£y

DRAFT
November 1, 1965

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

BUBJECT: Recommended FY 1967-71 Btrategic Offensive and Defensive
Forces (U)

I bave completed my review of our general nuclear war posture and
our programs for the strategic offensive and defensive forces over ihe
FY 1967=-71 pericd, : The estimated costs for the Previously Approved,
the Service Proposed, and my Recommended Programs are presented below:

Total
FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 FY 70 FY T2 FY 67-T1
Tk in mﬁﬁs of dollars
Previously Approved 6399 57 5L88 5348 5259
Service Proposed 6552 TLSB 9459 10919 11393 11306 50535
SecDef Recommended 6392 6254 5995 5692 LBBB L5512 27341

This year we have given special attention tc an anelysis of threats
over and above those projected in the latest National Intelligence Estimates
of Soviet strategic offensive and defensive forces. We have dome so beceuse
recent technological progress on owr part, which if duplicated by the
Boviets and incorporated in their strategic forces, could pose a new and
mich more severe threat to our Assured Destruction capasbility than postu=
lated in the NIEs. This threst would arise, for example, if the Soviet
Union were to deploy simultaneously a force of new ICBMs equipped with
highly accurate, multiple, independently aimed re-entry vehicles (MIRVs)
and a reasonably sophisticated anti-ballistic missile system. Although we
do not now consider this to be & likely contingency, it does lie within
their technical capabilities over the next ten years and could require some
major chenges in our strategic offensive forces in the future,.

There are seven major issues involved in our FY 1967-71 programs for
the general nuclear war forces. The first five are related primarily to
the threat projected in the latest National Intelligence Estimates, The
last two are assocliated with the possibility of a more severe threat.
These 1ssues are:

d1s To what extent should gualitative improvements (in range, payload,

etc.) be made in the W force?

' 2. 8hould an effective manned bowber force be maintained in the 1970s;
if so, what aircraft should be selected for the force?
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progrexm. However,, re:ai:;:; to £2 C-F beayond 2672 wourli heave
recuired an ed@itionel $8C0-E00 million of -odificezion expeniiturecs.
Therefore, the FY 1667-71 costs of the reco—sended Drogra:m ere
wiiiin - $100 zillion of tze cost of retaining the force
of 60O B-52s. :

e. Disapprove initiation of full-sczle fevelopzment in TY L5877
ol iae Advanceld Manned Siretegic Alrcreli--Zevelcmment and dedlovrens
"of 200 of tnese gircrelt would cost avout $8.9 biliion, Sil.5 siliicrn

in Jive yezr syste-s cost.

Z. Disapprove an Lrzy recocmenisiion for pre- p*oc" tlorn funmding
of 8168 miliion in FY 1667 10 r eb e for & 1imited & oj;e:: o
FIE-Y, Tais wouid cost $0.0 bl.lzo“ Trow “Y 1657-71 (Sd iliion
from F{ 1557-75) end bave &n anxuzl operating cost of ascut $2i-
ziilioxn.

S. Co:tinue tze evelomment of the NIXE-X systen &f en TV 1647
ccst of ebout SL17 millicn, ineluding FY 19867 funds for develomment

~

ol & long ra:ge exo~zimoszheric intercestor missile, Z;is wiil g

e
UE &n odtion to dedloy & light enti-ballistic zmissile fefense sysiin
Cesigrel azaelnst szmall or unsopnistlicated atiacks sulh af ine Chineses

Communist will probebly be eszeble of iz tne mid-lete 1670's. Sugi &
Trogres Wil nave an investzent end five-year opereving coszt of
betwezn S5 and $0 billicn. The production and Geployzent decision

cen ve deflerrel for v leest ome more year.

I. Z=Zxzend ihe egzproved Civil Delense °rogram, irelueding the
gxpericl progrem Jor snelter survey and tze Shelver prestociing progren,

-

L -
t en TY 1687 cost of SMEL miliien.

™

Tne recczmendeilions form ihe basis for my FY 1687

stretezic offensive and defensive forces, Tae remainder oF tils Dujer
will Ciscuss the re tionalie behin tnée recozzendations:
L. Thez General Nuclear Var Problex 5. &
Z. zozbilities of O ™ Azeinst the zZxpected
Trrest 5. 5
C. Agecuagy of oo zilon Torces
ASEINST & HIZLED v amyeviiel SOVieT Threat
in the 197C's. ’z. 25
D. Specific Recommendations on Mejor Issues Bz. 33

Revised: 11 Jaan 1656
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! A, The General Nuclear War Problem

Last year in my memorandum to you on the seme subject I pointed
cut that our general nuclear war foreces should have two basic capabilities:

1. To deter deliberate muclear attack upon the United Btates and its

) Allfes by maintaining a clear and convincing capability to inflict

- unaccepteble damage on an attacker, even if that attacker were to
. strike first;

2. In the event such a war nevertheless occurred, to limit damage
- to our populstion and industrial capacity.

Assured Destruction involves the mesintenance on a continuous basis
of & highly reliable ability to inflict an unacceptable degree of damage,
even after absorbing a first strike, upon any single aggressor or cambination
of aggressors, independently of warning, and at any time during the course
of a strategic nuclear exchange. This capsbility i1s the vital first objective
- vhich must be met in full by our strategic muclear forces since it would
ensure, with a high degree of confidence, that we could deter under all
circumstances a calculated, deliberate nuclear attack upon the United States,
Although we cannot and need not state with precision what kinds and amounts
of destruction we would have to be able to inflict on an aggressor in order
to provide this assurance, whatever that level may be, it must be provided
regardless of the costs or the aifficulties involved.

( k Once high confidence of an Assured Destruction cepability has been
provided, we should then conslider additional forces and measures whlch
would allow us to reduce the damage to owr population and industry in the
event deterrence fails, The level of the threat against which we might
design Damage Limiting postures msy range all the way fram that posed by
s minor muclear poverw-efor exsmple, the Chinese Cammunists in the 19705=e
to that posed by the Soviet Union in e carefully synchronized first strike
against our urban areas,

With respect to the Damage Limiting problem posed by the Soviet nueclear
threat, I believe it would be useful to restate briefly certain basic
considerations which have guided our programs over the last several years:

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 ensure
anything approaching perfect protection for our population, no matter how

«~ large the general nuclear war forces we were to provide, even if we were
to strike first, The Soviets clearly have the technical and economic
capacity to prevent us from achleving a posture which could keep our
fatalities below scme tens of millions; in a Soviet first strike they
could do this st an extra cost to them substantially lees than the extra
cost to us of any additional Demage Limiting measures we might take,
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Becond, since each of the three types of Soviet strategic offensive
systems (land-based missiles, sutmarine-lsunched missiles and manned
bombers) could, by itself, inflict severe damage on the United Btates,
even a "very good" defense against only one type of system has only L'mited
value, )

Third, for any given level of Soviet offensive capabllity, successive
additions to each of our various Damage Limiting systems have diminianing
marginal value, The same principle holds for the Damage Limiting force as
a wvhole; as additional forces are added, the incremental gain in effective-
ness diminishes,

With respect to the Damage Limiting problem posed by an Nth country
miclear threat, e.g., Commnist China in the 19708, 1t now appears to be
technically feasible to design a defense system which would have a
reasonably high probability of avoiding any substantlal damage, The deploy-
ment of such a system might also contribute to our objective of control of
proliferation by strengthening the credibility of a possible U,85, commit=-
ment to come to the assistance of a friendly nation confronted by an Nth
country nuclear threat, It might also deter the threatened or actual use
of nuclear weapons by Ntk countries acting independently of the Soviet
Union.

It wvas with these considerations in mind that we have carefully eval-
uated the major alternatives availsble to us in meeting the two strategic
objectives of our general nuclear war forces-=Assured Destruction and
Damage ILimitation,

B. Capabilities of Qur Forces Against the Expected Threat

In order to assess the capabilities of our general muclear war forces
over the next several years, we must take into account the size and character,
of the forces the Soviets are likely to have during the same period,

1l. The Soviet Strateglc Offensive-Defense Forces

Bummarized in the table below are the Soviet strategic offensive forces
indicated in the latest, but still preliminsry, National Intelligence Estimates
for mid-1965=-1967, and-1970. Shown for comparison are the U,S, forces in
being or recommended for the same dates, A detailed tabulation of the U.S.
forces can be found on Table I (page ) of the Appendix,
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U.5, VS SOVIET BTRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

ICEMs a/
Soft Launchers
Hard Launchers
Mobile
Total

MR[IRBMS
Scft launchers
Hard launchers
Mobile

SLBMs

Bombers and Tankers
Heavy
Medium
Tankers
Totel

While we have ressonably high confidence in our estimates of the slze
and composition of the Soviets' strategic offensive and defensive forces
for the near future, many detalls concerning the technieal and lethal
characteristics of their weapon systems are less certain. Also, estimates
for the latter part of this decade end the early part of the next decade
are, of course, subject to great uncertainties,

a/ Excludes test range launchers having some operational capability of
which the Soviets are estimated to have in the mid-1965 to

in the mid~1970 pericd,

b/ Soviet mircraft figures include tankers as well as bombers, U.S.
medium bombers include FB=1lls in 1970, The range of the FB=11l and
the number of weapons it will carry, are markedly greater than those of
the Boviet medium bambers,
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a. Intercontinental Bellistic Missiles

At present the Boviet ICEM force is deployed on operational
launchers, of which are soft and . of which are hard and configured
in a triple-silo pattern. As reported last year the ICBMs = all of
which are liquid fueled -~ are designated the

The Soviets are constructing at least two types of single silo
launch sites. We believe that the large Payloﬂdy? :)

liquid fyeled

By mid-1967, the Soviet ICEM force is estimated to total between

operational lsunchers. Compared with the Soviet missile force

at mid-1965, this would be an increase of to ICEM launchers
and to ICBM lmunchers.

In our estimates last year, we projected a Soviet ICBM force
of some operational leunchers for mid-1970. Because of the
relatively early introduction of the single silo basing configuration
our present estimate for mid-1970 is e minimum of and a maximum
of perhaps to  operational launchers, with the bulk of the ‘
force probably consisting of small payload missiles.

While it 1s possible that the Soviet ICBEM force could expand in
the later years of this decade at a higher rate than we now estimste,
present deployment trends and economic, strategic and technical considera-
tions would not appear to support a higher estimate.

b. MRBMs/IRBMs

Deployment of the MRBM ( .) and IREM ( ) forces
appears to be completed with about  operetional lsunchers, of
which are hard. We estimate that the size of this force will remsin
realtively constant through the mid-1967 period. Improvements through
mid-1970 will probably include the deployment of solid fueld missiles
(although no flight test program has been identified), some mobile
units phasing out of the soft sites.
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¢, Sutmarine-Lawmched Ballistic Missiles

The trend in Boviet submarine construction is still not very
clear. However, new programs under development or in production are
not likely to affect Soviet misslile submarine strength for the next

few years. The Boviet Navy now has scme . ballistic missile
submarines with a total of tubes, Only of these sube
marines are nuclear powered and only of these carry the

All of the other operational Soviet
bellistic mizsile submerines conta.in.the

d. Manned Bambers

There is still no evidence that the Soviets intend to deploy a new
heavy bamber in the late sixtles., The force currently consists of some
200 heavy and 800 medium bombers, scme of which are used as tankers, It
is estimated that the Soviets will continue to maintain their heavy bamber
force through mid-1967 although attrition would reduce this force to about
75 percent of the current level by the end of the decade, It is estimated
that the medium bamber force will continue to decline gradually as older
aircraft are phased out faster than the new BLINDERs are delivered.

As indicated last year, the Soviets' capability for intercontinental
barber attack remains limited, Considering the requirements for Artic
staging, refueling and non-cambat attrition, we estimate that the Soviets
could currently place only slightly more than 100 heavy bambers over
target areas in the U.S, on two=way missions, While we believe that medium
bambers do not figure praminently in Soviet plans for an initial attack
on the U,S5., & limited force of BADGERs could attack targets in Greenland,
Canadn, Alsska and the extreme northwest U.S, on two-wey missions,

e, Alr Defense Fighters

The current operational strength of the Soviets' fighter-interceptor
forces is estimated at aircraft, of which more than 70 percent are
older models, However, these alrcraft are gradually being replaced by
nev generation fighters with both alleweather and air-to-air missile
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capabilities, There is also evidence that high-speed Mach 3 follow=on
interceptors are in an early development stage,

.y

f. Burfacee-to-Air Miesile System

g+ AntieBallistic Misslle Defenses

¥We had at one time estimated that the Boviets were construeting an
anti-missile defense system which .

p,




SOVIET POPULATION AND INDUSTRY DESTROYED
AS A FUNCTION OF THE NUMEBER OF 1 MT WARHEADS DELIVERED
(Assumed 1970 Total Population of 240 Million;
Urban Population of 140 Million)

Populetion Fatalities Percent
Delivered Urban Total Ind, Cep.
Warheads (Millions) 69) (Millions) %) Destroyed

The figures on population fatalities and industrial damage have been
revised on the baslis of recent data, At the lower levels of attack, populse
tion fatalities are somewhat higher and at ell levels of attack, industrial
damsge 1s lower than the figures used last year, The mejor change is in
industrial damage figures and results from a redefinition of Soviet industrial
capacity. ILast year these figures were based on a combined index of War
Support Industries and Gross Industrial Product. Since Soviet War Support
Industries are very concentrated geographically, small mumbers of wespons
showed large percenteges of industrial damage; the new figures are based on
Gross Industrial Product only, a more consistent measure of overall Soviet
industriel capacity.

The delivery and detonation of warheads over Boviet eities would
kill more than million pecple percent of the total populetion) and
destroy half of the industrisl cepacity of the Soviet Union, By doubling
the mmber of delivered werheads to Boviet fatalities snd industrisl
capacity destroyed are increased by considerably Beyond
this point, additional increments of warheasds delivered do not appreciably
change the results, In fact, when we go beyond about delivered warheads,
we would be amttacking

It is clear, therefore, that our strategic missile forces alone would
be sufficient to infliet unacceptable damage on the Soviet Union, even
after absorbing a well-coordinated Soviet first strike agesinst our
etraetegic offensive forces, Indeed, I believe that an ability to deliver
and detonate warheads over Soviet cities would furnmish us with a
completely adequate deterrent to & deliberate Sovist nuclear attack on the
United States or its Allies,

warheads detonated over Chinese urnan. centers
would destroy of the urban population and destroy more than
of their industry, Thus, the strategic missile forces recommended for the
FY 1967-71 period would provide an Assured Destruction capability against
both the Soviet Union and Communist China simultaneously.



4, The Role of the Manned Bember Force

Given cw.rent expectations of cost, effectiveness, vulnerability to
enemy attack before or after launch, and simplicity and controllability
of operatiou, missiles are preferred as the primary weapon for the
Assured Destruction mieslon., Thelr ability to ride out even a heavy
surprise muclear attack and stlll remain availsble for retaliation et
times of our own choosing weighs heavily in this preference. On the
basis of the latest intelligence, we are quite confident that the Soviets
do not now have, and cannoct have in the near future, the ability to inflict
high levels of pre=launch ettrition on our landebased missiles, or any
attrition on our submerine-based missiles et sea,

However, for purposes of analysis we have estimated the additionsl
forces which would be required if our missile forces turned out to be less
rellieble and suffered greater pre-launch attrition than presently estimated.
To simplify the analysis we have taken a hypothetical case in which our
misgsile forces would be barely adequate for the Assured Destruction task,
given the expected missile effectiveness and mllowing no missiles for other
tasks, (In fact, as I have indicated, ocur approved missile forces are much
more than berely adequate for this task and therefore already have bullt
into them & good measure of insurance.,) The table below shows the cost of
insuring egeinst various levels of unexpected missile degradation by buying
elther additlional missiles or bombers to attsek the targets left uncovered
&s & result of the assumed lowered missile effectiveness, Agalnst the
current Soviet anti-bomber defenses we have measured the cost to hedge with
B=525 armed with gravity bambs since the FB~-111/SRAM would be a more expensive
alternative. Conversely, agaeinst an improved Soviet anti-bamber defense, the
FB-111/SRAM was used as providing e cheaper hedge than the B-52 armed with
either gravity bambs or SRAM,

COSTS TO HEDGE AGAINST LOWER THAN EXPECTED MISSILE EFFECTIVENESS
(Ten Year Systems Costs in Billions of Dollars)

Cost to Hedge With:
Assumed Degradation to B-52/Gravity Bombs FB=-111/SRAM {(Against
Missile Effectiveness Additionsl (Against Current Soviet Improved Soviet Anti-
(Realized/Planned) Missiles  Anti-Bomber Defenses)  Bamber Defenses &/ )
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Only when missile effectiveness falls to less than about 50 percent
of the expected value are bambers more efficient than additional missiles
for insurance purposes. Against current Soviet defenses, the B-52 G and H
force is adequate to hedge against complete fallure of the missile force
tor Assured Destruction, Against possible future Soviet defenses, we must
be willing to believe that our missile effectiveness could turn out to be
as low as about 30 percent of our planning value before we would wish to
insure by bombers rather than by edditionel missiles,

) Similar arguments could be developed with respect to greater than
expected Soviet ballistic missile defense effectiveness, There, too, it
would be mecessary to assume very large and expensive Boviet ballistic
missile defense programs before bambers became a preferred form of insur=-
- ance,

Accordingly, for the Assured Destruction mission, manned bambers must
be consldered in a supplementary role. In that role they can force the
enemy to provide defenses against aircraft in addition to defense against
missiles., Thie is particularly costly in the case of terminal defenses.

The defender must make his allocation of forces in ignorance of the attecker's
strategy, and must provide in advance for defenses agasinst both types of
attack at each of the targets, The attacker, however, can postpone his
decision until the time of the attack, then strike some tergets with missiles
alone and others with bombers alone, thereby foreing the defender, in effect,
to "waste"” a large part of his resocurces, In this role, however, large
bomber forces are not needed. A few hundred aircraft can fulfill this
function,

The present strategic bomber force consists of same 600 operational
B-52s and 80 B-58s. Same 345 of the operational B-525 are the older C
through F models, Last year we had planned to keep these aircraft operationsl
through 1972 by a program of life extension modifications and eapability
improvements, at a cost of ebout $1.3 billion. To keep them operational
through FY 1975 would cost another $600 million for modifications, and even
then we could not be certain about their life expectancy. Thus, these
older B-52s will eventuaily nave to be phares cut of the force, leaving a
total of 255 operational B-52Gs and Hs. These lai~. models of the B-52
can be maintained in a satisfectory operational status at least throwgh
FY 1975 and the modifications necessary to ensure this have slready been
included in the previocusly approved program.

Shown in the following table are the characteristies of three aircraft
which might serve as replacements for the B=52s, compared with the B=52C,
the B-52H and the B-58.
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B-52C B-52H B-58 FB-111A+ FB-111M-3 AMSA

Maximum Speed (knots)
at high altitude
sea level

Ferry Range {unrefueled)N,M.

Combat Range (1 refuel)N,M,

All subsonic §7
Full Tanker
Down loaded Tanker
Part supersonic ¢/
Full Tanker

No. of SRAMs

The FB-111A is a bomber version of the F-l11l with the minimum changes
required to make it sultable for the streicsgic wombing role. The FB-111M-3
is a larger version of the F-111. It would have . longer fuselage, a
maximum takeoff gross weight of 130,000 1lbs compared with 111,000 1bs for
the FB-111A and would carry & crew of 3 instead of 2. Ti would also have
about a 10 percent greater combat range, The AMSA is an entirely new and
larger aireraft which has yet to be developed. The characteristics and
cost of the AMSA were discussed in considerable detall in my memorandum
on this subject last year.

The first operational FB~-1lls could be available in FY 1969 and the
first FB-111M-3s about & year later, For a force of 210 U,E. aircraft,
the FB-111M-3 would cost about $800 million more than the FB-1lllAs,
including development and production. The most significant operationsl
factor in favor of the FB-111M-3 over the FB-111A is the availability of
space for a crew of 3 instead of 2. The larger crew could spread the heavy
workload and reduce the strain involved in strategic missions. The FB~111,
however, would have essentially the same performance as the figﬁter version
and could be easily used in that role. The FB-111M-3 would have less range
with the same payload in that role because of its greater weight, and could
not operate as efficiently from the shorter runways for which the F-1114 was
designed.

The Air Force proposes:

a. The production and deployment of a force of 210 (U,E.)
FB-111As and the phase out of the 345 B=52 C-Fs,

b, The initiation of a contract definition phase for an AMSA
in FY 1967 at an expenditure of $11.8M looking towards an Initial Operational
Capability in FY 197k at a total development cost of about $1.6 billion.
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¢. The procurement of short range attack missiles (SRAM) for
the B-52 Gs and Hs as well asg the FB-11lA at an addition cost of about
$400 million.

I fully support the first of these Alr Force proposals. I believe,
however, that we can safely phase out the B-52 Cs-Fs on a somewhat faster
schedule than that propcsed by the Alr Force. I also propese to hold
the FB-111lA configuration as close as possible to the fighter version
8o that it would, indeed, be a duel purpose aircraft -- strategic and
tactical. The role of the manned bormber in the strategic offensive
migsion, as we see the threat today and over the next five years,
simply does not warrant any large expenditure on new menned bombers
at this time,

To hedge against currently unforeseen requirements to replace
the B-52 G and H series with a memmed aircraft capable of effective
penetration against possidble advanced Soviet bomber defenses, system
studies and advanced development of subsystems suitsble for an Advanced
Manned Strategic Aircraft (AMSA) should continue. There does not
appear to be pufficient reason to start an engineering development
program for AMSA now because of the high cost of the system, and
because the recommended bomber force offers adequate insurance ageinst
the range of threats for which we have any current evidence,

With regard to the Air Force's third proposal, nco immediate decision
to equip the B-52g with SRAM is needed until we have & more substantial
indication of an improvement in Soviet low altitude terminsl defenses.
However, the capability to install SRAMs on B-52s ghould be developed.

Although not proposed by the Air Force, I alsc belleve we should
plan to phase out the remaining B-58 medium bombers in FY 1971 when
the build-up of the new FB-11l} force is completed. We now have 80
operational B-58s and this number would decline through attrition to
about 70 by FY 1971. Their primery advantage resides in a supersonic
dash capability. Once the FB-11l enters the force the uniqueness of
this feature of the B-58s will be lost, and their comtribution to the
strategic offensive forces will become marginel.

In summery, the objective of forcing the enemy to eplit his defense
resources between two types of threats could be performed adequately by
B-52 bomber forces considerebly smaller than those now programmed. However,
introduction of & duel-purpose FB-111 would provide added insurance at
a8 relatively small cost. A mixed force of B-52G-Hs together with
some FB-111/SRAM now appears to be & reasonable choice since the SRAM
with its low level stendoff capability and range of about
miles can force the enemy to build expensive terminal bomber defenses
or be fulnerable to low altitude attack. Even egainst very advanced
terminal defenses the amall size and low welght of SRAM would mllow the
U.S. to saturate or exhaust the defenses with large numbers.

The cost of the manned bomber force I recommend compared to the
cost of continuing the current forces is shown in the table below:
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FY 1967 FY 1971 FY 1975
(Costs in Billions of Dollars)

Current Force Extended

Forces
B-52 600 600 600
B-58 80 70 6L
Cost (Cumulative '67-) $8.6 $17
Recormended Bomber Force
Forces
B-52 600 255 255
B-S8 8o 0 0
FB-11l1 0 210 210
Costs (Cumulative '67-) $8.4 $1k

5. Adeguacy of the Strategic Offensive-~Defense Forces for Demage Limitation

The ultimate deterrent to a deliberate nuclear attack on the United
States or its Allies is our clear and mistaksble ability to destroy
the ettacker g5 & viable society. But if deterrence fails, either by
accident or miscaleulation, it is essentiel that forces be available
to limit the demage of such an attack to ourselves or ocur Allies,
Such forces include not only anti-aircraft defenses, anti-ballistic
missile defenses, anti-submarine defenses, and civil defense, but
also offensive forces, i.e., strategic missiles and manned-bombers, used
in a Damage Limiting role.

&. Damage Limitation Against the Soviet Nuclear Threat

With regard to the Soviet Union, the potentiml utility of sll Damage
Limiting efforts, including the use of our strategic offensive forces
in that role, is criticelly dependent on & number of uncertainties:

1. Future developments in their general nuclear war posture;

2. Their response to our efforts st Damage Limiting; and,

3. If deterrence falls, the precise timing of & nuclear
exchange as well as their objective in such an exchange.

In order to illustrate some of the major issues involved in this
problem, we have tested & range of possible Damage Limiting programs
ageinst different possible future Soviet threats. In practice, of
course, uncertainty about the direction in which the Soviet posture
was developing would lead us to maintain & flexible approach, matching
the scope of our deployment of forces to our evolving knowledge of the
Soviet threat. Nevertheless, these cases help to develop an appreciation
of the possible future costs and benefits of such programs.

For the purpose of this analysis we have used two hypothetical Soviet
threats, the strategic offensive portions of which are shown below:
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Boviet Threat la
_ : ICEMs
. Bombers/Tankers -
S8LBMs

. Boviet Threet IIT
- ICBMs
Bombers/Tankers
ELBMs -

Threat Ia 1s basically an extrapolation of the latest intelligence estimates,
reflecting some future growth in both offensive and defensive forces. Threat
IIT is & large Soviet response to our deployment of a ballistic
missile defense with much greater than expected growth in both offensive
and defensive forces. It includes & large number of big, land-based
missiles equipped with penetration aids designed to overwhelm our
defenses. Threat I1I also assumes that the Soviets respond defensively
to our Damage Limiting efforts with an extensive deployment of a reasonably
sophisticated ABM system around 25 of their major urban areas.

The major defensive components of the four U,S5, Damage Limiting
postures considered in this analysis are shown below:

Alternsetive U.S. Damage Limiting Posture Against:
(. U.8. Posture Soviet Threat la Soviet Threat ITI
" Components Posture A Posture B Posture C Posture D

RIKE-X
SFRINT msls
ZEUS msls
Terminal Bomber Defenses
8AM-D Btrys
Alr Defense
F-12 Interceptors
Cities w/Terminel Defenses

Postures A and B are teilored ageinst Soviet Threat Ia; Postures C and D
against Threat III. In addition, all Postures contein additional offensive
missiles for Damage Limitation. However, because Threat III is stronger
than Ja, Peostures C and D would require more of these missiles than
Postures A and B,

The interaction of the various Soviet threats and the four alternative

Damage Limiting programs is shown on the table on page The program
costs shown on that table represent the value of the resources required
for each of the alternstive postures. The costs for Assured Destruction
represent the resources required to emsure thet we can, in each case,
deliver and detonate the equivalent of LOO one megaton warheads over
Boviet cities. The costs for Damage Limiting repregent the value of
the additional resources required to achieve the various postures ghown
on the table. The last two columms of the table show the U.85, fatalities

{ vhich would result under two alternative forms of muclear war outbreak.
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COSTS OF U.S. DAMAGE LIMITING POSTURES AND SOVIET DAMAGE POTENTIAL

Soviet Damage Potential
in Terms of Millions
Program Costs FY $€-75 of U,.8, Fatalities E./ 51/

Damage Soviet U.8.

Assured Limiting First First
Destruction Increment Strike Strike e/
{Billions of Dollars)

1970

8.U. Expected Threat

U.S. Approved Program 130-135 90-95

1975

5.U. Threat la

v.s. AD &/ Posture plus

App'd Civil Defense Prog. $16.8  $1.4 130-135 95-105
U.S5. AD B/ Posture plus

Full Fallout Shelter Prog. 16.8 3.6 110-115  80-85
U.8. DL ? Posture A 16.8 28,1 80-85 25-bL0
U.5. DL B/ Posutre B 16.8  35.7 50-80  20-30

S.U. Threat III

U.S. DL ¥/ Posture C 28.5 24.8 105-110 25-25
U.S. DL b/ Posture D 28.5 32.3 75-100
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In the first case, we assumed that the Soviets initiaste muclear war
with a simultaneous attack against our cities and military tergets. 1In
the second case, we acssume that the events leading up to the nuclear ex-
change develop in such & way that the United States has no better alterna-
tive than to strike first.

The ranges of fatalities estimated in the table reflect some of the
possible variations in Boviet targeting doctrine, technological sophis-
tication, possible, errore in attaeck planning and in the degree of the
disruption to Soviet attack coordination. The higher end of the ranges
of fatelities shown for each case represents the full damage potential
(a well-planned, well-coordinated attack to maximize fatslities) under the
given scenario. The lower end of the ranges of estimates represents likely
degradations in execution and targeting, rather than lower bounds on the
possible effectiveness of Soviet weapon syetems. All estimates assume that
the Soviets have mieegile penetration aids which are as sophisticated as our
own are expected to be in the zame time period.

The first line on the table showe the Soviet damage potential against
the currently epproved U.S. program in 1970. It illustrates the projected
performance of the currently spproved bomber defenses, the Civil Defense
program and the strategic offensive forces. Without these programs, the
damage potentiel could be 160 million or more U,S, fatalities in a mixed
Boviet attack on militery and civilian targets. A full Soviet attack
directed against our urban areas only would not increase this total by
very much.

A= ehown on the second line of the teble, the situation is not sub-
stantially changed by the assumed Soviet buildup (Threat Ia) between 1970
and 1975. A Full Fallout Shelter Program, at a cost of about $3.6 billion
would reduce fatalities by about 15-20 million in all three caces. Damsage
Limiting posture (cost -- $28.1 billion) might reduce fatalities'to some-
where between 80 and 90 million and Posture B (cost == $35.7 billion) to
between 50 and BO million in an eerly urban attack. But the benefits of
these Damage Limiting programs could be substantially offset, especially
in the case of a Soviet first strike, if the Soviets were to increase their
offensive forces to the levels assumed in Threat IIT.

Even larger Soviet responses than that of Threat IXI camnot be ruled
ocut by what we know of Soviet technology and resource constraints, Whether
or how the Soviets actually will respond depends on how strongly they desire
8 relisble threat against the United States and on the mlternative military
and non-military uses for the resources involved.

Our own uncertainty about how well our Damage Limiting forces would
work is likely to remain large, Some, but by no means 811 of the uncertain-
ties are reflected in the teble of page . It ieg difficult to quantify
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the operational conditions of nuclear war. Degradations in our miesile
defense reliability or in our offensive miseile accuracy might have sub-
stantial effects. For example, if our operational missile alming error
were 50 percent higher than we assumed against Soviet hard misslles, the
expected Boviet damage potential after a U.S, first strike (even with
Posture B) would be 30 to 45 million U.S. fatalities instead of the 20

to 30 million shown on the table., Even more important to the outcome of

a U.S. first strike is the question of the speed and nature of Soviet re-
sponse., We estimste that the Boviets have the ability to place their
miesiles on alert during & crisis, and, in the case of their hard missiles,
to keep them at 5 to 15 minute readiness for extended periods. Accordingly,
there ip always the possibility that they might get warning of our aettack
and launch at leest their ready missilez at our cities before the impact

of our missile attack. In that case, U.5. fatalities, even if we struck
first and provided for Damage Limiting Posture B, would be L5 to 65 million.

The costs of the variocus Damage Limiting programs would, of course,
be spread over a period of years. Even so, they would reach $5 to $6
billion per year in the early 1970s. To meintain eor improve the postures
shown {against an evolving Soviet threat) might involve continuing an
annual expenditure of $3 to $5 billion.

On the basis of ocur analysis of the major Damage Limiting program
alternatives in relation to the Soviet nuclear threat, I have reached the
following conclusions:

1. Ageinst likely Soviet postures for the 1970s, appropriate mix-:
of Damage Limiting measures can effect substantiasl reductions in the mexlImm
demage the Soviets can inflict, but only at substantial additional cost to
the U,S, above the requirements for Assured Destruction. Even so, egainst
8 messive and sophisticated Soviet attack om civil tergets, we cannot have
high confidence of reducing fatalities below 4O or more millions.

2. Efficient Damage Limiting against the kinds of posturecs available
to the Boviets, coneidering their technology and resources, requires & mix
including a full eivil' defense Fallout Shelter Program, bellistic missile
defenses, and improved bomber defenses. Against a very rapid buildup of
the Soviet missile forces baced in hard eilos, edditional U.S. missile pay-
load may have to be added.

3. Feasible improvements in missile accuracy, and the use of MIRVs
where appliceble, can greatly incresse the efficiency of ocur offensive
forces against hard Soviet targets. However, the effectiveness of offensive
forcer in Damage Limiting is sensitive to the timing of a nuclear exchange.
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highly visible threat to the U.S., designed to undermine our military
prestige and the credibility of any guarantee which we might offer to
friendly countries. An effective defense against such a force might
not only be able to negate thet threat but might also prevent their use
of nuclear weapons for aggreseive purposes and poseibly discourage their
production and deployment of euch wespone altogether.

Recent studies have convinced us that the development of an area
ABM defense weapon ie feasible and, indeed, we have reprogrammed some
$22 million of FY 1965 funds to initiate this development. The area
defense weapon, a long range missile interceptor designeted DM1SX2,
would, of couree, be used in combination with other components of the
NIKE X system. Furthermore, other elements of a Damage Limiting posture
might also be required == anti-bomber defense, . , civil defense.

In order to illustrate the problem of defense against an Nth country
nuclear threat, we have analyzed three Damage Limiting postures in relation
to two levels of threat in the mid-1970s. The major ABM components of
these postures are shown below:

MAJOR COMPONENTS OF ILLUSTRATIVE MISSILE DEFENSES
AGAINST LIGHT ATTACK

Posture A Posture B Posture C

Cities With Local Defense
Major Components
TACMAR Radars &/
VHF Radars b
Miesile Site Redars (MSR II) &/
Area Interceptors
SPRINT Interceptors
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Posture A provides terminal ABM defense for cities using MSRs
and SPRINT interceptors, but no area defense, Postures B and C both
include an area defense of the entire country, based primarily on
TACMAR radars for long range acquisition of targets, and grea interceptors

Posture B also inecludes terminal defense ior cities. Posture C provides
terminal defense for cities and & heavier area defense, -

The effectiveness (and cost) of the defenses could be increased
further by strengthening them in any of a number of ways. Against attacks
employing no penetration aids, increasing the mumber of long range intercep-
tor missiles might be preferred. Against more sophisticated or larger
attacks, the number of Missile Site Radars might be increased from one to
two a8t each point defended with SPFRINT, the capablilities of the TACMAYX
radars might be increased, or the number of cities with terminal defenses
might be increased.

Defense against Nth country aireraft involves area protectione-insuring
that no enemy aircraft regardless of its target or direction of attack can
be sure of success. A minimum defense could be provided by situating our
current interceptor aircraft around the periphery of the country. The force
required for the peacetime air surveillance mission would provide & relatively
effective defense against small sttacking bomber forces in the northeast and
north central sections. For other sections of the country appropriate
deployments of Airborne Early Warning and Control (AEW&C) aireraft could
reduce significantly the probability of penetration. To achieve higher
effectiveness, this minimum ares air defense could be supplemented, first
by improved surveillance capability--to insure against enemy sircraft
approaching U,S. alirspace undetected, and secondly, by the introduction of
more advanced interceptors capable of intercepting attacking mircraft with
higher probability, and further from our borders.

Fallout shelters are designed primarily to protect against collateral
fallout from counter-military attacks, weapons simed at other urban-
industrial areas or weapons deliberately exploded upwind of populaticn
targets in order to avoid terminal defenses. The "area" defense described
above might be very effective in denying the last of these tmctics, especially
against small attacks. The other twec sources of fellout are alsc relatively
much less important in light mttacks. This suggests that, against small
unsophisticated ettacks, something less than a Full Fallout Shelter Program
may be appropriate in a light Damage Limiting posture.

Much more analysis of light defense postures is required before we are
in a position to choose appropriate cambinations of the various components.
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To illustrate the potentials of & "light" defense, we have examined
the cost and performance of Postures A and C against small ICBM attacks
of the sort that the Chinese Communists might be able to mount in the
latter part of the 1970s (approximately warheads over the U.S.)
{Posture B has been cmitted since it is simply a scaled-down version of
Posture C.) The results of this analysis are summarized below.

Five Year Millions of U.S. Fatalities
Systems Costs Attacking Attacking
V.S. Posture ($ Billions) Missiles Missiles
Approved Program (Extended) 6 12
Posture A 8.7 3 6
Posture C 8.2 0-1 0-2

The costs shown are for the ABM camponents of the program only; they

include investment, operating and future R&D. The fatalities shown
represent expected fatalities assuming missiles carrying the eguivalent

of 1 MT warheads. The lower bound of zero for Posture C represents the
defense effectiveness against a very unscophisticated attacker or even an
attack on major U.B. cities with & scmevwhat more sophisticated payload.

The upper bound represents an attack (with the more sophisticated payload)
designed to maximize the mummber of fatalities even if it means avoiding
major U.S, cities. The table above does not deal explicity with contribu-
tion of our offensive forces to Damage Limiting against Nth countries., Their
contribution, however, would be substantial both in terms of the retaliatory
threat they would pose and in terms of their effectiveness in pre-emptive
counter-military strikes.

This table brings out two important points: (1) Posture C, which

includes an is far superior on a cost-effectiveness
basis than Posture A which does not; and {2) the successful development of
the would, for the first time, give hope of achieving

a high confidence defense against a light ICBM attack, not Just for a few
selected cities, but for the entire nation.

The effectiveness of light Damage Limiting postures against future
Soviet threats has not yet been analyzed. It appears clear, however, that
the larget Soviet threats examined earlier in this memorandum could simply
exhaust the defense in a Soviet counter-urban first strike, Against smaller
Soviet postures, or Soviet attacks degraded in mmbers or eoordination by
prior U.S. counter-military attacks, offense penetration aids and tactics
might produce singificant variations in outcome. Penetration aids such as
re-entry vehicles hardening and exo~-atmospheric chaff would have important
effects for attack levels of about Soviet missiles.

" The problem of designing light Damage Limiting postures is not yet well
understood. On the basis of informstion and analysis aveilable at present
I have reached the following tentative conclusions:
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1., A light anti<ballistic missile system using

defense at a small number of cities, offers promise of & highly effective
defense against small ballistic missile attacks of the sort the Chinese
Coammunlsts might be capable of lsunching within the next decade. BSuch a
defense would have initiel investment and five year operating costs (includ-
ing R&D) of about $5 to $8 billion, depending on the mummber of cities
defended by SPRINT and the density of the area coverage.

2. With such a defense the presently Approved Civil Defense program
may be appropriate, Analysis is needed of the interaction of light active
defense programs with Civil Defense,

3. It appears likely that such a defense would remain highly effective
against Chinese capabilities at least until 1980, even if the presence of
this defense did not, in the first place, deter them from developing a
strong ICBM cepability.

L. Once fully deployed, this defense system could be strengthened to
increase its effectiveness ageinst larger or more sophisticated threats--
by adding more long range interceptors, by improving the or by
increasing the number of c¢ities with terminal defenses.

5. On the basis of our present knowledge of Chinese Communist nuclear
progress, no deployment decision need be made now. But the development of
the essential components should be pressed forward wvigorously.

C. Adequacy of Our Assured Destruction Forces Agéinst a Higher Than Expected
Soviet Threat in the 1970s.

At the beginning of this memorandum I noted that we had given special
attention this year to an analysis of Soviet threats over and above those
projected in the latest National Intelligence Estimates, and that we have
done so because of certain recent U.S. technological developments which, if
duplicated by the Soviet Union, could have a major impact on our Assured
Destruction capability. I also stated that this capability is the wital
first objective which must be met in full by our strategic nuclear forces under
all foreseeable cireumstances and regardless of the costs or difficulties
involved.

Perhaps the worst poscible threat the Soviets could mount against our
Assured Destruction cupability would be the simultareous deployment of a
force of geveral hundred
and a reasonably sophisticated

Our MIRV re-entry wvehicle is alrcady well along
in development and we now propose to produce and deploy it in part of the
MINUTEMAN force. We have also started development of an
defense migsile. We believe the Soviets are developing an
defense missile,
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- E S

threat 1 Ly SBLOULC Levelcp.
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. Ilternetive Zedzes Azzinst e Soviet MIRVWLIH Thveds
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In generzl, there ere two Trozd classes of elternetives avelleile 1o
sumplement our presently planmed surateglic oflensive forees, 17 tnis
sroull Lbeccne necegsary. Tne Ziret 13 o prolliferate nevi, Iixedenice
rissiles (sach es MIWUTZNAN) witi reletively low cosi per wmit of alers
Taynond Ln Luventory, but nigl tcslt per it ef peyloel survivinz e
Soviet MITVed, low=CIr, ICE etvack. Tne secoxnd inciudes sea and land
tzzel rmebile systens, end "super hewriened" enl "perd defendel" fixed
rissile sites, walenr heve relellively Lign ocsis per unit of elert perical

ix Inventeory end ere reletively Ixsensitive To the Soviet clffensive threet.

Tze cherecveristics ol four of thess alternetives ere sacwsn below:
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The comparative ten~year costs of these systems, per thousand
pounds of payload, are given in the following table for inventory missiles,
alert missiles, and missile surviving the countermilitary at.ucks of the
most likely (NIE) Soviet threat and an extrapolation of the high, unlikely,
threat discussed in the "Extreme Case" above., In this ealeulation, the low
Boviet attack infliets 10 percent demage on U.S. land-based forces and
the high Soviet attack 90 percent.

Ten-Year Costs Per Thousand Pounds of Payload (§ millions)
Reliable and Surviving:

In the On Alert & Low Soviet High Soviet
Inventory Reliable Attack Attack
MINUTEMAN II
I
POLARIS A-3
POSEIDON

The costs of POLARIS submarines and of MINUTEMAN facilities have already
been incurred and hence are not included, The POSEIDON and IfM figures
include development costs., The ICM costs are for a force of missiles,
while the POSEIDON costs are based on retrofitting all 4l of the POLARIS
submarines. The POLARIS and POSEIDON costs are based on the percent of
the POLARIS force which we plan to have on station at all times,

If the Soviets and choose tco emphasize ABNM defense,
or if they achieve capability, fixed-base
missiles are generally preferred to mobile missiles. The Air Force is now
studying the development of follow-on, land-based missiles of considerably
increased size and payload which could be available in the time period with
which we are concerned. One such missile, the above-mentioned ICM, could
either be retrofitted to existing MINUTEMAN silos or be deployed in new,
barder ( .} silos. Even against the MIRV threat, ICM might become
attractive if it could be effectively defended at a sufficiently low cos%,

The U.S. response to a Soviet deployment of an ARM defen§e unaccompan?ed
by a would be the incorporation of appropriate penetration
aids on our strategic missiles. Against area defense interceptors, chafi
cloud penetration aids can be provided for U.S. missiles (so that an Assured+
Destruction capability is maintained) at a cost to us of less than 10 percent
of the cost of an ABM defense to the Soviets. The lead time for the Scviets
to mount an ABM defense is greater than the time for us to

A decision actually to deploy
If the Soviets do attempt a large ABM defense

we will still be able to
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Ageinst a combined Soviet MIRV-ARM threat, it is clear from the
above table that the most efficient of the alternatives avallable to
us would be to develop POSEIDON and retrofit it into POLARIS boats. The
timing of the development and of the decision to produce and deploy would
depend upon how this threat actually evelved. To bring out this problem
ipn its starkest form, we have assumed for the analysis whieh follows the
same Soviet threat used previously in the "Extreme Case". The mumbers of
additional surviving, relisble POSEIDON missiles needed to guarantee our
Assured Destruction capebllity after FY 1970 are shown in the table below-=
using first, . , alresdv well along in
engineering develomment and second, using the " which
is in the early stages of advanced development.

Jul6g Jul70 Jul7l Jul72  Jul73

Soviet ICEMs
Total

Soviet ABM
Reliable Ares Interceptors
Additionsl Surviving, Reliable
POSEIDON Missiles Needed
For Assured Destructiond

Surviving, Reliasble POSEIDON Missile:
Added If:

Il

The last block of this table shows the number of survivable, reliable
POSEIDON missiles which could be added to the force, time-phased for
three different initial "operational availability dates (OAD)". 1In
each case, 31 of the 41 POLARIS submarines would be retrofitted with
POSEIDCNs; to retrofit the remaining 10 boats would be too expensive
and other alternatives such as the construction of new boats might be
more attractive, Considering the fact that we are dealing here with an
extremely high and very unlikely threat, I believe that an initial OAD
date of - would provide us an mmple margin of safety. Last year I
recommended the initiation of the POSEIDON development but without any
fixed schedule, In the light of the foregoing analysis, I now recommend
that its development schedule be tied to an QAD date of

S. Command and Control for POLARIS



A number of interim back-up facilities are presently under considera-
tion, principally a ship-borne VLF system to be installed on the N2CPA
(National Emergency Command Post Afloat), and an mirborme VLF system
consisting of a number of relay aircraft to be operated on ground alert.
The NECPA itself may be targetable, but if it survived it could probebly
relay & comxand to the submarines in the Norwegian Sea, provided & message
were received from Headquarters, CINCLANT. The asirborne system is of
1imited range ( - ), requires e nmumber of relays,
and has & short endurance. Both of these systems would be useful for an
interim relay capability, but neither constitutes e satisfactory execute
cepability for an Assured Destruction force. It 4is also possible that LF
erd HF stations might be eventually patched together to transmit an execute
order, but this would be wery difficult -to do and no plan presently exists
10 do s0. ‘

A number of altermative systems are currently under study. Eowever,
it is not yet clear which of them offers the most promise for a survivable
communications system, and & decision now to develop eny one of them on
& crash basis would be premeture. BPBecause of its importance to an Assured
Destruction capability which depends bheavily on & sea-based missile force,
" this study effort must and will continue to receive & very high priority.

D. Specific Recommendations bn Ma jor Issues
l. Qualitative Improvements to the MINUTEMAXN Force

The Air Force now agrees that a 1971 force of 1,000 MINUTEMAN is
edeguate in context with the total U.S. strategic offensive forces now
programmed and in the light of the expected (1.e., the NIE) threat. However,
the Air Force also recommends the development of an Jmproved Capebility
Missile (ICM) for deployment in the FY 1973-Th time period as a replacement
for som~ of the MINUTEMAN. As brought out in the foregoing analysis, the
ICM nmust be considered in conjunction with the POSEIDON and in relation to
the higher-than-expected Soviet threat. Accordingly, the principal issue
concerning the MINUTEMAN force at this time is the production and deployment
of new re-entry systems.

Last yeer it was decided to replace, eventually, all of the MINUTEMAN
I with the MINUTEMAN II, which bas much greater accuracy, paylocad, and
versatility. MINUTEMAN 1I, for example, promises & single shot kill
probability against a target of ebout Jor a reliably delivered
warhead, compared with about for MINUTEMAN. I.. In addition, its greater
re~targeting capability reduces the number of missiles that need to be

Revigsed: 11 Jan 1966
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progre—med to achieve one relisbly delivered werhead.. Finslly, its
booster is compatible with MIRV. For these reesons I recommend that all
the MINUTEMAN I's be replaced by end FY 1972.

The eifectiveness of the MINUTEMAN force can be further improved by
the procuction &nd deployment of two nev re-entry systems which we now have

under development, One of these, the promises & kill probebility
agesinst ‘targets of sbout . ccmpared with_~ " ‘for the now
being in¥telled in the MINUTEMAN II. The other, the will

contain three re-entry vehicles, thereby enabling eech reliable MINUTEMAN
booster to kill three geographicklly separasted soft tergets. Alternatis2ly,
the can carry & combination of

Tre MINUTEMAN with the represents such & mejor gualitative improve-'
ment that we have designated it the MINUTEMAN III. The reccmmended force
is shown below:

(Eng ¥iscal Year)

MINUTEMAN T
MINUTEMAN II : -
MIWUTEMAN III

Specifically, I recommend:

a. Production and deployment of the and the
re-entry vehicles at an FY 196? 71 cost of $122 million and $220 million,
respectively. For FY 1967. $6.5 million will be reguired for the and
$10.2 million for the for the procurement of long lead time items
to ensure an I0C date of Jenuary 1960 for both systems.

b.
" II and III at a total FY 1967-71 cost of $u4B
million, of which $95 7 million will be reguired in FY 1967.
v. Produrtion and instelletion of &
at & total FY 1966-71 cost of $52 million of which $1.1 million will be
required in FY 1966 and $10.L4 in FY 1967.

d. Production and installetion of a

The total
FY 1966-71 cost is estimated at $77 million of which $2.1 million will
be required in FY 1966 and $13.4 million in FY 1967.
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2. Maintenance of an Effective Manned Bomber Force in the 1970s.

Toe Air Force has proposed the procurement of & force of 210 (U.E.)
FB-111As, the phaseout of the B-52 C-Fs, the procurement of SRAM for both
the FB-1l1lA and B-52 G-Hs, and the initiation of & contract definition
phase for AMSA in FY 1967. For reasons discussed in the foregoing analysis,
I make the following epecific recommendations:

a. Approvel of thc Air Force proposal to procure en FB-1ll force
of 210 U.S. aircra®t at a total FY 1966-T1 systems cost, excluding SRAM,
of $2.2 billion (including $1.9 billios for initial investment), witk the
Pirst 15 eircraft to be operational by end FY 1969 and the full force
operational by end FY 1971. Some $25 million will be reguired in FY 1966
and $201 million in FY 1967 for the development and procurement of the
first 10 aircraft.

b. Development and production of the SREM for the FB-1llls only, at
ap FY 1967-T1 cost of $250 million of which $32 million will be regquired
in FY 1967. 1In addition, $37 million, including $9 million in FY 1967, is
included in adapting the SRAM avionics for the B-52, thus retaining the
option to deploy that missile on the B-52 G-HEs if that should prove
desirable at som: time in the future.

c. Phase out thes B-52 C-F's in accord with the latest Air Force
proposal. This will save approximatel y $1.l4 billion in B-52 associated
costs in the previously approved prograx plus $600-$800 zillion in
modification costs avoided by not reteining the C-F's beyond FY 1972.

6. Phase out the B-58s by end FY 1971 as the FB-111 buildup is
completed. In view of this recommendation, I recommend that we not go
shead with the installetion of & Terrain Following Radar on the B-58,
&s proposed by the Air Force, with an FY 1967-71 saving of $97 million.

e. Disapproval of the Air Force proposal to initiaste a contract
definition phase for AMSA in FY 1967, but approvel of continuation of
edvanced development work on the avionics so that adequate technology
will be available when and if & decision for full scale development
"becomes necessary. This will require an additional $11 million in FY 1967.
Prior year funds will be sufficient to complete advance development work
on tks propulsion systex and the airframe.

3. The Character and Timing of a Deployment of an ABMN Defense

As .indicated in the foregoing analysis, there 1s no systex or combina-
tion of systems within presently available technology wkickh would allow
us to deploy, now, an ABM defense with a reasonsbie expectation of keeping
U.S. fatalities below tens of millionms in a major Soviet first attack.
Moreover, although our analysis suggests we could design an ABM defense
with & high degree of effectiveness ageinst a 1light attack such as the
Chinese Communists may be able to mount some time in the late 1970s, the

Revised: 11 Jan 1966
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timing of the threat is such that a production and deployment decision
can be safely deferred for at least another year.

Accordingly, I recommend:

e. Disapprovel of an Army proposal for a full scale deployment
of NIKE-X at an FY 1967-71 cost of $12.7 billion and an FY 1967 cost
of $212 million. The total investment cost of this proposal would be
$15.7 billion and the annual operating costs sbout $861 million.

b, Continued develomment of the NIKE-X system, including the
development of the recently approved, .
interceptor ( " ->'), at an FY 1967 cost of $403 million. ($22 million

_of FY 1965 Emergency Funds have been provided to initiate the

development.) This recommendation will give us an option to deploy &
light anti-ballistic missile defense system designed against small or
unsophisticated attacks if and when that should become necessary,

c. Contimuation of the DEFENDER program designed to increase our
knowledge of ballistic missile defense, at an FY 1967 cost of $130 million.

L, Production and Deployment of a New Manned Interceptor

The major issue in the entire anti=-bomber defense area is the
production and deployment of & new manned interceptor. The Air Force
proposes a force of 12 squadrons (216 U.E. aircraft) of the F-12 to begin
deployment in FY 1969 and complete deployment by FY 1973, Although this
force would provide greatly increased combat effectiveness, its very great
cost ($6.6 billion in FY 1967-71 period) would be consistent only with a
decision to seek a very large and effective Damage Limiting program against
the Soviet Union, and then only if the Soviets increased their bomber
threat in both numbers and quality. Neither of these conditions is in
mospect at this time. Accordingly, I recommend:

a. Continuation of the YPF-12A flight test program with the
gircraft now available, These aircraft have been eguipped with the
fire control and air-toe-air missile systems, the performance of
which is being improved with FY 1966 funds,

b, Continued study of the use of the F-111 in the manned interceptor
role.

¢. Continued efforts to define the Airborne Early Warning and Control
System (AWACS) capability with a view towards the eventual development of
such an aircraft.

d. Continued work on overland radar technology in support of the
AWACS program,

e. Extension of the presently approved manned interceptor program
through the FY 1967-71 period.

f. Continued development of the SAM=D terminal bomber defense system,
primarily for field Army defense but also for potential use in CONUS defense

if regquired.
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Tnese efforis will provide an option for fmpreoving our enti-bomber
defenses, if they should be needed some time in the future.

5. Tne Future Size and Scope of the Civil Defense Program

A1l of our eanelysis indicates thet a Civil Defense effort of et
least the magnitude of our currently epproved program ($150-200 million
per yeer) would be an efficient ccmponent of eny Demage Limiting program,
However, we are still uncertain how meny useful shelter spaces the present
program will provide, We currently estimste the deficit at 74 million
spaces by 1970, elthough the numder could be much lerger. If we were to
eliminste this defieit, principally by providing éuel-purpose shelter
space in new construction, the total cost to the Govermment of &2 nation-wide
fellout shelter program would be sbout $3.7 billion. Every increase of
10 percent ebove the estimated deficit could add $200-500 million to the
cost of thet progran.

In eny event, shelter construction lead time is shorter than that
for the other components of a mejor Damege Limiting program. When and if
we fecide to deploy such a program, sufficient time will be available to
provide any additional fellout shelters néeded. Moreover, the prospect
of an zrez missile defense for the entire country hes reopened the gues-
tion of the reletionship between passive and active defense. If we were
to decide to orient our Damage Limiting efforts primerily to the Nth
country threat, it would appear thet a2 large expansion of the Civil Defense
Program would not be competitive with additions to the msctive defenses.

Accordingly, 1 recommend:

a. Diszpprovel of the Army's proposal to initiate a dual-purpose
fallout shelter development program in FY 1967 at a cost of $10 million.
A decision on such e program should be deferred until we know better the
extent of the deficit end the direction which our Damage Limiting efforts

will take.

b. Continuation in FY 1967 of & Civil Defense Program of essentially
the same scope as proposed to the Congress for FY 1966, including: the
small shelter survey effort; the Community Shelter Planning Program;
erchitectural and engineering advice to private builders; the provision
of ventilation kits to increase the capecity of existing shelter spaces,
and the shelter provisioning progrem--at a totel FY 1967 cost of $184 million,

6.
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TABLE I

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSED y
STRATEGIC RETALIATORY PORCES o

Y6l FY62 FL6] FYoh FL6F FY b6 FY 67 el P69 TFYTO FLT7L FY 72" FL 73 P74

Pounbers ﬂ
852 555 615 630 630 630 600 559 510 h3s /5 25 255 255 255
(600)  (555) (u20) (315)
B=EB-47 900 810 585 k50 225 o 0 0 0 o 0 [\ o 0 -
B-58 4o 8o 80 8o %) 80 8 76 h 72 o 0 o 0
{70} (68) {66) (64}
FB=111A o 0 ] 0 0 0 o 0 1 105 210 - 210 210 210
Total Bombers W95 1505 1295 60 935 680 633 586 52 522 u6s u6s Lés b65
(678)  (631) ©5¢) (537) (535) (533) (5W) (529)
Alr Launched Missileas :
T HOUND DOG 216 Lo 580 580 560 skg  Sho 540 520 520 350 350 350 350
(520) {520) (510) (510)
gran & - - - - - - - - - 150 450 525 525 525
- - - - - - - - - {1570) (2638) (2638) (2638) (2638)
ATLAS 28 ST 126 113 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0
TITAN 0 21 &7 108 sk sh 54 5k 54 54 sh 5k 54 54
MINUTEMAN I o 0 160 600 800 800 700 550 Loo 250 100 0 0 0
MINUTEMAN II 0 0 0 o (i) 80 300 Ls0 550 570 600 700 700 700
MINUTEMAN 11T - - - - - - - - 50 180 3°° 200 00 302
POLARIS 8o 96 1k 240 L6k 512 656 656 656 656 56 56 56 5
Total ICHM/POLARIS lo8 174 Lor 1061 118 16 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710 1710
Other
2hh 392 392 92 392 3% 390 350 390 390 390 3190 3190 390
xc-135 o/ Lo ko 500 580 620 620 620 620 620 6230 620 620 620 1620
KC-97 600 580 340 240 120 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 i}
RB-LT 90 Ls 30 k4] 27 W - - - - - - - -
RC-135 0 0 o 0 0 0 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
8R-T1 (1] 0 o o 2 14 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
(34) (3) {3h) (34) {34) {34) (34)
REGILS 17 17 17 7 0 0 0 o 0 1] o 0 [} 0
PACCS
XC-135 0 o 17 18 24 27 21 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
B=k7 0 18 36 % [¢] o 3 0 0 [s] 0 0 0 0
Alert Force Weapons -‘-:!
Weapons
Magatoos

? The forces proposed by the Services, where different from the Recammended Porces, are shown in parentheses.

C3AF proposes proceeding with Contract Definition Phase for the Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft in FY 1967 with an option for an
Initial Operational Capability in FY 197k,

Sbort Hange Air-to~Surface Missile (SRAM) is a new (nan-add) line item. Recommended line includes SRAM for FB-1ll w Service proposed includes
Retains one U.E, tacker per bomber and includes tankers for TAC rapid deployment, SRAM for FB-11l B-52.

Recommended entries include SRAM on B-1ll after 1969, Service Proposed entries include SBRAM on B-52 G and H series as well as an Belll
_after 1969, Including sbout 10 percent of POLARIB force in transit to and fram patrol areas,
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SUMMARY OF
RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSED 1/ CONTINENTAL

TABLE I1I

ALR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES

Alr Defense
Manned Interceptors
Adr Force
P-101

F-102
P-104

P-106
r-12
Navy
F-6
AiT Natlonal Guard
r-86
F-89
F-100
r-102
P-104
SAM Migaile Forces
DOMARC {on lsunchers)
WIKE HERCULES (Reg.)
(ARMG)
HAWK (Reg.)
(ARNG )

HIKE-AJAX {ARNG)
BAN-D

Qe

Y

FY 1974

Lo3
{252)8/
[¥]
108 s/1 413
a
1,15
(0)8/
72

(72)8/
L

9%
{576)

FY 1961 FY 1965 FY 1966 FYy 1067 FY 1968 Fy 1969 FY 1970 FY 1971 FY 1972 FY 1973
384 270 270 270 198 108 108 108 168 108
(264)  (258) (252) (260} (216} (180)% (126)8/
I T S SRR S S (N AR
o 2 2 2 2 2
(6o}  (60) (60) (b2) (42) (0)&/ (0)a/
270 234 228 216 210 20L 198 192 186 180
(198) (180)/ (180)8/ (126)%/
0 4] Q (1] 0 o} 0 0 [+] 0
(18)c/  (5W) (108) (162) (216)
25 0 [¥] 0 (1] 0 0 4] 4] 0
250 [¢] [4] 0 o 0 o Q 4] 0
250 180 100 0 0 ] 0 0 O 0
66 0 o 0 0 [o] [4] 0 [¢] 0
130 208 13 ko3 Lo3 403 ho3 Lo3 403 403
(32h) (360)8/ (32k)e/ (252)8/
61 0 o o] o] o] 0 ] 0 0
238 180 172 164 156 148 4o 132 12h 116
(81)8/ ;j 5/ a %/
2,340 1,548 1,152 1,152 1,152 1,152 1,15 1,15 1,15 1,15
y (1.33?5/ (1,080)%/ (3,3.)_-/
108 936 936 93% 9 909 832 772 Th2
(909) (1600 (630 (216)8/
o 576 576 576 576 576 560 Sk 528 512
(576) (576) (576} (578) ¢
[H] ] 0 0 0 0 0 [+] O
(216)8/ (1,512)% (2,452)8/
1,520 0 0] 0 0 0 0 4] 0] [+] 4]
3] v} h} 1] [+] v} 0 0

The forcea proposed by the Bervices, where different from the Recommended Forces, are shown in parentheses.
Service proposed force change contingent on phase-in of new system,
The JC8 recommend force increase pending availability of F-10L C&D sircraft from Program III.
The JCIJ support the requirement for a follow-on manned interceptor.

(1] 0 o
{1,056) (1,672) (2,44B)

CSAF recoswmends the F-12 as the sppropriate eircraft for deployment.

CBA, CNO, and CMC conaider that an option for the P-12 should be retaiped but, based on the estimated threat, the decision for production
and deployment of either the F-12 or F-1l1ll can be deferred.

Revised:
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RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSED &/ CONTINENTAL
AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES (Cont'd)

Cuntrol and Survelllance Syetéms

Control Systems

Combat Centera
Direction Centers
BUIC Centers

SAM Fire Coordination Centers

Burveillance and Werning Bystems

Search Radars
Search Radars (ANG)
Height Radars
Gap Filler Radars
DEW Radar Stations
DEW Extension Systems
Aircraft
Ships
Off Bhore Radars
Alreraft

Ships
AMACS

Missile and Space Defense

Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems
NIKE-X Sprint Missiles

Burveillance & Warning Systeme
BMEW3 Siter
OTH Radar Sites Tranem/Rec.
SPASUR Radars Transm/Rec.
Bpace Track Readar Sites

el

42
FY 1961 FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970 FY 1971 FY 1972 FPY 1973 FY 1974
8 7 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
20 15 13 13 11 1l i 11 11 1 11 11
4] 0 1k 12 1k 19 19 19 19 19 19
(15) (16) (20) (20) {(20) {20) (20) (20)
10 25 19 2 22 . o 22 22 22 22 22
182 162 158 151 151 191 151 151 151 151 151
6 & 6 3 3 6 6 6 6 6 3
313 309 282 275 215 . 275 275 275 215 275 275
na 92 g) .9 9l 91 gl 91 91 91
67 39 39 39 39 39 19 9 39 19 39
50 20 0 (4] [s) 4] 4] 0 0 4} 0]
5 4] Q o 0 (4] [v] 0 0 0 0
60 67 61 67 6 6 67 67 67 67 67
(65) (65) (€5) (65) (65) (2% 5y oY (oY (0¥
21 19 0 (1] o] 0 0 1) 1] 4] [+]
0 0 1] 0 o 0 1] [+] 4] 0 Q
o/ (mp/ (2)b (k) ¥ (u2) b/
0 0 0 0 0 0 (4] (4] [+] [+] 1]
e (2,260¢ (5,501 (7,190 (8,560) &/
2 3 3 3 3, 3 _
0 2/5 2/s 3/6 k6 L/6 u}é h}é h}é . b}é h;6
0 L7 W7 u/7 uc"r h{:r L/7 b/7 4/7 b/7 47
0 3 3 3 b b 4 4 b
(4) (n (1) 7N (7) (7

The forces proposed by the Services, where different from the Recomnended Forces, are shown in parentheses,
Service proposed force change contingent on phare-in of new system,

JCS recommend continued development.
deployed during this time pericd.

Revieed: S April 1966

CSAF believes this force level will be required regardless of the force level or type of interceptors
CSA, CNO and CHMC defer decision on deployment pending program evaluation.
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TABLE 111

SUMMARY OF PREVIQUSLY APPROVED, SERVICE PROPOSED AND RECOMMENDED

TOA FOR STRATEGIC RETALIATORY FORCES {IN $MILLICNS)

Strategic Bombers
B~524
Previously Approved
Service Proposed b/ c/
Recotmended E/ g/
B~58a
Previcuely Approved
Service Proposed
Recommended
FB-111
Previously Approved
Service Praposed c/t/
Recommended ¢/
B-EB-LT
Prev, App., Ser, Prop'd & Rec.
KC-135
Prev, Appd
(8er. Prop'd & Rec. E/
Surface-to-Surface Migailes
MINUTEMAN
Previously Approve,
Service Proposed L
Recommended
TITAN
Previously Approved
Serv, Prop'd & Recommended
POLARIS 4/
Previously Approved
Service Proposed
Recommended
Other {leas KC-135)
; Prev, App., Ser. Prop'd & Rec.

Command, Control, & Communications

e/

Support  Prev. App., Ser. Prop'd & Rec B85

Previously Approved
Jervice Proposed
Recopmended

Total
Previously Approve
Service Proposed &
Recommended

8f
FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968
891 785 803
8g2 825 8i3
Bs1 124 601
103 95 98
11 121 114
104 103 98
o o v}
28 337 557
29 368 610
55 0 0
228 246 248
257 288 250
L7 813 660
980 1114 902
1002 1037 830
85 65 63
85 76 69
79 861 809
T96 Bsh 883
TT0 791 806
L38 113 118
78 74
905 877 855
902 870 8Ly
902 865 820
k533 3930 3727
629 L6176 L65k
k578 Lhh3 k276

b3
FY 1969  FY 1970
Tu2 706
8s5 608
502 376
9% 95
9% 95
78 76
0 0
625 282
658 290
o [\]
241 2L1
2k3 243
617 597
732 624
6% 578
62 62
72 69
905 898
808 707
8s8 728
117 117
T0 70
853 Bu6
821 T92
807 778
3704 3632
LL39 3607
L4099 3325

FY 1971
{705)
365
302
(95)

95

30

0

178
178

(211)
243

Total FY 1967-71

37h1
3496
2505
479
521
385
0
1979
2104
4]

1217
1267
3119
3492

314
351

L3n
Loa3
582
362

L103
Lo26

18460
20555
19097



POOTNOTES:

8/

o

Previously Approved are from the FYFS&FP, April 30, 1965, FY 1971
funds have not yet been added to the FYFS&FP; estimates shown in
perentheses, The military pay raise effective September 1, 1965 is
not included.

Southeast Asia costs are included for the B-52 and KC-135 in FY 66
and FY 67.

Service Proposed includes SRAM RXD in the B=52 line with appropriate
investment and operating costs contained in both the B-52 and FB=1ll
lines. The Recommended funding includes all SRAM costs in the FB-111l
line exept for $37 million for R&D for B-52 SRAM avionics. Though

not shown in the Previously Approved funding in this table, $163 million
has been previously approved for SRAM R&D in Program VI, Research and
Development.

Though not contained in this table, $1.1 billicn is recommended for
POSEIDON R&D in Program VI, Research and Development. Associated with
this is a reduction in POLARIS R&D of about $275 million ineluded in
the POLARIS Service Proposed and Recormmended lines. In addition, the
Revy has proposed $500 million during FY 69-71 for initial POSEIDON
deployment.

Punding changes for command, c¢ontrol and commmnications activities are
not included in this table.

The Air Force has alsc proposed during FY 67-71, Research and Development
of $1.0 billion for an Improved Capability Missile to replace MINUTEMAN
and $1.1 billion for Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft, AMSA,



alty

TABLE IV

BUMWARY OF PREVIOUSLY AFPROVED EERVICE FROFOSED 1/ AMD FECOMMEIDED TOA (IN SMILLIONS)
FOR CONTINENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE

Air Defense Interceptors ) 243 ey reés rYes e nn
Century Beries ’
ive
Prev. Approves 316 280 esT 202 189
Bervice Proposed 292 2LE 246 23c 220 158
SecDe? Rec, 15 278 2kg 197 185 180
AXG
Prev. Approved 102 104 1ok 109 18e
Service Proposed and BecDef Rec, 103 102 105 108 12z 112
Advanced Interceptor
Ye12
Prev, Approved [s] 0 0 0 o] ]
Service Proposed - 480 3m 1620 1570 1543
BecDel Rec. o 0 0 o 0 [¢]

SAM Miseile Forces

BOMART
Prev. Approved and BecDef Rec. 12 13 1n 11 10 10
Bervice Proposed 12 13 n 9 3, 2
NIKE-HERCULES
Regular Army
Prev. Approvel 1Lz i 130 11 127 127
Bervice Proposed and SecDef Rec, 126 103 1 hT=) 98 98
ARG N
Prev. Approved, Bervice
Proposed and SecDef Rec. 65 66 - €6 €7 66 £6
HAWK
Prev. Approved, Service
Proposed and SecDef Rec, 10 9 ] B 8 8
BAM~D
Prev. Approved and SecDef Rec, - - - - - 0
Service Proposed - - - - - 544
Burveillance and Warning
Air Defense
Ground-Based
Prev. Approved 508 L7k 431 Lot Loo koo
Bervice Proposed S 517 L8y L39 432 b3
BecDef Rec, W72 L55 kzg koo 391 k28
AWACS
Prev., Approved and SecDefl Rec, 3 Q 0 o] 0 o]
Bervice Proposed 7 58 65 75 185 9%
Miggile and Space Defense
Space Defenae Systenm
Prev. Approved, 7 9 9 9 9 S
‘Bervice Proposed snd SecDefl Rec, 10 1z 12 12 10 10
Bpace Radars
Prev. Approved 52 Ly 45 Ih 1 b1
Service Proposed L8 Lo Ly bl bl 35
SecDef Rac: e L3 . 3 Y N
BMEWS .
Prev. Approved, 7 6 &5 o) 6 65
Service Proposed and BecDef Rec. 8 %8 57 6z 57 57

:

1,140

339

55
38

s01

n

L

2303
2065
o}
479
LS

56

220
21k
7

291



Lt potey

Costs are aggregated and 4o not reflect full variety of Service positions.

Will be affected by decisions to be made later this year.

Does not include $1.3 billion in KIXE-X RAD funde for FY 66=70.

TABLE IV=Cont'd

o3

153
517

432
L33

1593

e

153
602

L3k
435

1627
1563

m

L3k
L35

8127
1558

4
BUMMARY OF PREVIOUSLY APPROVED EFRVICE PROPORED i/AND RECOMMERDED TOA (IR EMILLIONS)
POR CONTINENTAL AIR ARD MIBSILE DEFENSE (CORT'D)
Missile and Space Defense (Comt 'd) Y66 Y67 1)
OTH Radars
Prev. Approved, Bervice Proposed
and SecDef Rec. 15 L1 18
xxe-x &/
Prev, Approved 0 v 0
Bervice Propoged - 212 1268
BecDef Rec. 27 0 0 0
Civil Defense
Prev. Approved and BecDef Rec.y 107 18 1685
Service Proposed 194 *9 508
Command, Comrunications,
an¢ Support
Prev, Approved, Ls50 b5 L37
Bervice Propoided SecDefRec 52 b7 L3y
Totals
Prev. Approved 1865 1866 1761
Bervice Propg ed 1523 782 LBos
BecDef Rec. 181% 1811 17ne

L6

FYET-T1
&

o}
12025
0

828
262z

Reflects Congressional FY ;966 Appropriation as opposed to Previocusly Approved and Recommended
TOA of $194 million for the Civil Defense program,



