5o called HI-MAR configuration which includes one high cost
Multifunction Array Redar {MAR) and about two single-face low cost

Missile Site Redar (MSR) for each urban area defended. This configura-

tion provides the most effective defense ageinst a large,
technologically sophisticated attack per urban area defended, but
it is the most costly for & given nusber of areas.

b. The LO-MAR configuretion which includes, on the average, one
MAR for every three urban arees and one double-face MSR and two
single-face MSR for each urban area defended. For a given level
of expenditures, recent Army studies indicate that the LO-MAR
configuration would possibly maximize survivors ageinst amoderately
sophisticated attack and would be clearly supericr to & HI-MAR
configuration ageinst a smaller or less sophisticeted attack.

c. The NO-MAR configuration which includes only MSR radars

in the same combination as the LO-MAR configuration. This would
be the lowest cost configuration per urban area defended but it
would nct be effective against a large, sophisticated attack.

1/ The Joint (hiefs of Staff reccmmend £inding in FY 1966 (procurement
of either 18 F-124s or 18 F-111s) to r=tain the option for future
deployment of an advanced interceptor.
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A comparison of representative deployments of the three con-
figurations =-- the mmber of urban asreas protected, population in the
protected areas and development and production costs -- is shown in
the table belov.

SELECTED NIKE X DEPLOYMENT ALTERNATIVES*

Defended R&D & Proc Initial
Urban Costs Operational
Aress ($ Bil) Capability
HI-MAR
T 13 10.9 Sep 69
II 23 17.7 Mar 72
I11 30 25.4 Dec T3
LO-MAR
11T . 1 6.8 Sep 69
I1 g 20 1.7 Mar 71
v L7 19.8 Mar T3
NO-MAR
T 11 4.5 Sep 6
v 50 10.9 Mgg Tg
Vi 102 14.6 Mar T5

#Other alternative deployments and details on
costs and configurations are shown in Appendix A.

If we wished to start deployment at the earliest possible date, .
firzt quarter FY 1970, ve would have to include about $200 million in the
Ty 1966 budget for production, in addition to more then $4O0 million
for continued development. However, in view of the continuirg uncertainties
concerning the prelerred concept of deployment, the relationship of the
WIHE X system to other elements of & balanced damage limiting effort,
the prospects for an effective nation-wide fallout shelter system, and
tne noture and effect of the Soviet reaction to & NI¥E X deployment,

T 35 nct believe a decision on production should be mede at this time.
ut, I 3o recormend thet a total of $+00.0 milliocn be provided for
wTy= X-in the FY 1966 budget: $390.0 nillion to continue develcopment
2t tae cvsten at an optimam rate, and $10 millicn for production
planning.1/ The question of production and deployment of the NIKE X

T7 The Joint Chiefs of Shaff recommend that $200 million pre-productics
f#unds be allocated in FY 195€ to protect the option to echieve an
{nitial operational cepability in Octcber 1969.
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system rmould be ree:amined next year. ferment of the decisicn
to T 1057 would permit start of deployment in late FY 157C.

.......

Cur cnalvaic o the demage limiting problem makes it erystal
slear what an efflentive nation-wide fallout shelter system would
provid:z the entest return for the money experdec. The Executive
Ayanch iac recommerded such & program to the Congz—ess three years
running dbut tuc roquired legisletion autherizing the shelter develop-
ment program, withoul viiich we cannot provide a complete nation-wide
system, has nob ven enacted. Accordingly, 1 resommernd:

a. That the Executive Branch undertake a major effort to infore the
Courress of the reletionship betwveen a shelter development program
providing full fallout protection for the population and the other
elements of a "damage 1imiting" program before such legislation 1s
ageln transcitted to the Congress.

B, s+ 7 xilllon be included in the Y 1254 buiget to
e:pand the present shelter survey progrem to include e
surver of homes ard other small privete bulldings ard to
finance = more thoroush eveluation nf existing shelter
charzzterictics and supplies. ’

c. That 515 million be included in the 7 19€6 budget
tc inercase the Civil Defense R&D projram, primorily to
eveluete sheiter construction technisues, te develop a
theriel counter-meacure system, and tc esteblish o
tech,ical tesis for post-etteck recovery.

d. Thzt other elements of the prezently gonroved program be
continued at & TY 19¢cH level to be determined during the current
budgct reviev.

#* * > *

My recormendations on other issues in the general nuclear ver
Progrems ere included in Appendix A. Appendix B contains selected
Tiscal and force structure surmaries of the recommendec Programs.

mable 1, irmediately folloving, summarizes the Strategic Cffensive

Toreces vhich I am recommending.



TABLE 1

RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSEDE/E/STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES 36
(End Fiscal Year)

1961 196z 1963 1964 1965 19566 1967 1968 1969 1970

Bomberss/
B-52 555 615 630 630 630 600 600 600 600 600
7 (630) (630) (630) (630) (630}
B-EB-4T 900 B10 585 k50 225
B-58 L0 8o 80 80 80 Bo ®. 76 Tk T2
Totel Bambers iGgs 1505 1295 1160 935 600 T8 66 Bk 672

" (720) (708} (706} (TOk) (T02)

Air-Launched Msls

Hound Dos 26 460 580 580 560 540 sLo 540 520 520
Stretegic Reconnaissance
SR-T1 25 25 25 25
RB-LT , 90 Ls 30 30 30
RC-135 10 10 10 10 10
Total 50 45 30 30 30 10 35 35 35 35
surface~Surface Msls
Atlas 28 57 126 126
(99) (99) (68) (68) (68) (&8)
Titan 21 67 108 54 5k 54 54 54 54
(108) (108) (108)
Minuteman I 160 600 800 8oo TOO 550 Loo 250
(750) (610) (480) (300)
Minuteman II Bo 300 450 600 750
. (200) (390) (620) (800} (900)
Polaris a/ 80 96 14 22k K6 48 656 656 656 656
MLF (Polaris A-3) L8 128

0) . (0) _(0)
Total ICRY/POl. 08 TI7F B97 1058 1270 133 1710 1718 1750 1839
(1519)(1501)(1832)(1878)(1978)(1978)

-

Other
Quail e/ o2k 392 392 392 39z 390 390 390 390 390
KC=135 Yoo ko 500 580 620 oo 620 620 620 620
KC-97 600 580 3o 240 120
Regulus 7 7 17 T
PACCS :
KC-135 17 7 18 2k 24 2k 24 24
B-47 18 36 36

Alert Force ansz/

Weapons 836 1551 2071 2689 o601 2535 2715 2722 27132 2775
(2801)(2?98)(2896)(2938)(3015)(3015)
sokl  L9LO 5128 5128 9129 5195
(5383)(5360)(53679(5681)(5758)(5781)

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING
Footnotes on next page DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT AFFLY

Megatons 1651 3382 3976 5835
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The forces proposed by the Secretary of the Alr Force a.né the Joint
Chiefs of Staff less Chief of Staff Air Force, where different from
the Recommended Forces, 8T¢€ shovn in parentheses.

possible assignment to NATO of UK or other nuclear weapons, includ-
ing the UK polaris force in sccordance with the terms of the Nassau
Pact, have not been taken into account in the recommended U.S. force
structure. '

Numbers of ajreraft do not include command suppoft or reserve air-
eraft.

The Multi-Lateral Force consisting of the polaris A-3 on surface ships
is ipncluded under the assumption that formal egreements would exist
by July 1955. The cost of this force is not included inm the costs of
the Strategic Offensive forces. The proposed force of 200 missiles
4n 25 ships would be achieved by mid-1971.

Execludes National Emergency Airborne Command Post and Post Attack
Cormand and Control Systen gireraft.

The alert force weapons and megatons are based on actual data through
end FY 1964 except for end FY 1961 where the actual data are based on
an April 1, 1961 position. Om Tuly 15, 1951, aebout 50 percent of

the strategic aircraft vere on alert compared with about 30 percent
previously. Beyond FY 1964 the extrapolations are based on most
recent data. The average pumbers and yields of aircraft weepons &are

as follows: B-4Ts, 1.T5 weapoms and - B-52, 3.32 weapons and
‘exclusive of the Hound Dog missiles); B-5Bs, five weapons
and . For the FY 1965 period and beyond 90 percent of the JICEMs

are assumed on alert except Minuteman I for which an 85 percent alert
rate was assumed during the period of missile retrofit. In addition,
about 53 percent of the Polaris force is assumed to be sn-station
while an additional 10 percent of the force would be in~-transit to

patrol areas.
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cific Bepis for Recammendaticns Comcerning

Btrategic Retaliatory Forces, Continental Alr
end Migeile Defense rorces, and Civil Defense

The following are the reasons for my specific program recogmendations
concerning the strategic retaliatory forces, continental air and missile
defense forces, and civil defense. ‘

A. Strategic Reteliatory Forces

1. Strategic Alrcraft Forces

a. AMSA end Related Advanced Development Proposals -

{4, Engine Development

Ko specific configuration of AMSA is proposed by the Secretery
of the Air Force at this time. The reason for this is that, with current
engine technology, it ig not now possible to design an engine to power an
airplane that meeis the tentative gpecifications set forth in the Air Force
proposal. The Alr Force has proposed a two-year advenced engine development
program which would reéult in a firr engine specification in late 1966. Since
engine performance is the eritical factor around which AMSA would have %o be
designed, the configuration and performance of the airplane would not nornmally
be defined until approaximately one year after the level of engine technology
ig frozen. v

I recomend approvael of $16 million in FY 1965 and $2L million
in FY 1966 for an advanced engine developoent program. This progran will be
of general benmefit to future high performance aircraft as well ae AMSA (e.g.,
new F-111 engine, SST engine, V/STOL fighter engines). These funds, in
addition to other approved sources, vould provide a satisfactory basic for
an engine specificatico in two yeers. The Air Force, in the AMSA propulsicn
PCP, asked for $26 million in FY 1965 and $30 wmillion in FY 1966 to carry
out a progrem of eseentially the same technical content as the one I ax
recommending.

1i. Avicoics

The AMSA avionics scheduling must be consistent with the rest
of the program. B8ince engine development is the pacing factor, no avicnics
engineering development program i appropriate for at leest two years. First
flights of avionics systems gpecifically for AMSA are not needed before 1970
at the earliest. The Air Force PCP for avionics proposes $11 million in
FY 1965 snd $14 million in FY 1966. Ko specific "yrassboard” equipment
developments have been identified for consideration beyond those already
covered in our extensive approved avionics advanced development program.
This approved progran ineludes the Merk II avionice for the F-111, the
T1AS systen for the ATE, and the SR-T1 equipments. If attractive "brese-
board" proposals are off:red in the next two yeers which are not & pext
of the existing advanced development Programs, they will be considered on
their merits. However, DO gpecial funding need be provided at this time
for that purpose, Avionics system study at a level of $2 million pe~
year is sufficient to support AMSA systeus studies.
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As I will discuss below, I recocmend that funding
provicions be made for the development of a new air-to-surface missile (SRAM)
compatible with the B-52, F-111, AMSA, and other future aircraft. In order
for the SRAMN to be used by the B-52, an avionices development is needed to
augment the present B-52 bouwb-navigation system. The B-52 test bed would
be uced for teeting more advanced cocponents (for exarple, es proposed for
A¥SA) in an evolutionary manper. Therefore, I recommend that we initiate
a B-52 SRAM avionics progzrau. This, and the etudies end developoents
mentioned earlier, are included in my recomiended advanced avionice
developmert program which is estimated to cost $7 millien in FY 1965,
$12 million in FY 1966, and $11 willion in FY 1967.

4111, AMSA Project Definition Phase

The PCP for AMSA requests $15 million in FY 1965 to conduct
a formal Project Definition Phase and $77 million in FY 1966 to begin
gevelopment if it ie later decided to do so. It iz not sppropriste to
initiate a Project Definition Pbase for the AMSA for et least two yeare.
This phace of the development cycle requires the completion of advanced
development for the engines and avionics contemplated for use in the
aircraft. I recormend that $5 million in FY 1965 and $3 million in FY 1966
be provided for AMSA system gtudies.

b. Short-Range Attack-Missile {ERAM)

The Alr Force proposed the initietion of a Project Definition )
Phase for the short-range attack-missile, at a cost of $4.5 million in FY 1965
and $15 million in FY 1966, Estimated RDI&E funds for FY 1966 -FY 1969, to
gupport weapon systems development were also identified. The preliminary
estimetes of the development program (including Project Definition) are as
follows:

TOTAL OELIGATIONAL AUTHORITY
(& in Millions)

Total
RITEE FY 1965 TFY 1966 FY 1967 TFY 1968 FY 1969 Developrment
SRAM 5 29 39.7 23 L.5 101.2

I recommend approval of this proposal if it can be shown that
SRAM does indeed add to the capabilities of our tecticel aircraft and does
diversify the sirategic threal to the Soviet defenses and would be able to
peneirate improved Soviet defenses., During the Project Definition Phase
(PIP) specific operational specificetiions, project goals, milestones, and
time and cost schedules will be established. The effectiveness of the
pisgile in relation to its cost will again be re-analyzed. Al the compleiion
of PDP, I will be able to recommend whether or not engineering development
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should follow. However, I believe that fur.ding provision should be made
since the SRAM system now appears to be the begt way of delivering weapons
from bombers and it appears to be technically feasible. If I later have
any serious question concerning the value of proceeding with engineering
development, I will recommend that these funding provisions be deleted,

c. Phase-Out of the B-52 B Series

In Mey 1963, I epproved & plan under which the B-52 B aircreft are
reflexed to Guan. These aircraft replaced B-47s which had previously been
reflexed, also to Guaz. At that time I viewed this measure es an interin
solution until the Polaris submarines could be deployed to the Pacific.

The first Polaris submarine will be deployed to this area early next yeer.

I have also reviewed the SIOP and contingency requirement for continual

reflex on Guam, and while I am uncertain that the general war capability
afforded by those aircraft would be significant considering their vulneratility
and time-over-terget, I concur with the recommendetion of the Joint Chiefs

of Staff that this capability be retained until end FY 196€.

. In view of these considerations, and the rapid buildup in our missile
forece, 1 recommend the phase-out of the B-52 B series aircraft essociasted with
the SAC crew training mission by the end-FY 1965, and the phase-out of the
two reflex sguadrons by end-FY 1966, The number of authorized wings will be
reduced from 1L to 13, by end FY 1966, with a corresponding reduction of UE
aircraft frar 630 to 600.

Furthermore, retention of the 41 B series aircraft would require
gtout 570 million for structural modifications. When operating costs through
FY 1970 are included, systems cost totel sbout $190 million, or about 3.6
rillion per aircraft, not counting possible sevings from reductions in
requirements for SAC bage support or tanker requirements.

d. E-52 Modification Program

We are carrying on a continuous meintenance and modification
prograz for the B-52 fleet. In FY 1965, the costs amount to about $302
miliion. This progranm includes depot maintenance, modifications for flight
gafety, and various improvements in the cortat effectiveness of the bomters
such ae jinfra-red detectors and rader jeoring devices. The currently
approved modification program also includes two major structural modifi-
catiors known as ECPs (Engineering Change Proposals) 1124 end 1128, These
consist primarily in strengthening the aft portion of the fuselasge and verticel
tail etructure, plus structural wing fasteners. ECP 112L will be completed
ty January 1965 at & cost of about $20 million. ECP 1128 will be complet=d
ty the end of FY 1966 et a total cost of about $238 million. These modifi-
cations should remove the current flight restrictions and extend the aircraf<
1ife of the B-52 "C" throuugh "H" series to FY 1970-197c.
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Mhe Air Force has recently indicated that $332 willion will be
required in FY 1966 instead of the $51 million previocusly approved. They
have pot made an officiel submission for increased modificetion coets in
gubseguent years, although increases will probably be required. Working
with the Alr Force, my staff has dsveloped epproximate estimatee of these
costs for the years 1966-1970. Although gll of these estimates will require
detailed ecrutiny later, they represent our bect available data now and
ghould be used for planning purposes.

During the past year, thorough reviewe have been made of the
gtructural integrity and 1ife expectancy of the B-528 by scientific, other
goverrmental, contractor, and Air Force perscnuel, Ome result of these
reviews was tentative jdentification of additicnal modifications that will
extend the life of the B-52s at least wmntil 1975. These modifications are
xnown as ECP 1185. These modifications, 1f done to all TO3 B-52s5 in the
Air Force inventory would cost about $755 million. However, deletion of
the 41 B-52B's reduces this by $70 million. Because ECP 1128 will extend
the life of the B-52 "C" through "g" to FY 1970-1972, a decizion to do ECP
1185 on the 371 B-52 "C" through "F" (at & cost of about $547 milliom,
which includes an entire pew wing for thece aircraft) need not be made at
¢his time.

However, I do recommend that we nov meke provisione for ECP 1185
for the 291 B-52 "G" and "g" geries aircraft to extend tle ir life to at
least end-FY 1975. The total estimated B-52 modification costs, besed
this recomendation, are geumarized in the following table. .

ESTTMATED B-52 MODIFICATION COSTS
{70A in $ Millions )

 Totel
FY 65 FY 66 TFY 67 FY 68 TFY 69 TFYT0 FY 1966-70

ECP 1124/1128 16 73 73
ECP 1185(B52G/H) - T 32 67 32 138
Depot Maintenance BO k2 118 115 115 15 €05
Flight Safety .

Modifications 25 25 25 25 25 25 125
Capebility . .

Tmprovemsnts 51 92 T3 66 50 50 331

Total 302 339 28 273 222 190 1,272
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e, The BR-T1 Progran

Bince progrem incepticn in February 1963, substantial progress
has been made oo the ER-T1 program. The approved program consisting of
six test and 25 operstional vehicles 1s proceeding om schedule, Two of
the R&D vehicles have already been delivered and the last of the gix
tegt vehicles is scheduled for delivery in Merch 1965, The first.
operational vehicle is scheduled far delivery in May 1965, and tbe 25
vehicle progrem is scheduled for completicm in May 1967. Az you already
know, the ER-T1 aircraft is capable of setisfying & broad range of require-
ments for pre-ver and post-attack recoonaigsance. gSeveral different
recomneissance payloads and ECM opticus are avallable.

The BR-T1 iz a two-man aireraft having a gross welight of

140,000 pounds. Belected characteristics for alternative missions are
sumarized as follows:

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICE FOR ALTERRATIVE MISSIONS

- Range Between
Mission Payload Refueling (p.mi.) Altitude Cruiee ed
- "(:1:13‘57 00 L) Mach

Maximum Range

Maximm Altitude

With two refuelings, the total range of the ER-T1 varies be.ween
.zi. allowing intercontinental cperations., There is
every reason to believe that the performance of the BR-T1 will meet or
exceed its specificatioms.

e costs of the currently spproved program are &8 follows:

TOTAL OELIGATIORAL AUTHCRITY

n Tons
g:roi FY 65 FY 66 ¥ 67 FY 68 FY69 FYTO
R&D 89.8 81.0 1iT.0
Investzent 12.0 282.0 3¥7.7
Operating A 4.1 21,1 9.9 9.0 9.0 gs.0

Total 201.9  3%7.1 %05.8  GL.9 4.0 9.0 DO
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2, Miseile Forcee and Comrzand Control and Communicetions

8. Phase Out of the Atles ICHis and the Titan I ICEBMs -- The previously
approved progran Callec lor the phLase oul o7 the 27 Atlas D missiles by ernd FY
1665; 27 Atles E missiles by end FY 1967; and the 5k Titen I missiles by end
FY 1968. The Ailas F and Titan II missiles were programmed to remain in the
force through out the planning period. The JCS recorrmend no change in thise
schedule in their review earlier this year. However, last spring I tentatively
proposed en earlier phase out of these first generation misslles.

The Air Force has concurred with my tentative guidance vhich proposed
the phase out of 27 Atlas E missiles by the end of FY 1965, phase out of 72
Atlee F missiles by the end of FY 1968, and phase out of Sk Titan I missiles
by the end of FY 1965. The Atlas E, configured one mpissile per site, is
herdened only to 25 psi and has & reaction time of 15 minutes. The Titen I
is configured three missiles per complex. Theoretically, it is hardened to
between .. psi, but the great complexity of the system makes its survival
potential very uncertain end most probabdly lower. Moreover, the reaction time
of Titen I is also slow; the first missile lsunches 15 minutes after the execu-
ticn order, the second miseile 1} minutes later, and the third 11 minutes later --
a full 37 minutes after the order to five is given. These liquid fueled missiles
are complex and costly to operate ani meintain.

Furthermore, the dependatility of these missiles in retaliatory circum-
stances hes been estimeted to be 1ow. Although the Atlas F missiles (68 opera-
tional 1apnchers) is hardened to about . psi end has & reaction time of eight
minutes, the dependability of this series of missiles hes also fallen short of
expectavion. Consequently, 1 also Propose the phase out of the tlas F missiles
by end FY 1665. The Titan II missiles, on the other hand, ere fully hard, cagp-
arle of silo launch, end have a reaction time comparsble to Minutemen. Since
large numbers of Polaris, Minuteman and Titan II are in inventory, it seems
eppropriate to phase out these complex first generation missiles in order to
realize cost savinge thet can be appiied to more effective systems.

Accordingly, I recommend:

(2) Phase cut of Atlas E by end FY 1965.

{t) Phasze out of Atlas F by end FY 19€5.

(¢) Phase out of Titern I by end FY 1965.

(a) Retention of Titan I1 through the current plannirg period.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur in these recommendations, except that
they propose that Atlas F be phased out during FY 1966.
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Severzl slternative Prcgrame Were -«<
of the Minuitemzn program. The TOA (ir. =iild

progrers is es followe:
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CSAF/JSOF Prorosed

(1500 Minuteman)
SecAF Plarn

{1002 Mivoiterar)
Recormended

(100> Minutemsr)

The force levels associaze
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Compared with Secretary Zuckerti's plan, my recommended program incer-
porates a six-month slip in force modernization rather than a two-month sliy
az proposed. My reasons for the delay will be discussed below.

The deployment of the Minuteman 11 force under my recommended LIOgren
ig as follows:

Eng Fiscal Year

Minuteman II Force Deployment 1666 1%67 196b 1655 197
Wing VI _ 80 150 150 -15C 130
Co-located Missiles 50 50 50 5C
Retrofitted Minuteman I Silos 100 . 250 LoD 550

The twentieth sguadron {beyond the squaarons in Wing Vi) will be
co-located with Wing I at Malmstrom Air Force Base. The continuation cf
resrefitting beyond FY 196E will be reguired to increase our assurance in
rorce flexibility and to replace missiles exceeding their safe-life.

Specific igsues involved in this year's evaluation vere as follows:

a. Mincieran Force level. For reasons alrealy discusseu; I have
concluded that a ferce Tevel of 1,000 Minutenman is adeguate throughout
Lhe current planning period. While the starting acquisition of VWing
VI is proceezing & previously tlanned, the Air Force's plan incorporacves
a s=ix-month siretchout in the acquisition of Wing vI. The sireich sllows
a pore econozical lover risk program by smooihing the early tuild-up
rate. 1 concur in this proposal.

v. Force Modernization. The retrofit of Minuteman I silos for full
compatibility with Minutemsn II will commence in mid-1966. As I will
show below, the Minuteman II with the reccmmended improvements will pro-
vide us with a very flexible migsile system capable of destroying fully
herd targeis and having high assurance in penetrating defended areas.
Minuteman II with the improvements I have previously recommended would
increase target destruction capabilities by about 50 percent compared
to 2 Minutemen I force of the same size. However, the additlon of the
{mprovements I now Propose would increase these capatilities two-fold.
T™o issues have been raiged during the current review. The Tirst is
concerned with the initiation of the retrofit progracx; and the second,
with the izplementation of the Teprogramiing capability.

Secretary of tne AlrT Force proposed a +-:o-month slip in the #.a7
of the retrofit prograt since +here has been sCn2 slip in the milesilu=t
acsociated wi<h this program. During my review I considered, in a.civicn

+o the two-menth slip, & six-months' and a year's slip. I recommen. thal

ilie prograr bve iritiated ir July 1966 rather then January 1966 as previcusly
approved. The six-month slip results in a program that has a lesser Gegres c
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concurrency vhen compared yith the two month slip. By April 1966 all
important milestones including an R&D flight test progren asgociated with
the retrofit configuration are gcheduled for completion. A cholce between
a modernization progranm having the 12 month sather than the six month slip
depends on judgments concerning the early availsbility of the {mproved
force capability. A 12 month slip vould result in sbout a $100 million
savings through FY 1967. However, additional costs, of about 4140 million
would be required in FI 1970-1971. Wnile some of the flexibllity modificaticns
are in the development stage and remsin to be tested, the technical risks
are gmall and should not preclude thelr operational availability as required
in my reccmmended progrem.

mhe Secretary of the Alr Force proposed a retrofit progran on a
wing-at-a-time rather than the squa.dron-at-a-time basis. Their proposal
gomevhat simplifies ingtallation, equipment and spares gupport. However,
it is not clear that reprogramming cen be achieved without {nternetting. I
tentatively propoce +o achieve force flexibility and reprogramuing through
the squadron interpetting of Minuteman I and II (including the co-location
and internetting of the twentleth squadron with Wing I).

c. Relisbility Test Program. Last yeer I reccomended approval of an
extensive operational and follow-on peliability test (FOT) progrem. In
addition to the allocation of 50 Minuteman II to the operational test program,
about 10 percent of the Minuteman II were alloceted to the follow-on test
ProgTrat. In the Bpring of this year the percentage alloeated to the follow-
on program was reduced to about eight percent. Ehould studies by either
the JCS, the Services, O my sta®f indicate that a change in the extent of
this program is degirsble, I would forward recommendations at that time.

The Air Force in their sutmission bave proposed the procurement of
additional Minuteman I migeiles for the FOT progran in view of the slip in
the modernization progrém, and the procurement of additional Minuteman II
miesiles to test surther improvements in guidance and re-entry vehicle
subsystems (as discussed belov). With the recommended Progren 16 menths
will lapse between the end of the operational test progrem for Minuteman I
and the availability of miseliles resulting from the initiation of the force
modernization program. During this period assels consisting of about 25
Minuteman I missiles could be used for FOT purposes. In sddition, the Alr
Force proposed to keep the Minuteman I production line open and procure 8
minimm of 18 missiles in the PY 1965 budget. To test jmprovements in
Minuteman II guidance and re-entry subsystems, the Air Force proposed Pro-
curement of an sdditional 15 Minuteman IT missiles in FY 1965 and 1966, For
1ater yeers a minimm of 28 gpecial test launches wWere identified.

I do not recammend additional procurement of Minuteman I oT speciel
improvement test of Minuteman II migsiles. The Minuteman 1 FOT progran i6
currently scheduled to 1mmediately follew the operational test (or) program.
Bince a primary purpose of the FOT program 18 to detect degradation trends in
migsile reliability, I believe that a reaponable length of time should pasé
before commencing wvith the FOT program. For example, the OT progran for
Polaris A-2 was campleted in October 1963, this month the first four FOT



48

missiles were fired and ell were successful. Therefore, I believe that

the 25 Minuteman 1 misciles are more than pdequate, provided thaet six months
pass before initieting the FOT prograz. Ag with the Minuteman I prograxs,
six to nine months should lapse before the Minuteman II FOT ig initiated.
For planning purposes, my recormended progrem includes the following nucber
of missiles in each figcal year for this Durpose. These will be provided '
with missile procurement fundes, Except Minuteman I micsiles are also
available.

Py 1666 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1960 FY 1970
Annusl Speciel , -
Test Launches 5 12 i3 15 15

d., N-17 Guidance Irsr-vements. The Air Force has proposed changes
tp the current N-17 guidance and control system which reduce the errors
pesociated with the subsheten from about « . to Total
R&D and investment cosis agsociated with this proposel are about $35.0
million exclusive of s flight test program. As I have indicated above,
eight of the already procured ‘Minuteman I1 missiles can be used to support
the flight program. With improved re-entry vehicles, to be discussed below,
the over-all CEP of Minutemen IT would be reduced to around )

With programmed yields the probabllity of destroying targets herdened up to
300 psi would te in excell o 90 percent. T recommend approval of this
program. The flight test prograd w11l be supported within the special test
pissile allocation.

e. Mark 17 Re-Entry vekicle. The Alr Force has proposed & new re-epiry
vehicle having 8 high 1ift/drag ratio and & yield of approximately
This re-eniry vehicle when ecployed with the improved guidance sysiem would
result in CEP's of gbout feet, &8s compared with the Mark IIA system
currently in production, which, with jmproved guidence, would have & CEP
of around feel.

The RDT&E cost associated with the development progran ig estimated
to be $89 million, exclusive of flight test missiles, 4ncluding systems inte-
. gration and the test of the sySt-e€m. The procurenent costs are estimated to
be compareble to the cost cf the Merk IJA; e pert of the Mark IIA prograc
would be supersedzd by the Mark 17 Progrems.

1 recomrend approval of this program. However, the f1ight test
ProgIam will be supported within the special +est missile pllocation discussed
above.

£, MK 12/METV. The previously approved RDT&E PIoOgTaEc includes funds
for the MK 12 penetration aja effort. I intend to change the direction of
thig effort to provide for the development of a capetility for delivering
three MK 12 yarheads to geographically geparated targets in addition tc the
capebility for the precise ejection of penetration aids. A portiocn (to be
determined) of the $31,1 million in FY 1965 will be used 1o support this
effort. In pdaition $51.9 million 1¢ provided in FY 1966. The flight test
of the systems associated with this progran will be supported within the
gpecial test missile allocation discussed above.
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i, Minutenan RDTCE Cost

These costs are as follows.

RDT&E TOA (In Milljon.) -
FY 1064 FyY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1(7 FY 1969 ¥ 107

Minmutesrn I 8e.8 1€.5 ‘
Mirutensr II 329.3  307.1 233.0 161.2 €7.. 15.0

12, Minuteman Invesgtnent Costs

Minuterman I: The following table summarizes Jinuteren T
investmiar costs.

Investment TOA {In Millior..

Miratenen T- FY 196L FY 1965 FY 196€ FY 1967 FY 19(€ FY 1969 FY 1970
MeLz Pice 11¢61.2 55,6 28.5 25.2 18. = 9.5 3.6
Alrcrufy Proc 5.1 6.5 11.2 .9 o5 .5
Other Proc 3.2 L.9 T Lo "’

Mil Const .T .1
Total 1105.k 677 30.7 26.08 19. < 10.9 3.0

Minuteman II: To suppors the recammended Minuteman IT program
th: following missile procurencnt aschedule is reguired. '

Missile Proc FY 1064 FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 19€7 FY 1965 TY 1966 FY 1970

Previourly Apr'd 30 292 2lo 301 176 80
Recommendad 30 232 178 197 207 220 232

The funds necessary to support the recormendo’ TIrOErar aoe
as fellows:
Minuteran IT
Missile Procurenment

Misriles 101.9 LLho.6 293.7 325.6 33£.0 353.6 371.2
AGE 97.7 137.3 £2.0
Tre. a8. 1.k 1k b C.9 2.k
Tech ILeia T.4 15.3 12.0 3.3
Site Lz 43.9 58.3 2L.2 1C.D
Mod: 0 T1.% 155.8 170.5 126.¢5 137.0 12k.0
Speazr c ko.0 15.0 21.8 19.1 9.6 T4
Iné M.oil 4.8 1.0 1.5 e
O Total 272.% T7C.h 566.0 533.C L31.¢ S00.2  5u0.t
Other i-vestment
fircroit Proc 1.3 8.C 2.8 .2 W2 .2 .
Other Proc 21.8 k.1 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7
Mii Const _ 156.1 102.7 1.0
Sut Total 179.2  124.8 12.8 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.9

Total 451.3 903.2 573.8 535.3 483.3 502.1 504, 5
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A comparison with the previously epproved end Air Force proposed
investment costs for Minuteman II 1s as follows:

ToA (In Millions)
FY 1065 FY 1066 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970

Previously Approved 10k2.6 88L.5 919.3 410.8 151.4 N2
Air Force Plan 1000.2 T76.5 580.3 527.7T L5o.1 387.2
Recormended 903.2 578.8 535.3 LB83.3 502.1 50L.5

iii. Minutemsn Operations. The operating costs, including maintenanc
and military personnel, associated with Minutenman recommended prograr is
., as follows:

Operating TOA (In Millione)

=1

FY 106k FY 1965 FY 1066 FY 1067 FY 1060 FY 1969 FY 197C

Minuteman I __ 3L4.2 Lg.7 _ . BL.1 0.2 _  S1.7. _ 39.2 22.
Minutemen II 1.5  11.5 2k.2 34.0 L1 3.

W X ¥ K E K K X X K XX

In summery, the cost of the program that I am nov proposing is

9
o]

as follows:
oA (In Millions) '

FY 196: FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 196G FY 1970
Minuteman I 1322.4  133.9 103.8  87.0 73.5 50.1  26.5
Minutemen II 780.6 1211.8 825.3 720.7 ~ 584.5 564.2 °  567.5
Total 2113.0  1345.7 932.1 807.7 656.0 614.3 565 .0

3. The Polaris Progrem -- The first submarine carrying the givanced modzl

of Poleris--the 2500 n.mi. A-3--was deployed in October. All new submarines 12

follow will deploy with this missile. The earlier 1200 n.mi. A-1 commenced its
phase-out in June with CEORGE WASHINGTON returned for overhaul after four yeszrs
of operetion.

The start of FY 1966 will find 25 Polaris submarines deployed--of these
one will be carrying the A-1 missile, 13 the A-2 missile, and 1l the A-3. Four
of the A-3 submerines will be in the Pacific--the remainder in the Atlantic and
Mediterranean.

We will conduct a series of 50 operational test Jirings of the Polaris
A-3 between April end December 1965 to estatlish weapon system reediness,
reliability and eccuracy factors for SIOP planning. These tests were completed
on the A-2 missile in October 1963 with an observed success ratio of 79% in &
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total of 2k missiles fired. Early indications from the A-3 development and
chakedown operations (DASO) are that this missile wiil have en even higher
reliatility. Of the 15 A-3 rissiles fired in DASO to date, 14 have been
comzletely successful.

The Navy had previously proposed that all Poleris A-1 and A-2 wisciles
pe retrofitted with the A-3 miesile. The A-3 missile has a longer range (2,500
n.mi.) then the A-1 (1,200 n.mi.) or A-2 (1,500 n.mi.) and cerries a three
element warhead. The A-1 retrofit program is proceeding according to the Nzvy's
proposal. Last year the decicion wes made not to implement the retrofit of the
A-2 micsiles with A-3's at leact through 1970. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and I
concur thaet the Polaris force level and mix of missiles should remain unchangsd.

Even though the range of the A-3 is greater than the A-2, a largs
fraction of the Soviet Eloc targets are within range of the Poleris A-2 missile.
During 1971 the Polaris force will be commencing the second overhaul cycle. A3
thet time, if conditions warrent it, retrofit will be considered, possibly
ermploying the B-3 missile. The last of the re-supply ships supporting the
Poiaris force will be progremmed in FY 1966.

RIT&E emphesis has shifted from the initiel development and deploymernt
of the FBY force tc the continuing work necessary 1o maintein anda imprcve the
currant high degree cf dependability in spite of any likely countermeasures that
ar adversary might take ageinst it. We have identified three areas 1O recelive

special emphasis. These ere survivable command communications, reduced vulneratility

+o nuclezr radiation effects on missile guidence and control systems, and improved
capability to penetrate any pallistic missile defenses that the Soviets might
depley. )

Ac an everntual replacement for aging Poleris A-2 missileg, and as a
hedgs zgainst extensive AEM deployment by the Soviets, we are considering
initieting the develcpment oI Poleris B-3. Thie miscile would carry the largest
payload that can ve provided within the existing submarine launch tubes. Totzl
pavload weight and space weuld be fully twice that of Polaric A-3 at the seme
reznge. Tnhe Dev missile would incorporave improved accuracy ané peyload flexitility
vhich would permit each missile the flexibility to pttack a single heavily defended
urtan-ingustrial targes, Or & single hardened point target, or several undefended
targets which might be separsted by as much as 75 miles. Since we are
uncersein teth with regard tc ultimate chelf 1ife of the older missiles and the
likely schedule of Scviet ARY deployment, the best schedule and pace of develcy-
revt for e B-3 is nct clear. We intend to cenduct a Project Definition for the
B-3 during FY 1965 end to commence some development activity in FY 1966. 1
recormend thet $35 million be budgeted for this purpose in FY 1966. This would
eilsw us 4o have an initial operationel capa-ility any time from 1971 on,
depending upon the pace of development tc be followed.

The coscis accsociated with the recommended and previously approvec
Peiarie progiam ere 88 followe:



fe,

ToA (In Millions)
FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 EY 1988 FY 1963 FY 1¢7:

Previcusly Approved 1064.4 935.0 137.€ 737.4 713.k NA
Recomnmended 106 .k 95-.2 73,6 isTer T3 Tie.

L. Regulue -- Earlier this yezr, I hai aprroved the early rerovel frzn

+}.2 SIOF corni<ment of the Regulus ..obmarires &z 1ropused by the Joint Chl I
ci €xaxtf.

5. Cormani, Contrcl, and Corm -micaticne for the Sirategic Forces -- The
It -

Jicwing swrmarizes my recormEnlatilns relating 12 our eiforts <o insu
<hz event of nuclear war our comraniers rega‘” flexitls cormzni eni
ver the strategic force. )

i. Strategic Air Comrmand Cortrel Systeme.  Thiz prograr includst:

(1) Strategic Air Cormand Controul System (L6SL), a semi-auvziuntls
cormana and contrel system for war plarning ani cornircl
the SAC force.

) SAC primary aler:i cystem.

} Grounz/Air (short order)
L) SAC High Frequency Single

)

)

SAC teletype netwirk.
SAC telsplone netwark.
:
wee prz regulled iIn o twe RO T
reTleet oorrent ectimaiog ol manpOVeEr requoiivas

o improvenTuie LI

2.l = At shaul
e=: proviced to achieve as Ou-;azlonal capanilivy

A.nual cosis are as fellonrze

7oA (In Millionsg)
FY 1965 Fy 1966 FY 1667 FY 196> FY 1962 FY 1670

Previcusly Anproved TE. % 57.6 56.0 55.9 58,0 -
R : 72.6 57.¢ 52.3 51.0 7.2 LE. g
ii. PACCS. This is a systen vhickr provides SAC with the
cazpatility =y to exercise effeciive and flexibie cormani, contrad
of sirategic operations follsving & susteined high - oLhe
I coneur with the Air Force prepeossl 20 cubositute 13 KC 138
=€ EE-LTL'E. It would significa ::1 reZace 08 and vercune-
ulleoLroniodng more elleviive ad. "lL.-ulL ceeac-livie. 1
A'» Force 4o sunmit wroposale for an Alruor.. La ..¢l. Cu:orel
S Ll MLJuU-ra rorec.c. PACCD FY 126 re.-urc. &’ Loeld
giroacs Lesn releascel oo initlale this cagabilit. . I oaw

Lie pPOSYEL wiua CGolE &3 F0lL0.51

ToA (In HMilliont) -
FY 19€5 FY 1966 FY 1967 IY 196c FY 1662 FY 197

Previcusly Approved . L0.B 51.6 41.7 38.7 KU
Reconnernded 41.4 35.8 19.1 18.9 16.9 1

(N

Ty

The EB-LT7'c will be phaced out by cnd FY 1665,
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444 . UEF Emergency Rocket Corcmunications System (ERCS). This syster is
intended to provide a relizvle, survivable emergeicy means of commurications
between the Cormanéer-in-Chief of tne Strategic Air Commani and SAC forces.
The sysiem is to be deployed during and a‘ter a nuclear attaci on the Unitec

«ates to broadcast to surface and airborne gAC forces informetion required
to initiate and execute the emergency var order. The Air Force proposed re-
tention of the presentily approved ProOgrami. I recomnend approval of the pro-
gram shown below. This will provice O&M funding at & yealistic level &ni
assure thet the interim operaticnal ERCS devices (Blue Scout voosiere) are
effective pendirg replacement by the L9L-L follew-0n system using Minuteman
boosLers.

TOA (In Millione)
FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1§69 FY 1977

Previously Approved 27.9 1.1 0.7 0. 0.k -
Recommended 25.1 2.4 2.2 .9 .9 .G
B. Continental Air~and Missile Defense Force Structure Chenges

1. Ar Defense Wespens .

a. Phase down OF Current Intercertors. In recent years the bulk cf
our effort in the eree of Continentel Air and Missile Defense Forces
has been directed toward protecting ourselves against bomber ettack.
We have meintained & lerge force of poth manned interceptors and
surface-to-gir cissiles to counter this threat. However, as ballicstic
misciles constifute, to an ever increasing degree, & major threat 1o
the U. S., it is n2cessary wn reconcider the size and mix of
our defenses. I pelieve that the primary purpose of our interceptor
force is to reduce damsge tc the United States in the event of an gtiack
on this country. At present, with nc defense against pallistic missiles
and only the beginning of a viable civil defense posture, Our anti-
bomber defenses could operate on only & fraction of the damage inflict-
ing forces in @& determined Soviet attack. A balanced defense, thus,
cells fer & recrientation of our efforts -- both within anti-becmber
gefenses end beiween anti-bomber and anti-missile defenses. Any
judgnent as to the required size of our intercep-or force should deperd
on enalysis of the degree Lo which alternative forces can limit damzge
to our nation.

In the past several months my steff and +hat of the Joint
Chiefz of Staff have eonducted a quantitative effectiveness corparison
of the currently approved jnterceptor force end & proposed smeller
force which will be gesceribed shortly. These studies indicate thail,
regardless of the size of ouwr interceptor force, unprecedented demsgs
could be inflicted on the United States by &8 determined Soviet atiack
of bombers end missiles. Indications are that 90-120 million fatel-
jties could be expected from such an attack if we retained our cur-
rently approved interceptor force. Adopting the cmaller force woulz
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jnorease Tstelitics o perkaps 1 to € rmillion personz; the Chief of Stalrl
of the Army teliosves tac difference voule be iece *han 1.5 million in the
roet nlaucible situatione, end I agrec writh his judgment. It is not clegar
thot our enelyticcl end computationzl techniguze can even identify with
confiderce diffcrences ol this gize. Thusz, it no longer @DDeErs 1o be
pecessary or uselul o retain our large interceptor force et its Trecent
eize. Rether, it secnms to me 10 te far more in the interests of the United
States to devoie our resdurces tO Drograms in the stratzgic defensive aret
that olfer the hone of more substential raductizn in Ul S. fetellitics ir the
event of & mejor nedl MY WLY.

Therefore, 1 am proposing a gmaller interceptor force incorporating
the following changes:

(1) Phose out the 225 F-82't in the Alr Fetionel Guasc pad trens-
e nirc of 15 antive MLir Force F-171 squcérons (four in FY 1244 2nd five
: £ : - s
$n FY 1%€7) to the Air lietionel Guerd to replace the F-83's.

~ (2) rPhase out one active Air Force F-102 squadron in FY 1965,
four in FY 1968, and four in FY 1969.

(3) Reduce euthorized unit equipment of the 13 F-102 Guard
squadrons from 25 to 18 aircraft per squadron during FY 1965.

(4) Incresse the degree of dispersal {and hence survival
potential under missile attackz, and improve the geograpbical balence
through redistribution of F-10L and F 106 sguadrons.

By end FY 1969 this force would be smaller by 225 P-895 and
- 270 F=102s, At that time the smaller forces would include 732 eircraft
rather than the 1,255 alrcraft formerly approved for that time.

The resultant force retains a war fighting capability nearly
the eguivalent of the currently approved force, eventuully will save
us on the order of $100 million & year, provides the necessary
peacetime surveillance capability, and mainteins an organizational
vase for possible future deployment of an advanced interceptor.
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b. Deployment of en Advanced Interceptor. The Alr Force earlier
this year proposed the deployment of a force of 216 P-12As, A decleion
on this progrem was deferred pending a decision on the other comwponents
of & balanced defense, completion of a study on the specific configuration
of the F-124, and an evaluation of the F-124s and TFX for several
buiget levels against several bomber attacks on the United States-

The comprehensive studies this summer on the characteristics
of a balanced damsse limiting program confirmed my eerlier conclueion
that major improvements 1o the air defense forces would have little

value without deployment of & bellistic missile defense system and & full
fallout shelter program. Moreover, when 8 new interceptor is recguired, a
suitsble version of the F-111 would heve edvantages over the F-12A. Fur-
ther, it bas not been shown that the first mejor chenge in the air defense
forces should not be the improvement of the terminel bomber defenses in
urben areas also defended by Nike-X insteed of improved erea defenses.

For these reasons, given my decision not to start production of Nike-X at
this time, I recommend that we do not now stert production of the F-12A
either. )

The Air Force study of alternative configurations of the TF-124
concluded that an interceptor version of the SR-T1 alrfreme would be
optimal. This interceptor would be eguipped with the ASG-18 fire con-
trol system and AIN-4TA missiles modified to incorporate some of the
advanced ccmponente of the Phoenix system under development for the
Ravy version of the TFY. It is not necessary to develop an interceptor
versgion of the larger eirframe unless ve decide to proceed to procure it.

A more recent propesal by the Air Force requested funds to
produce and test 16 TF-12As, deferring a desigion on the ultimate force
cize. The Air Force requested authority to reprogram $17.8 million and
$15.4 million in FY 1965 for final development and pre-production
engineering, regpectively. Production end test of the 16 F-12As would
cost $185 million in FY 1966 and $300 million in later yeers to begin
production at the end of the SR-T71 production in July 1967. I recommend
provision of $5 million in FY 1966 for final development but
against reprogramuing for pre-production and against eny nev funds for
production. The techrical content of the $5 million iB to be esteblished

in the budget review.



27

The Air Force study of the P-12A and the TFX (both equipped with
e modified ASG-18/AIM-LTA) concluded thet the TFX would be slightly superior
for small budget levels egasinst both small or large attacks by subsonic bomb-
ers; the F-12A would be superior for large budget levels against lerge
attacks by subsonic bombers. This study algo concludes that the TF-124
would be significantly superior to the TFX, for a wide range of budget
levels, against an attack by bombers carrying long-range air-to-surface
missiles or by advanced high-speed bombers (similar to the AMSA). An
independent study concludes that the TFX or, possibly, & stretched TFX
would be superior against a dispersed attack by advanced bombers with
a sufficient range to penetrate U.S. airspace from all azimuths., These
studies indicate that the TF-12A and TFX would be roughly competitive
ageinst a range of bomber threats, and each interceptor would provide
{nsurance against different bomber characteristics and attack patterns.
Of course, we retain the option of future deployment of either or both of

these interceptors.

c. Development of Tmproved Surface-to-Air Missile Systems. The
existing Hercules defenses sugmented by improved Hawks would probably -
te adequate against the current generation of Soviet bombers. Arp ad-
vanced surface-to-air missile system would probably be required for
defense sgainst an advanced Soviet bomber system or against advanced
gir-to-gurface sttack missiles.

The Army proposed two development programs to provide improved
surface-to-air missile systems for both continental and theater air
defense., The Hawk Improvement Program would increase the capability
of this system against high-speed, jow-altitude targets, multiple
targets within the same radar beam, and advanced EM, I reccmmend
that development of the improved Hewk be approved with FY 1966 funding
of $9.5 million and total funding of $19 million. The Army also pro-
posed the engineering development of an advanced swrface-to-air missile
system, to provide a capabillity against multiple high-speed aircraft
and medium-range missiles, at an FY 1966 cost of $52 million. Our
technical evaluation indicated that the proposed system characteristics
were too advenced for the missions considered and the technology avail-
able. I recommend, consequently, that this system remain in advanced
development at a FY 1966 funding of $15 milliion.
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2. Alr Defense Control and Survelllance

a. Control Systems. The Air Force proposed to deploy a new Primary
Automatic Ground Environment, completely replacing the approved SAGE/RUIC
system by end of 1969. The PAGE eysten would include 29 sector control
centers and four regional control centers. The approved SAGE/BUIC eyster
wouwld contain four regionsl control centere, 12 SAGE direction centers and
34 BUIC II centers at end FY 1966.

While the PACE propoeal offere some decrease In ground environment
vulnerability, by providing control centers at selected BUIC sites, it alrso
proposes complete conversion of SAGE equipment into PAGE. Under the present
program, destruction of a SAGE direction center would eliminate all sector-
wide control and sutsequent destruction of one BUIC II in the same sector
would eliminate all control over one part of the sector.

It ie not clear that the proposed PAGE system with its decreased
vulneratility can be Jjustified in view of the congiderable invesiment required.
An alternative plan has evolved from discussions with the Air Force which
will provide a conslderebly improved posture over SAGE/BUIC II for & much
lover investment then PAGE. This alternative, which is called SAGE/BUIC III
(described below), would utilize equipment from the current BUIC II contract
and retain 12 of the SAGE Direction Centers. The first 14 BUIC II {installeations
will be emplcyed on an interim status until the first ten BUIC ITI control
centers are incorporated into the ground environment system. The ultimate
posture would contain 12 SAGE Direction Centers and 19 BUIC III Control Centers.

The BUIC III centers would be capable of handling 10 prime rader
inputs {double the BUIC II msnd the equivalent of PAGE) and contein improve-
ments to operate in & back-up control mode. Additional consoles will be
required at BUIC III centers for handling the increased traffic, the back-
up control mode and for Army defense wezpon assignments if Army weespons
exist in the BUIC III sector.

I recommend $27.8 million incremental investment in FY 1966 for
the SAGE/BUIC III system. The total investment is expected to be $38 milliocn.
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b. Airborne Werning and Control System. The Alr Force proposed
the development of an Airborne Warning and Control System for &
flexible backup for land-based control systems and to extend the
radar coverage beyond the range of ground radars for employment both
for continental and tactical air defense. The proposed RAD program
vould cost $121 million, including tbe approved FY 1965 funding of
$0 million. I have supperted this system concept in the past and
recognize that a system with the general characteristics proposed by
the Alr Force would be requisite to exploit the effectiveness of a
. long-range interceptor. The gtate of technology, however, is not
sufficiently sdvanced to initlate @ full-scale system development at
this time. I recommend, consequently, that the FY 1965-FY. 1970 budgets
include $43 million for component development in Overland Reder Technology
and $12 million for the exploratory development of AWACS. I have asked
the Air Force to expedite these efforts so that an early decision on
full-geale system development can be mede.

c. Dewline Extension. At present our gtrategic forces are geared
to react upon very short warning of enemy atteck. Alert aircraft would
be flushed upon notification from BMEWS of an approaching sttack of
epemy ICEMs--with warning coming between seven and 20 minutes before
irpact. Meanvhile, we have been maintaining considerable far-flung
surveillance activities to provide warning of enemy bomber attack
thousands of miles and many hours from their targets in thig cowntry.
These include the Dewline and its airborne extensions from the Aleutians
to Midway and from Greehland to the United Kingdom. The Dewline
extension aircrafti are elmost exclusively for warning rather then for
agsisting our defensive forces in combat. To & large extent, they are
redundant, since jand-based reders provide good coverage of the Green-
1and-U.K. airspace, thiough less good coverage from the Aleutians to
Midway. In eny case, land-based radars in CONUS wvould provide more
vmning time of bomber attack than EMEWS does of missile attack. Since
a determined Soviet attack would most probably begin wvith ICEMs and
our forces are geared to react to the short warning time of such e&m
attack, it is not necessary to have this emphasis on the detection of
boobers several hours from their targets.
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I, therefore, recammend that the airborne Dewline extengion
be phased out beginning in ¥Y 1965 as proposed by the Navy.

4., Picket Ships and Airborne Early Warning Aircraft. The warning
capability of the picket ships and Airborne Early Werning aircraft is

#lg0 in excess of the reaction time of our strategic forees.

I, therefore, recommend that the picket ship force be
phased down starting in FY 1965 as proposed by the Ravy.

e. Reorientation of the Air Defense Surveillance System, The
Air Force proposed a reduction of 16 search radars, 32 height finder
radars, and nine gap filler radars over the period FY 19€5-FY 1967.
These reductions were identified by a recent study by the Air Defenge
Cormand and one based on revised surveillance criteria. This proposal
alao provides for the procurement of a new comron radar data and beacon
processor vhich is required to meet DOD obligations to the FAA for
updating of the radar beacon systen for air traffic control. The radar
reduction will save around §111 million and the initial cost of
the pew ccmmon radar data processors will be around $22 millien.
I recommend approvel of these changes. Current ADC studies are
expected to identify further early reductions of height finder and gap
filler reders.

3. Missile and Bpace Defense Weapons.

a. Nike-X Ballistic Missile Defense. Completion of the Rike-X develop-
ment by end FY 1970 is now egtimated to cost about 41,370 million, of which
gbout $390 million (including $10 million for military construction) will be
required in FY 1966. The Chief of Staff of the Army recormended,- in JSOP-69,
the deployment of 17 Nike X batteries and 3,400 missiles by end FY 1973. The
total procurement cost of this force would be about $11 billion, of which about
$201 million would be required in FY 1966, A decision on thie system was
deferred, pending completion of the major gtudies conducted this sumwer. The

Army wes then asked to prepare {nformation on a program to deploy a Nike-X
defense of 23 urban areag; this program was 10 be structured in s "building-
block approach, so that deployment could be terminsted at some intermediate

stage and at the same time a balanced capability be retained.

The Army developed three basic gystems configurations which
differ primarily in combination of Multifunction Array Redars and
Missile Site Radars. The HI-MAR configuration includes one MAR and
about two single-face MSRs for each urban area defended; this con-
figuration provides the most effective defense per urbaz eres against
a lerge, technologically sophisticated attack, but is the most costly
for a given number of areas defended, The LO-MAR configuration
includes, on the averages, one MAR for every three urban arees and
one double-face MSR and two single-face MSR for every urban area



61

defended; for m given level of expenditures, the recent Army studies indicate
that the LO-MAR configuration (1) would probebly maximize survivors against a
large sophisticated attack, end (2) would be clearly superior to a EI-MAR
configuration against a smaller or less sophisticated attack. The NO-MAR
configuration includes only MSR radars and in the same combination as the
10-MAR configuratien.

_ The compositions, schedules, and total costs of these three
alternatives (prepared by the Army) are presented in the table on the fol-
lowing page. It is interesting that, for a given number of urban areas defend-
ed, the total cost of the LO-MAR configuration ie around 80 percent higher than
the NO-MAR configuration, and the cost of the HI-MAR configuration is, In turn,
around 80 percent higher than the LO-MAR configuration. It should also be
noticed thet the FY 1966 funding required for initial deployment in FY 1970
ie approximately the seme for ell configuratione and that the FY 1967 and
FY 1968 funding is dependent on the configuration but only slightly dependent
on the scale of the deployment objective.

At the present time, the primary issue on the Nike-X program is
whether to provide FY 1966 production funds to permit initial deployment in
FY 1970. Given a production decision in January 1965 and e production
contract in October 1065, the Army estimated that FY 1966 funding of $207
million would be required to deploy tff first MSR/SPRINT defense in September
1960 and the Tirst MAR in March 1970.2 -

A slippege of six monthe om the deployment of both the MSR,/ SPRINT
defense and the firet MAR would reduce the required FY 1966 funding to
$127 million.

Subsequant to the eetimates shown in the Arwy table, & further
investigation showed that if the first MAR followed the first MSR/ SPRINT
defense by one year instead of six monthe (without changing the initiel
deployment date of MSR/SFRINT in September 1969), then tbe procurement funds
required in FY 1966 would be $173 million. Slippage of the initiel deployment
date by six months {to March 1970), with the first MAR following’one year later,
would allow a further reduction of procurement funde required to $62 million.
Slirpage of the MAR alcne would relieve a very iight engineering schedule,
without affecting our abllity to meet an initial deployment date or to choose
an uwltimete deployment option. It is consequently recommended that the MAR
developnent be slowed down relative to the MSR/ SPRINT development. It has
been determined that this slow-down reduces the FY 66 RDI4E (and military
construction) funds required from the $429 million to $390 million.

Next October, whenthe first production funde could be released, the
following Nike-X development milestones will be achieved:

(1) The MAR I will be installed, tested, and evaluated.

(2) The MAR II system design will be essentially complete.

1/ Includes $5.4 million of cperating cost.
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Sub-Systems HI-MAR L1O-MAR NO-MAR
Phases 1 1T IIT 1 II III IV I IT - III Iv Vv V1

Urban Aress 13 23 30 11 20 35 47 11 22 3% 50 7L 102
MAR 13 23 30 3 8 12 16
LDP 12 25 41 sk 12 28 46 65 o4 122
MSR (Single Face) 2L L3 69 23 48 T2 91 23 L7 69 92 96 100

(Double Face) 12 27 k3 56 12 28 46 65 ob 122
SPRINT 3984 G000 20000 2040 4896 TT60 10536 1704 3LOB LBBS €00E Th32 8776
ZEUS 400 500 © 288 skhk 800 1052
TTR Lo 50 ©
MTR 80 100 ©

Initisl Operstional

Capetility by
CY Quarter

Total Development &

Procurement Costs

(In Billions)

3/69 1/72 4/73

10.9 17.7 25.4

3/69 1/71 1/72 1/73

£.8 11.7 16.0 12.8

3/69 1/71 1/72 1/13 1/74% 1/75

L.s 6.9 9.0 10.9 12.8 1k.6

HI-

10-

RO-

MAR

II
111

MAR
I
II
111
Iv

MAR
I
II
111
v
v
VI

Devel.
Oni-r

Ectimeted Totzl Sysitem Coste of Nike-X Deployment Alternatives

Total Deve!
Figcal Year & Procurm'

1066 1667 1968 1069 1070 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 Warheads Cost 37

(Totzl otligational authority, in millions of dollers}:

€36 2026 2800 2997 1306 599 458 yok™® 1026 I 10,99
636 2096 2960 3711 336& 3k31 1046 T7L9 669  691% N 2228 II 17,695
636 2097 2075 3737 3507 k273 3193 1557 1026 984 1013 WBl2  III 25,376
636 1L96 2673 989 615 350 250" syh I 6,757
636 1554 315k 3533 1462 775 SLL  uBE" N 1273 II 11,745
636 1554 3154 389 365 1476 876 733 688 N 2004 III 16,003
636 1575 3154 3931 3858 3338 1LkB2 1001 892 861 2713 IV 19,817
636 932 1476 T10 469 259 195" oo I k,511
636 956 1631 2008 817 505 383 332* M 815 i1 6,905
636 973 163 2109 1995 780 575 50T L59 kg IIT 6,998
636 995 1638 2109 2107 190k 793 €66 597 573* L, M2 W 10,89%
636 1000 1652 2109 2107 2004 1899 878 T30 T11 689 1747 v 12,806
636 1000 1652 2109 2107 2004 1979 1939  OiT 824 784 2062 VI 1Lk,597
429 370 28 202 117 1,370

*

(g[

level off operating cost.
Adds to lese than totals of annuel system costs because operating costs are not included.

Total development only.



(3) The !SR design will be corpleted nnd fabricaiion w31l be in
an advancecd sioge.

(L) The SPRET decign 1ill be comrleted and grourd 4ert of 2
least 10 first and second stage motors will be conpieied,

These tests would probably indicnate wheiher any uizjior developmeni, protienrs
would delay the initial deploymert date. By -October 1055, befcre ary mvajos
productwon fundes are com:itted, fabrication of the NAR II w;l have been
initiated; fabric=tion of the 'S will be c:wnl~1vu, inrtrllation at
¥unjelein will be started, and around 10 SPRINT tnilceilec of 2 tactical
configuration will be fired The developmeni and test progrsr provide:
conciderable insurance thot major production funde would not e commi f
before & resolution of the primory technizal uncerteinties,

I recommend approvel of $390 million for RED and miliizry eonrisusiion
in FY 1966. Under this funding “he instellaiior of the MAY on Fwajeleiy w.1°
be delzyed six wmonths. Since the NAR is the cingle moct comple: and coril:
cormonent ¢f the NIKE-X system, I believe ihe 2ddi1lisnel devalirrent tinn o
worranted. Furiler, since the (¥R foilcouws the first 1S incisllation In ot
IC-iAR optione this will not result in aay siiprone of futw» weplosmern:
options. I also recommend 310 million nrocuremes: fund:s o oow [nue wro-
production planning and engineering.

Az T indicateé earlier, I am very reluctrrnt to comil wrny 'i:.L;-,-
in producticon funds before we hove a clear concept of *he preflirred deplonnin .



6k
4, Migsile and Space Surveillance Bystems,

a. Forvard-Scatter Misslle Warning System. The Air Force proposed
to expand the experimental Forvara-scatter over-the-horizon radar system
now being installed in Europe and Asia to a fully operational system.
The experimental system would cover the Soviet miseile test ranges
and the operational system would cover all of the existing and potentiel
missile sites in the Soviet Union and a large part of China. The
experimental system includes two trensmitter sites and five recelver
sites, and the operational system would include three tranemitter sites
and 10 receiver sites. The full system would be deployed by end FY 1967
and would be fully operational by end FY 1969, ‘This system promises to
be a moderate confidence backup to EMEWS that would provide a few
minutes more warning time, detection of some migsile trajectories
which would avoid BMEWS, and reduced vulnerability to jamming and direct
attack. This system would also provide detection of small nuclear
detongtions in the atmosphere which may not be detected by other sensors.
The initisl cost of this system would be around $40 million and the
annual cost would be eround $8 million. I recommend approval of this
system with a FY 1966 funding of ¢4 miliion, and subject to a review of
the operational system characteristics upon completion of the experimental
system tests.

c. Satellite Dectection and Tracking. Several other smaller pro-
grams will improve ouwr capatility for satellite detection end tracking.
Two large ground-based +ical sensors will be installed within the pext
year in Rew Mexico and waii; these sensors will provide a high resolution
(1imited by atmospheric digtortion) and will also provide time-.variant
measurements of the altitude stabilization of satellites. The data
processing from the SPADATS sensors is being improved to provide more
accurate ephemeris predictiocns. The new EMEWS radars in England may
be programmed to provide first one-half ortit detection of most Soviet
gatellites, and this is currently under study.
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C. Civil Defense

Civil defense is the foundation of & balanced strategic defense pro-
gram. A nation-wide fallout shelter system, with the necessary provisions
for warning, shelter habitation, and post-attack operations, is the most
effective component of a balenced program. An effective fallout shelter
program could increase the numbers surviving a Soviet attack in the 1970
period, from among those who otherwise would die, by up to perhaps 20
percent of the total population. Because of the lack of Congressional
support, I do not propose to recommend legislation for the shelter develop-
ment. However, I recommend thet in the FY 1967 budget serious considera-
tion be given to the expansion of the ¢ivil defense program to provide
the basic elements of a nation-wide fallout ehelter system by the early
geventies. It should be recognized that the presently recommended progran
ig very austere.

The recommended program includes shelter provisions for about
T5 percent of the public 155 million shelter spaces and no funds for
deployment of an improved civil defense wvarning system at this time.
This austere program, however, could improve our civil defense posture
and may be sufficient and approximately balanced for defense sgainst &
emall sttack. A leter decision to deploy the other elements of a balanced
defense against large attacks must be accompanied by & larger civil
defense program. A decision ageinst at least this much civil defense would
be tantamount to a rejection of the belanced defense objective.

At the end of this program period, the recommended civil defense
program will provide funds for around 155 million shelter spaces, with
two weeks of provisions for 100 millicn pecple (10 days of provisions for
155 million), =nd an improved base for shelter managemert and post-attack
recovery. The 155 million spaces i{nclude about 80 million spaces
anticipated to be licensed and marked as public shelters as & result of
the National Fallout Shelter Survey (75 million of these spaces &are
already licensed or merked); an estimated 19 million spaces from the
contimued survey of existing buildings; ebout 3 million spaces for new
ghelters in Federal buildings; and some 53 million additionel spaces
from the increased capacity of public shelters made possible by the
plumbing modifications and ventilation kits.

The total cost of providing this number of shelter spaces is less
t+han programs considered in prior years, but the effectiveness of this
posture is also substantiaslly lower. Totel shelter spaces will be
distributed more densely than the population, thus i{pcressing the
vulnerability of the sheltered population to immediate weapons effects.
A slower buildup of the fallout shelter system than considered in prior
years, however, is probably eppropriate, given the lead times on
advanced active defense systems and the uncertain public response. The
success of any future expansion of the program will be critically



dependent on & clear determination by the Federal Government that such
4 Program is required and on & favorable public response, which, to
date, has beel erratic and jnconsistent. A public understanding that
the civil defense program is one of the most effective components of
our strategic posture will be requisite to the feasibility and success
of achieving even the limited objectives of the recompended programu.

Total costs agsociated with the previocusly approved and reccmmended
’Civil Defense Pprogream are as follows:

7oA (In Millions)

Total
FY 65 FY 66 Fr 67 FY 68 7 69 FY_T0 FY 66-FY 70
Previously App'd 358 341 355 351 333 -
Recommended 105.2 194.0 184.1 185.4 152.9 153.L 871.8

During the last year we have achieved & mich better understanding
of the potential of various strategic defense programs. There remains
a great deal of uncertainty concerning scae precise ymmediate and
gustained effects of & puclear attack. The primary uncertainties concern
the thermal effects and the immediste post-attack recovery probled.
gtudies in progress should contribute to a better understanding of
these problems. However, these studies are not 1ikely to change the
current conclusion that & cumprehensive fallout shelter gysten would
provide the potential of saving tens of millions who would otherwise be
kxilled by radiation. The recommended civil defense program outlined
in this memorandum is the first step toward making consideration of
+he problems of post-attack recovery more revarding and relevant.
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AFPENDIX P

This appendix swutzarizes t'e Fecommended Curetegic

Fetaliatory Forces, Continentsl Air and Missile Defense Forces, and

)
P

are

S

Civil Defense program. Where different, the Service pronocals

shown beneath mine in parentheses. The recormended TOA (in milli.ng)

the Strategic Retaliatory Forces and the Civil Defence Program is

alssc inciuded.
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RECOMMENTED AND SERVICE PRO?OSED'—‘/E/ STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES
(End FPiscal Year)

1961 1962 1963 196k 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

Bomberss/
B-52 555 615 630 630 630
B-EB-47 900 810 585 450 225
B-58 Lo 8o 80 80 80
Totel Bombers 1495 1505 1295 1160 935
Alr-Launched Msls
Hound Dog 216. L0 580 580 560
Strategic Reconnaissance
SR~-T1 _
RB-L7 90 ks 30 30 30
RC=135
Total 90 L5 30 30 30
Surface=Surface Msls
Atlas 28 57 126 126
Titan 21 €7 108 S 5 5
' (208) (108) (108)
Minuteman Y 160 600 800 800
Minuteman ITI
Polaris a/ 8o 96 144k 224k L6
MLF (Polaris A-3)
Total ICEM/Pol. 108 174 TB9T
COther
Quail | 224 392 392 392 392
EC-135% Loo 4o 500 580 620
KC-97 600 580 3sko 20 120
Regulus - 17 17 T T
PACCS
KC-135 17 17 18
B-U7T 18 36 3%
Alert Force Vpnsz/
Weapons 836 1551 2073

Megatons

Footootes on next page

(750) (610) (‘*30)
8o

600 600 600

600
(630) (€30) (630) (630) (630)

A A

(710) (708) (706) (TOh) (702)

50 slo 520 520

25 25 25 25

10 10 10 10

35 35 35 35

(99) (99) (€8} (68) (68) (68)
E° sk sy sk’ sh' sy

700 250
(300)
300

450
(200) (390) (620) (8052) (900)

128

1058 1270 1382 1710 1M1 )1_(75) “BL')
(1k19)(1601)(1832)(1878)(1978)(1978)

3% 3% 3% 3%
620 620 620 6

2k 2k 2k 2k

2689 2601 2535 2715 2722 2732 275
(2801)(2798)( 2896 )(2938)(3015)(3015)
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7 The forces proposed by the Secretary of the Air Force and the Joint

Chiefs of Staff less Chief of Staff Air Force, where different from
the Recormended Forces, are shown in parentheses. .

Posgible assignment to RATO of U.K. or cother nuclear weapons, including
the U.K. Polaris force in accordance with the terms of the Rassau Pact,
have not been taken into account in the recommended U,S5., force structure.

Numbers of aircraft 8o not include command support or reserve aircraft.

The Multi-Lateral Force consisting of the Polaris A-3 on surface ships
15 included tnder the assumption that formal agreements would exist by
July 1965. The cost of this force is not included in the costs of
the Strategic Retaliatory forces. The proposed Torce of 200 missiles

in 25 ships would be achieved by mid-19T71.

Excludes National Emergency Airborne Command Post and Post Attack
Command and Control Bystem aircraft,

The alert force weapons and megatons are based on actual date through
end FY 196k except for end FY 1961 vhere the actusl data are

based on an April 1, 1961, positicn. Om July 15, 1961, about 50 per
cent of the strategic aircraft were on alert compared with about 30
percent previously. Beyond FY 1964 the extrapoletliéns are based on
most recent date. The average pumbers and ylelds of aircraft weapons

are as follows: B-kTs, 1,75 veapons and . B-52, 3.32 veapons
and .. fexclusive of the Hound Dog migsiles); B-58s, five weapons
and For the FY 1965 period and beyond 90 percent of the ICEMs

are mssumed on slert except Minuteman I for which an 85 percent alert
rate wes assumed during the period of missile retrofit. In addition,
about 53 percent of the Polaris force 1s assumed to be onestation
while an sdditional 10 percent of the force would be in~transit to
patrol aress. :



Borbers
B-52
B/EB-47
E-58

Totel

Alr Launched Mels
GAN=TT
GAM-87
Total

Stret Recor
SR-T1
RC-135
RB-4T

Tctal

ICx and FEM Systen

Atlas

Titen

¥inuteran I

Minutemen I1

FRM System
Total

Other
KC 135
KC o7
Regulus
Total

RECOMMENDED TQA FOR STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES
(In Millions)

FY 62 Fy €3 Fréb FY6s5 Fy 66 FY 67 FY68 FY69 FYT0

1188.L  991.5 806.7 8L3.1 71.9  TT7.1 T788.3 TLi.o 4R
356.9 263.¢ 196.6 124.9  s5L.7
162.9 _111.0 _ €7. 102.5 90.5 _ 8k.k 3.8 1.3 1.5
1707.2 137i.1 1070.% 1070.5 1017.1 _861.5 8d5.1 807.7 T .-
(1%0.9) ( %3-03 ( 57.4) ( 26.9) ( 39.1} ( 39.0) ( :2.5) { £3.¢) ¢ ZL.5)

146.1) (130,
{§B7.o} 172.5) U57.5) (2€.5) 139.1) 1 39.0) (3&5) TZns) TZLs)

91.9 9%.0 Gh.

Corzmend, Control, Communi-

cations and Support

SAC Control
PACCS

Emer Rocket
Base Cper

Adv Flying and Msl

Hg and Com Spt
Totel

Grand Total

Prev App'd

20.3 181.€¢ 36T7.1 kos.B o w4,
.6 27.G6 156.9 .3 9.5 1€.0 2.6 20.3 19.7
T 32.6 16.6 14,9 15.6 g.h _
—33.2 €5.3 _353.L 383,0 _L24.7 107.9 _11k.6 _1if.3 Q12,7
731.9 ks6.3  22z.3 97.7
115¢.2  873.9 3¢%.E 127.2 73.8 53.8 49.0 47.6  Ba.n
1380.,9 2cké.6 13zz.L 133.9  103.8 87.0 7.5 50.1 .5
151.2  T30.6 1211.8 828.3 720.7 5. 5¢L.2 %7.5
2278.0 1¢1..0 18B51.9 1064.3  950.2 737.6 T737. 71:.E 0 T10.0
5550.1 543b6.0 Lshe, L 2534.6¢ 195€.1 1599.1 illa.k 137%.3 aieve
365.5 335.0 2z1.0 218.0 231.9 233.C 243 23k.b 0 2240
171.5 127.L 7.5 £1.9 15.3
10.0 11.0 8.7 2.2
567.0 L7s.kL  307.3 2f2.r @2bj.z 233.6 27B.3 23k 2E&.©
98.3 100.5 11,1 72.6 57.9 52.3 €1,0 47,2 K .q
75.0 97.1 L6.8 bi.h ° 35.8 19.1 18.9 i8.¢ 13,
1.0 14.0 7.0 29.1 2.k 2.2 .9 .0 Y
719.2 663.7 T77.8 788.6 T7€6.5 Twv.r T738.9  T5T.7 TR
8.0 60.7 b 41.3 Lo.6 L7.1 7.k L.t 573
lok.,0 110.9 1r7.2 15,1  11€.7  2111.5 11l 11,0 35
105%.5 10W.g 100.Z I598.1 1009.9 o.°.2 936 BE3.E Ch.t
8951.,0 8295.3 T374.2 SLEB.C LEfs.0 3781.3 3€€5.0 333%.2 kL

8961 8378 7318 564y L8g2  bauk  3shL 300s




CONTINERTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES

FY 61 FY 62 FY 63 FY 64 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 ‘fY 68 FY 69

(End Fiscal Yeer)

Tl

MAITFED INTERCEPTORs2/Y/ ! R 70
Air Force
F-101 38 312 312 312 282 20k 114 108 108 108
(276) (276) (270) (1€2)  (126)
F-102 393 293 255 235 235 229 222 108 0 0
(261) (255) (248) (222) (1L4) 0
F-104 L2 k2 - 36 36 (2& 24 24 2
3€) :
F-106 o710 276 2k 280 2u0 228 T2i6 210 20k 16€
{162) (126)
IMI (F-12A) 0 0 0
(18) (162) (21€)
Na‘qx .
T-uD 25 27
Air Neticnal GuardS/ :
F-26 250 200 150 100
F-89 250 250 225 225 225 125 ) 0 o} 0
(225) (175) (175)  (25) c
F-100 66 67 T2 L2 :
F-101 T2 162 1€2 162 162
(108) (126
-102 130 127 152 191 234 234 234 234 234 234
(268) (26u) (300) (300) {250} (225)
F-104 61
F-106 o 0
(36) (s%)
ca, MISSILE FORCES:

BOMARCZ/ 238 307 383 200 180 174 168 162 156 156

(383) (188) (188) (188) (188) (107) (c)

Nilke Hercules (Reg)E/ 2340 2350 215% 1764 1S5LE 1548 1548 1548 1548 1546

Hek (Res)27 ) o 576 516 576 576 576 576 576 57€

(1008) (14Lk0) (12k0} (1LL0) f1hs3)

Five Hercules (ARNG)®/ 108 108 396 756 936 936 936 36 936 g;é
(648) (B6%) (864) (86s) (BE+) (86~) (68-)

Nite Ajax (ARNG)E/ 1520 1440 720 o o o 0 0 0 0
AATS-TC 0
(6)

lije~ o .

Niye-X (200)%

CONTROL & SURV. SYSTEMS:

Control Systems ) ’
SAGE Come. Centersi/8/ 8 8 8 7 7 5 : 5 5 5
SAGE Dir. Centeijf7 0 21 18 15 15 13 13 11 11 11
BUIC II Centers ik 1k 1 0 0
BUIC I1I Centersi/d/ : 14 19 19
gaM Fire Coord. Centers 10 28 28 26 26 28 28 28 28 28
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CONTINENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES (Cont'd)
{End Fiscal Year)

FY €1 FY 62 FY 63 FY 6h FY 65 FY 6€ FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 FY 170

COWTROL & SURV. SYSTEMS: {Conti'd)
Surv. & Werning Systems

Search Raiarsi/ 177 177 166 168 162 158 152 - 152 152 152
Search Raders ANG)E/ 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Height Ralarsl 313 13 N3 298 218 270 256 258 236 258
Gap Filler Radaersf/ 87 103 96 120 92 92 g2 g2 92 52
DEV Rader Stationsd 67 €67 6T 39 39 39 39 39 39 39
DE4 Ex=. Sys.-Aircraft 50 b4 L5 b3 20 0 0 0 ) 0
-Ships 5 5 . -
OTfchore Rags-Aircraft a) €0 67 67 67 7 67 67 67 67

-Shirps 21 22 22 22 19 0 - 0 0 o 0

Surv. & Wérhiﬁg Lystem
BEwe Sites (4T74-L) 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

3/ Authbrized aircraft or missiles as appropriate.

E/ The Air Force's force structure recommendations are contingent upon thase-in of tne mMI.
Possessed airecraft. -

Micsiles and leunchers.

Nurmers of missiles authorizea.

S

Components of 416-L.

For FY 1965 inclues 3 SAGE CC; 1 SAGE CC/DC; 2 Remote CC; 1 Alaskan COC.

5
~

3,400 by end FY 1973.

\Z

To be determined during subsequent review.

ey

This teble is written to reflect agreement between the Secretary of Defense and the
Air Force on the SAGE/BUIC IIT configuration rather than the earlier Air Force PAGE
recommendation.

&
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CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAM
(Service Proposed and SecDef Recommended)

1, Summary of the Recormended Program -- The recommended progragc,
includee the following mejor elements: '

e. A continued survey of existing buildings and new construction
is expected to identify about 19 million additional public shelter
sreces in addition to over 100 million already identified in shelters
w_-th & capacity of 50 or more for a total cost of $52.4 million.
Included in this is the cost of evaluasting existing and new putlic
grelicrs fer eveilable trapped water, emergency sewerage capacity,
availetle food gupplies, communications facilities, and adaptebility
to> the use of pocrtable ventilation equipment., A new progrenm to
survey hones and other private buildings with a capacity less than
50 is =xpected to identify some 24 million edditional gpaces for a
cost of $68.5 million,

b. The recormended shelter development program provides architectural
ard engincering aessicstance in epplying new technigues for developing
shelters at little or no cost in new and existing buildings. In

. addition it includes funding of community shelter planning through
contract with local planning euthorities. This program was initiated
with $5.8 millica in FY 1965, and will cost $3.0 million a year in
FY 19656-FY 1970. These expenditures will not require eny additional
suthorizing legislation.

c. To complete the eight Regionel Operations Centers which provide
erergencyr direction of the civil defense efforts, $7.8 million is
recormrended. Furthermore, all Defense Department elements have been
dire:ted to make use of the new techniques for inclusion of low cost
sheliers in construction projects. All other federal agencies should
also be directed to meke use of these technigues. The most important
contritution of this program may be the public response to federal
leadership in including such shelters in new and existing buildings.

d. Provisicn of the basic food and weter, medical, sanitation,

. and redioclogical instrnument kits for around 75 percent of the 155
million public shelter spaces will cost &n additional $121.7 millioa
during FI 1966-T0O. These funds do not provide for the replacement of
precent stocks sutjeet to detericretion, demege, or loss. The T5
percent stockage factor is based on the stocking experience during
the lest two years. Minor adaptations to the plumbing -ystems of the
surveyed publie shelters tc make trapped water avallatle to the shelter
areas will cost $12.4 miliion. Ventilation kits to increase the
capacity of surveyed shelters will cost $82.2 million.






