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) DRAFT THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE AF Ouy

December 3, 1964 WASHINGTON

MEMDRARDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SURJECT: Recommended FY 1966-1970 Programs for Strategic Offensive
Forces, Continental Air and Misgile Defense Forces, and
Civil Defense (U)

I bave completed my review of the three major ccmponents of our
General Ruclear War posture: the Strategic Offensive Forces, the
Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces, and Civil Defemse. (

hstiie o S - i
memorandum SWOMATrilZes Tne COATACUEr1sTics O our current strategic
posture, the major programs proposed by the Services, my recommended
program, and the rationsle for choice among these alternatives.

The estimated costs (excluding R&D and reserve forces) for the
yreviously approveg, Service proposed, and recommended programs are
presented below: &

Total
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FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 FY 70 FY 66-FY 70

(Total obligational authority, $ millions)

Previously Approved 7719 6B39 6038 5413 502%

Service Proposed 8237 8769 9612 10597 %096% % 1566,%%
’

SecDef Recommended Ti8k 6390 5412 5190

There are six major issues involved in our FY 1966-1970 program
for the Generel Nuclear War Forces. These 1ssues concern: .

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

2. Toe size of the strategic missile force (estimated

S5-year cost for an additional force of 200 MIRUTEMAN II missiles

-= $1.3 billion).

3. The overall level of the anti-bozber defense program
(estimated S-year cost, if units recommended for phaseout are
retained -- $300 to $350 million).

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

a/ Preliminary cost estimates, to be revised after completion af budget

review, 1
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5. The production and deployment of the NIKE X anti-
missile system (estimated S-year systems cosi, depending
upon the mode of deployment, mumbers of radars, and numbers
of cities covered (11 to hTS--($8 to $2b billien),

6. The construction of fallout shelters for the
entire population (estimated cost -- $5.2 billion).

Before I discuss these major issues and my other recommendations
to improve our general nuclear war capabilities, I believe it would
be useful 1o review the nature of the genersl nuclear war problenm
itself, the characteristics of properly balanced gemeral muclear war
forces, and the capabilities of the presently-programmed forces.

A. TFATURE OF THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR FROBLEM

By general nuclear war, we mean & war in which strategic nuclear
weapons are directed against the bomelands of the U.S. or the U.S5.S.R.
Such attacks might be directed against military targets only, cities
only, or both, either simultanecusly or with a delay; they might be
selective in terms of targets or they might be general. The follow-
ing types of strategic forces are involved:

l. Strategiec Offensive Forces
Manned bombers, ICBMs and submarine-leunched missiles,
together with the assoclated command and control
systems.

2. Strategic Defensive Forces
Anti-aircraft defepses: manned interceptors; surface-
to-air missiles; and their associated warning and
control systems.
Anti-ballistic missile defenses: wernlng systems and
active defencse systems

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

It may be assumed that both the United States and the Soviet
Union have the same general strategic objectives: (1) To deter
deliberate nuclear attack by maintaining a clear and convincing capa-
bility to inflict severe damage on the attacker even afier an enemy
first strike; and (2) In the event such & war should nevertheless



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

The first of these objectives we call "Assured Destruction,”
i.e., tbe capability to destroy both the Soviet Unlon and Communist
China as viable soclieties, even after a well planned and executed
surprise attack on our forces. Or, in the wards of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff:

". . . the assured capability of destroying singly
or in combination, the Soviet Unicn and the Commfunist
satellites . in Europe as national societies. In combina-
tion with theatre nuclear forces . . . the ability to
irpose adequate punishment on Red China for puclear or
non-muclear aggression.”

The second capability we call "Damage Limitation," 1.e., the
ability to reduce the weight of the enemy attack by both offensive
and defensive measures and to provide protection for our population
ageinst the effects of nuclear detonations.

Viewed in this light, our "assured destructiorn" forces would
include & portion of the ICHMs, the submarine-launched ballistic
missiles (SLEMs) and the manned bombers. The "damage limiting" forces
" would include the remainder of the strategic offensive forces (ICRMs,
SLBMs and manned bombers), as well as area defense forces (marnned
interceptors and ;2 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 coniribute 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. Ares defense forces can attrii the
eneny's forces enroute to their targets and before they reack the
target areas., Terminal defenses can destroy enemy weapons or delivery
vehicles within the target areas before they impact. Passive defenses
can reduce the vulnerability of our population to the weapons that

do impact.

Since each of the three types of Soviet strategic offensive
systems (land-based missiles, submarine-launched missiles and bombers)
eould, by itself, inflict severe damage on the United States, even
a "very good" defense against only one type of system has limitegd
value. A "very good" defense against bambers, for exumple, could be
outflanked by targeting missiles against those areas defended solely



by anti-bamber systems. This is the principal reason why, today,

in the absence of an effective defense againsi missiles, the large
U.S. outlays of the last decade for mamned bamber defense, by them-
selves, now coniribute little to our real strategic defense capability.
Moreover, the anti-bomber defense system, designed a decade ago, is,
itself, vulnerable to missile attack. Thus, & significant capability
to 1limit the damage of a determimed Soviet sttack requires an
integrated, balanced combination of strategic offensive forces, area
defense forces, terminel defense forces and passive defenses. Such
& balanced combination creates a "defense in depth" with each type of
force taking its toll of the incaming weapons, operating like e
series of fllters or sieves which would progressively reduce the
destructive potential of the attacking Soviet nuclear forces.

B. THE CHARACIERISTICS 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 capability for assured
destruction. Such a capebility would, with a high degree of confidence;
ensure that we could deter under all foreseeable conditions, & 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 ansvered precisely, but it seems
reasonable to assume that the destruction of, say, 25 percent of its
population (55 million people) and more than two-thirds of its indus-
trial capecity would mean the destruction of the Soviet Union as a
national soclety. Such a level of destruction would certainly
represent intolerable punishment 10 any industrialized nation and

thus should serve as an effective deterrent.

Once an assured destruction capability has been provided, any
further increase in the strstegic offensive forces must be Justified
‘on the basis of its contribution to limiting damage to ourselves.

Here, certain basic principles should be noted. First, against the
forces we expect the Soviets to have during the next decsade, 1t would
be virtually impossible for us to be able to provide anything
approaching perfect protection for ocur popuwlation no mattier how large
the general nuclear war forces we provide, even were we to strike
first. Of course, the number of survivors in a general nuclear war
depends on Boviet forces as well as ours. The Soviets have the technical
and econonic capacity to prevent us from assuring that more than 80
percent of our population would survive a determined attack, poseibly -
less. They can do this by offsetting any increases in our defenses

by imesreassg in their missgile forces. If we were trying to



protect a high percent (e.g., 80 or more) of our population, and if
tbhe Soviets were to choose to frustrate this attempt, possibly because
they viewed it &5 threatening their assured destruction capability,
the extra cost to them appears to be substantially less than the extra
cost to us.,

The questlon of how much we should spend on damage limiting
prograns can be decided only by carefully weighing the costs against
expected benefits. _ -

The second basic principle which must be borne ip mind is that
for any glven level of epemy 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
bave, the better we can do, beyond a certain point each increment
added to the existing forces results in less and less additional effective-
ness. Thbus, we should not expand one element of our demage limiting
~ forces t0 a point at which the extra survivors it ylelds per dollar
spent are fewer than for other elements. Rather, any given amount of
resources we apply to the damege limiting objective should be allocategd
among the various elements of our defense forces in such a way as to
maximize the population surviving an enemy attack. This is what we
mean by a "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 s practical limit on how much we should spend for damage
liniting prograzms,

Then, there is the factor of uncertainty of which there are at
least three major types -- technical, operational ang strategic.
Technical uncertainties stem from the question of whether a given
system can be developed with the performance chearacteristics required.
Operational uncertainties stem from the question of whether a given
system will actuslly perform as planned i the operational environ-
ment. This type of uncertainty is particularly critical with regard
{0 general nuclear war since so0 little is actually known about the
kind of operational environment such & war would create.

The third type of uncertainty is perhaps the most pervasive since
it stems fram the question of what our epponent or opponents will
actually do -- what kind of force they will actually builld, what kind
of attack they will actually launch, and how effective their weapons



will actually be, etc. What may be an optimum defense against one
kind of attack may not be an optimum defense against a different kind
of attack. For example, within a given budget a NIKE X defense
optimized for anp attack by 200 ICRSs would defend more cities with
Tever interceptor missiles tharn & defense optimized for am attack by
600 ICBMs. Similarly, & NIXKE X defense optimized against an attack
by ICRMs with simple penetration aids would have fewer high cost
radars than one optimized against an attack by ICEMs witbh more
advanced penetration ailds.

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

To reduce the technical uncertainties, we rely on painstaking
studies and research and development tests; and to hedge against the
risks of technical fallure, we mey support parallel development
approaches, We try 1o cope with the operational uncertainties by
repeated testing in a sim:lated operatiocmal environment, but this
approach has same very defindite limits for general nuclear war types
of cperations. We hedge against the strategic uncertainties, for
example, by accepting a less than optimum defense against any one
form of attack in oxrder to provide some defense ageinst several forms
of attack, and by purchasing "insurance " by keeping open various
options =~ to develop and deploy a new bamber, a new interceptor, an
anti-missile defense gystem, etc.

How fmr we should go in hedging asgainst these various uncertain-
ties 15 one of the most difficult judgmente which has to be made.
Anelytical techniques can focus the issue but no mechanical rule can
substitute for such judgment. .

C. CAPABILITIES OF THE PRESENTLY-PROGRAMED FORCES FOk ASSURED
DESTRUCTICON

In order to assess the capabllities of our general nuclear war
forces cver the next veveral years, we must also make some estimates
of the size and character of the Soviet foreces during the same perind.
The table below summerizes current estimates of Soviet strategic
offensive forces for the mid-1965, -1967 and -1970 periods. United
States forces for the same time periods are shown for comparison.
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R | _.US.' “USSR B, USSR U.5. USSR |
Soft La.u.nchers L 0 111-6 o 0 11}7-156 | ::';-0‘ " “128. ]

Hard Launchers ', 854" 791-116 105k 181-237 - 1054 fl?_‘ﬁl‘%
=

] Total =~ = Bsk 235-260 105k '330-395  105F  Lio- .
SLEMs™ 416" 130-1k5 | 656 - 1h6-172 3
. I r _— i -. 3.-_',;‘-.:- .-:.-\‘- AT H ‘:' . 2 _'
SOft Le.unchers- L 612616 a
BEard Launchers =~ ' 14h-1k7 - X
Total . -7~ _0 TBT63 0 T756-763
- Bambers]‘I‘a-nkers . | k
C . Heawy™ 70 71250 190-220 1205 270-210 | 1205 1ho-180 i
: Medium - 425 T70-850 76 540-755 72 290-510 . ¢
Totel | 1675 960-1070 1281 710-965 1277 . h30-6%0 ... )

g/ Excludes test range Jaunch.ers ha.ving oparationa.l cape.bil:.uy of which
- the Soviets are estims.ted to have ,Ln -I:he mid-l965 ’oo mid-l9’[0
period Lo eTho L T

_/ In addition ‘bo the SLBMs the Soviets will possess su'bmarine-launch.ed
e cruise missiles whose prima.ry tergets we believe are navel and -, -
merchent vessels, but which may also be used for shallow penetrations -
pla le.ézéi areas : mid~l965, 175-207; mid-1967, 2&7-33_1, mid-l9?0, . T
254-300. -
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. configuraticn for the hardened MREMs.

1. Character of Soviet Strategic Fbrces

Although projections of Soviet forces in the late 19605 and eerly
1970s are necessarily only informed estimates, develorment and -deploy-
ment patterns already ep@arent have nnde it possible to identify some . ;;7,

broad trends._';.l ,“ - mmt-; L i fh e J;;:

At present about 85 herd SS 7 and SS 8 lnunchers configured
with three silos per site have been identified as operational or -7 HUEERS
under construction; and, the deployment of the SS-7/55-8 in a soft 1;,“‘.1:f;]-:1
configuration, with two lmmchers per site, appears to be leveling . = 7 o= 0
off at about 140 launchers., TFor the soft sites one additional missile
is probebly asvailable to each launcher allowing a re-fire capability,_
but there is no evidence that this capebility exists for hard ..o,
leunchers. For the hard configurations, silo design hardness is
estimated to be in the rnnge or 200 to ﬂOO psi.» : T :

-

‘The deployment of the SS-B at one time suspected to have been
a very large payload missile, hns been curtailed. Analysis has indicated
that the payload of the SS-8 missile is similar to that of the 8S-7 -
(approximately k500 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 bigher yield wemrheads. The development of
a nev nosecone with werhead yields higher than three MI' for the 5S-8 A
1s considered unlikely., A new missile development, beyond the success-
ful S8-7 program and the pot-so-successful SS-8 program, has been confirmed,
This follow-on to the 85-T program, designated the 85-9, 1s expected to
become operational in 1965. Probably larger than the SS-T/SS-8, the 5S-9's
payload is estimated at between 8,000 end 13,000 pounds, with the yield

' possibly es high as 12-25 M7, We estinate that this missile vill be deployed

in a hard configuration (one lawncher per site)

The Soviets appear to have leveled off their MREM (1020 n.mi.) and-

IREM (2200 n.mi.) programs. This force is deployed in a.four launcher per
site soft configuration (plus & re-fire capsbility), a three launcher per .
site configuration for the hardened IREMs, and a four launcher per site - -

We expect that the warheed yields of- .- |
Soviet MR/IR®Ms will be in the 25 KT to 6 T Tenge. There 1s no evidence of
a follow—on MR/IRBM development.-g ‘- . e -ﬁjﬁ“’?- —

Lo The trend in Soviet snhmnrine construction is not very clear. There
is some evidence that the constriiction of the balliistic missile G- and E-
class submarines hes stopped. Almost 211 Soviet ballistic missile sub-
merines are eguipped with the 350 n.mi. ballistic missile which has a °
vield of 2 to 3.5 MI, Moreover, the submarine must surface to fire.
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By mid-1970, Soviet submarines could have the capability of ca:n'y':[ng LA
betveen 1911- 2}4-9 'ballistic missiles. ‘ e RN o .

There is no evidence that the Soviets are develo:pmg a new hea.vy 'bomber ,.'.

during the late sixties. Barring this possibiltjty, the projected reduction .”

in both the heavy end medium bomber forces will continue into the 1970s. - - '
Beavy bamber tralning in the Arctic hes emphasized extended navigational'ﬂ.i-"'t FE
flights into the polar basin. BISORN training is oriented towards those - = -
activities normally associated with a strike bomber role, and BEAR treining .
has the sdded feature of reconnsissance specifically oriented against

sbips in the Atlanfic and Pacific. The iraining of the medium bomber

Torce has been Increassingly orlented toward continental or naval rather BN
than intercontinental operations. The increasing age of the heavy bawber
and the continued phese-out of the BAIGER medium bomber will reduce both
the heavy and medium bomber ccamponents of Soviet Long Range Aviatiom.

The output of BLINTFR medium bombers will probably continue to be shared - .
between long renge and naval aviation and it is believed that in 1970

there will be same 200-300 of these bombers in Long Range Aviation. .
Currently it is estimated that BADGER medium bozbers do not figure promi-
nently in Soviet plens for an initial bomber attack egainst North America.
Nevertheless, considering the requirements for Arctic staging and refueling,
as well as noncombat attrition factors, 1t 1s believed that at present up

to 150 RAIGERs could arrive over North Americen target aress on two-way
missions. The combat:radius of these bombers would limit such attacks . .
to targets in Greenlend, Canada, Alaska, and the extreme northwestern U.S,
Tne short range of the BLINDER medium bamber makes it even less sultable
than the BATGER for attacks azainat North America. At presen‘b it is
estimated that the Soviets counld put scmewhat over 100 heavy bombers over
target areas in the U.S. on two-way missions. However, the use of Soviet
heavy bombers in meritime reconnaissence roles leads to the belief tha.t A
1’e'.\.f of these aircra.ft might be diverted to. this mssion.

‘We had pre'viously estimated that the Sov:i.ets were construcuing an :
anti-migsile defense system at Leningrad which might be operational as °ar1y
as mid-1955 and one at Moscow to be operational about mid-1967. Wnile there
is still considerable wn@ertainty, evidence since early summer indicates
thot the Leningrad system may be redirected with primary capebility against
girereft and tacticel missiles but litile cepability egainst ICRMs., Similar
configurations have elso sppeared at several other locatlions which would
support the vlew that, if longer renge interceptor missiles are assoclated
vith these sites, this system 1s prinarily designed to cope with our strategic

.
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aircraft threst. Radars at Moacow, which we believe are phased array radars
and were previously associated with anti-missile defense, may be associated
with the Soviet space tracking efforts.

The SA-2 missile system, a high- and medium-altitude anti-aircraft
defense, is already extensively deployed. The 84-3, with a supposed
low-altitude capability, will probably be less extengively deployed than
previously estimated.

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

relatively emall number of targets (e.g., 100) will kill large numbers of
pecple and destroy a high percentage of the industrial base.

Curmilative Distribution of Population and Industry by Size of City

USSR U.S. .
Industrial Industrial
City Populatico Capacity Population Capacit
Rank (Millions){% of Total) (% of Total) (Millions)(% of Total) of Total
1 7.3 3.0 8.2 2.4 5.9 é.6
2 11.1 k.5 13.1 21.4 10.4 12.5
3 12.6 5.2 14.8 28.6 13.6 17.5
10 20.3 8.3 25.0 52.8 25.1 33.1
20 28.8 " 11.8 36.0 70.1 33.5 b, 2
50 WL, 7 18.3 52.0 97.5 k6.5 58.0
100 58.7 24.0 6k.0 12,0 57.0 69.6
150 67.0 27.4 €9.0 130.0 62.0 75.8
200 T3.4 30.0 73.0 136.0 £5.0 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
populstion base for the U.S., was the 1970 projected base of
210 million. )
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The destructive potential of various size U.S. attacks on Soviet
cities is shown in the folloving table, assuming both the existing
fallout protection in the Soviet Union, which we believe to be
minimal, and & mew Soviet nation-wide fallout shelter program. For
purposes of this table, it is assumed that delivered warheads have
a vield of cne megaton which is the spproximate size of both the

. warheads,

Soviet Population and Industry Destroyed -
As 8 Function of Delivered Warheads
(Assumed total population of 240 million;
urban population of 140 million)

Delivered Ltd. Urban Fallout Protection Nation-Wide Fallout Program Ind.

Megatons/ Urban “Total Urban Total Cap.
Warheads {Millions){%) (Millions){%) (Millions)}(%) (Millions}{%) !ii
100 20 15 25 1 1 12 17 7 50
200 4o 29 L6 19 E(B) 21 32 13 65
400 5T L3 68 28 35 51 21 Th
800 TT 56 9h 39 Tl 52 Th 31 7
1200 90 €s 109 ks 84 61 87 36 79
1600 97 70 118 ko 92 67 95 39 &

The point to be noted from this table is that 40O one megston
warheads delivered on Boviet cities, so as to maximize fatalities, would
destroy 40 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 fallout shelter program for their entire population,
these percentages would be reduced to sabout 35 and 21, regpectively.

In either cage, almost three-fourths of the industrial capacity of the

Soviet Union would be destroyed.

If the number of delivered warheads were doubled, to 800, the
proportion of the totel population destroyed would be increased by
only about ten percentage points, and the industrial capacity
destroyed by only three percentage points, FPurther increasses 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 so because we would have
to bring under attack smaller end smaller citles, each reguiring one
delivered warhead. In fact, when we go beyond about 85C delivered
warheads, we are attacking cities of less than 20,000 population.
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Based on the projected Soviet threat for the early 1970s, and -
the most likely planning factors, calculations show that, even after ..
ebsorbing a.Soviet first strike, were we to target all of our alrea.dy
authorized strategic missile force egeinst population centers, it -
could cause 105 million fatalities and destroy about T8 percent of
their industrial capacity -- even without employing our manned bomber
force. Indeed, the use of the bombers for this mission (about €00 .-
additionel weepons delivered) would increase fatalities by only 10
to 15 million end industrial destruction by only a percent or- two. "

And the bombers would be ta.king under attack cities of only 10,000

to 20,000 population. The retention of the ATLAS and TITAN I through
the esrly 1970s (which, for reascms I discuss on Page 6 of Appendix .
A of this memorandum, I recommend phasing out during the current -
fiscal year) would increase the number of delivered weapons by less '
than 50 a.ud the a.ssured destruction C&p&bill‘l’.y by only a neg].igible
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. Within limits ; these predictions are not substa.ntially afi‘ecteﬁ
‘ by the size of the Soviet ICBM force, which we now estimate could
S number beWeenYhOO to TOCDJlaunchers by the ea.rly 1970s. o
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- I-"rom these de.ts., it is clear that in 1970 only & portion (perhaps . . .
half) of the total U.S. ICBM and POLARIS force of 1710 missiles, and '

none of the bombers, would be required to Impose on the Soviets and

Communist Chinese unacceptably high:levels of destruction. The remeinder
of our ICBM and POLARIS force and pm‘bab]y 21l of the bombers must be Justified

on the degree to which they assist the U.S. defensive forces (inter-
ceptor aircraft, fs.llotrb shelters, et c) in limiting damsge to our
population. . .. -_:,_ T o

2
&

o sttt —Sa—g .

The fact that the progrsmed missile force, alone, more than provides
v er adequate capability for assured destruction does not imply that the
N job might not be done mbre efficiently by bombers only or with higher
o assurance by a mix of bombers and misgiles. To test the first
possibility, 1. e., using bcm'.bers alone, T bave examined the ccmparative
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cost and effectiveness of four elternative strategic systems --
MINUTEMAN, POLARIS, B-52/SRAM and AMSA. (SRAM is a proposed new
air-to-ground missile; AMSA is the new bomber proposed by the Air
Force.) Each system was separately targeted to the Soviet urban-
industrial carplex so as to bring about 150 cities (with one-quarter
of the population and two-thirds of the industrial capacity) under
attack. Any ome of the following forces eslome could achieve this
cbjective:

a. MINUTEMAN: Using expected operational factors, 540 opera-
tionsl launchers would be required (total S-year systems cost would
be $2.6 billion _/) If the Soviets deploy an enti-missile defense
system around 15 citles, and 1if the Soviets essigned 300 of their
ICEMs to attack MINUTEMAN, 950 cperational leunchers would be regquired
(5-year systems cost of $4.5 billion).

b. POLARIS: With expected operational factors, 640 POLARIS
A-2/A-3 missiles would be required (5-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 S5-year systems cost for the entire force would be $6.2 billion).

¢. B-52/SRAM: Using expected operational factors, 160 opera-
tional deployed aircraft would be required (totel 5-year systems cost
would be $1.8 billion /) If the Soviets deployed an improved anti-
bomber defense {with the same effectiveness the U.S. Army estimates
for a U.S5. advanced anti-bomber defemse currently under study), then
500 deployed aircraft would be required {at & S-year systems cost of
$5.4 billion).

1/ In this comparison, MINUTEMAN and POLARIS 5-year systems
costs comsist 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 developwent and procurement of SRAM, and
five full years of cperating cost:z.
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d. AMSA: Using projected operestional factors, 100 operational
deployed aircraft would be required (total S5-year systems cost would
be $6.0 billion, per Air Force estimates, or $7.2 billion per 0SD
cost review), If the Soviets deploy the improved anti-bomber defense
(cited above) and if only 50 percent of the aircraft could be main-
tained on alert, then 350 operationsal deployed aircraft would be
required (at a S-year systems cost of $16 billion per Air Force
estimates or $18 billion per 0SD cost review).

The S~year systems costs of the required deployments of these
four systems are summarized below:

. (Ir Billions)
Existing Soviet Improved Soviet
Defenses Defenses
MINUTEMAR $ 2.6 $ L.5
POLARIS 4.0 6.2
B-52/SRAM 1.8 5.4
AMSA 6.0 -~ 7.2 16 - 18

It is clear that AMSA would be the most expensive way of
accomplishing the task.

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

a. Complicating the Enemy's Defensive Problem - As long

es we heve strategic aircraft, the enemy cannot effectively defend
against ballistic missiles without concurrently defending against
gircraft and their mir-to-surface missiles (ASM), Conversely, de-
fense ageinst aircraft without concurrent defense against bellistic
missiles also leaves him vulnerable, At present, the Soviets

appear to be devoting the eguivelent of $6-8 billion per year, in-
cluding 500,000 men, on their anti-bomber defenses. Without a bomber
threat, these resources could be reellocated to their stretegic
retaliatory forces, anti-missile defenses, or some other military
rogran that might cause us more trouble, Calculastions suggest that,
by continuing to maintain a bcmber/ASM threat, we can force the
Soviets tc spend about 15-25 cents or more on terminal bomber defense
for every dollar they would spend on ABM,
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chever, this factor does not necessarily ergue for a large Qﬁﬂ
bomber force., DMost of the major elements of cost in an anti- aircraft
defense system (e.g., the ground enviromment and part of the inter-

ceptor force) are quite insensitive to the size of the opposing bombef IR

force. The requirement for surface-to-air missiles i1s a function of
the pumber of targets to be defepnded. Sinpce the Soviets will not

know in edvance which targets our bombers would attack, they have to
comtinue to defend all of them end their expenditures for air defense-

or a large force of bambers.

Ty, Hedging Uncer'tainties o 'bhe Devends.bili‘ty of Our
Strstegic Offensive Forces - There ere four relevant factors which
determine the dependenility of our stretegic offensive forces: the
alert rete, pre-launch survivel rzte, reliebility, end penetretion.
The alert rate i1s the proporticn of the operetional force which can
immediztely respond to en execution order; the pre-lsunch survival .
rate is the proportion of the alert operetional force which is expected
to survive epemy ettack in operating condition; the reliability rate

is the probability that the system will launch, proceed to target .
areas as plenned, and detonate 1ts wespon, exclusive of enemy defensive
action; apd the penetretion rate is the probability that a reliable
system will survive eremy defenses to detonste its warheed, The ™
reediness (alert rate) and relisbility of our strategic missile forces
is good apd improving. We are providing substentiel emoumts of money
for an extensive testing progrem, There can be no reasopable doubt
that, for the time period in question, the readiness and relisbility .
of our bmmmm end POLARTS systems will be fully satisfactory. o

With regerd to survival, it is highly unlikely that the Sov1ets,
even by the early 1970s, would be eble to destroy any sigpificant X
mmber of POLARIS submarines at sea. I am convinced that they do not -
have this capability now. Nor is it likely that they would be willing’
to commit the lerge amount of resources required to achieve an effective
cepability in the future, especislly in view of the range of owr POLARIS
missiles, _

Recognizing that the Soviet missile force, estimated st[Loo-Toqj
launchers in the eerly 1970s, will fece overfl,OOO 'hardened end dispersed
U.S. ICBMs, I believe that our land-based missiles also hzve high '
survival potential. B . . .

e
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. are likely to be about the same whether we hsve & relstively small S
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On the other hand, I am not convinced that the survival potential
of aircraft is as good as POLARIS or MINUTEMAN, 1If, for any of a
mmber of reesons, they are not launched within the warning time, they
would be caught on their home bases by an enemy missile attack, If
the bombers are not to be completely dependent on warning, they must
be widely dispersed. Today, B-525 and B-58s are dispersed only to e
squadron level (15 aircrafts because, .in part, greater dispersal is
both diffiewlt and expensive. Furthermore, the extent to vhich assured
comend, control and communications is possible under widespread
dispersal, remains to be determined.

The Air Force proposal to disperse a force of 200 AMSAs to LOO
bases would stil) represent & far lesser degree of disperssl than
that achieved by MINUTEMAN -- measuring degree of dispersal by the
emount of our investment ip weapon systems per Independent aiming
point presented to the Soviets. Leaving aside (1) the fact that the
Soviets would want to target many of these bases anyway because they
contain our defensive and other forces, {2) our investment cther than
AMSA in these bases, and (3) the undesirability of dispersing strategic
bombers to civil airfields neer cities, the 5-year system cost of
AMSA, per soft point, would be $22 to &9 million, which ig three or
four times the cost of an individusl MINUTEMAN hard point.

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

Aircraft will also face penetration difficulties, Many studies
have shown that an effective anti-bomber defense is a necessary
ingredient to en anti-missile defense apd that the two should have an
"inter-locked" deployment to avoid obvious vulnerabilities. The cost
of effective anti-bomber defense appears to be sbout oue-fourth of
the cost of en anti-missile defense.

In summery, I see little merit to the argument that a new sircraft
developrent is required toc hedge uncertainties in the dependability of’
our missile force.
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Other arguments are also frequently advanced in favor of the
bomber -« flexibility, reuseability, "show of force" in a crisis, etc.
Each of them bas some merit but we wouwld not support & bomber force
for those reasons alone. I am not convinced that further large invest-
ments in this type of insurance (for example, $8.9 to $11.5 billion
for the Air Force proposed AMSA program)can be justified for assured
destruction.

D. CAPABILITIES OF THE PRESENTLY-PROGRAMED FORCES FOR DAMAGE
LIMITATION

The witimate deterrent to & deliberate Soviet nuclear atteck on
the United States is our clear and ummistakable ability to destroy
them as a viable soclety. But once deterrence has failed, whether
by accident or miscalculstion, e cholce must be made as to how our
forces should actually be tergeted in order to reduce damage to our-
selves to the maximm extent possible.

I believe it evident from the preceding discussicon that the
employment of our entire strategic offensive force so es simply to
maximize Soviet urban damage would not represent an optimum use of
this capability in the light of cur sbjective to limit damage to the
U.S. As noted earlier, when the mmber of warheasds delivered con
Soviet cities passes beyond about L0OO, 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 ageinst Soviet military targets -
would produce, through fallout, simply es & by-product of their attack,
gbout the same number of fatalities as they would produce if targeted
sgainst the remeining Soviet cities,

The utility of the strategic offensive force in the damage
limiting rele, however, is critically dependent on the timing of
the Soviet attack on U.S. urban targets. For exmmple, if the Soviet
missile attack on U.S5. cities were to be delayed for one hour or
more after the attack on U.S. military targets, our strategic missiles,
which can reach their targets in the Soviet Union in less than omne
hour, couwld significemtly reduce the weight of that atteck 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 delasyed for eirht hours

or more after the Soviets attack our military tergets, our bomber
force could 8lso contribute to this objective. However, 1f the
Soviets were to leunch their attack against our urtan ar-eas at the
beginning of & general nuclear war, cur strategic offersive forces
would have e greatly reduced value in the damage limiting role. Their
contribution in that case would be limited to destructiorn of Soviet
residual forces -- unleunched strategic missiles and bombers, re-fire
missiles, end any other strategic forces the Soviets might withhold
for subsequent strikes. N

Since we have no way of knowing how the Soviets would execute
a nuclear attack upon the United States, we must elso intensively
explore "defensive" systems as means of limiting damage tco ourselves.
Conversely, because of the critical nature of this uncertainty, we
should alsc hedge against the possibility that we may be presented
with an opportunity to destroy at least same of the Soviet offensive
forces before they are lasunched; and this means that we must include
in ocur strategic offensive forces scome capsbility for this purpose.
The problem here is to achieve an optimum balance among all the
elements of the generel nuclear war forces, particularly in their
damage limiting role. This is what we mean by "balanced" defense.

Although a deliberate nuclear attack upon the United States by
the Soviet Union masy seem & highly unlikely contingency in view of
our ummistakable assured destruction capability, it must receive cur
first attention because of the enormous consequenzes it would have,

To appreciate fully the implications of & Soviet attack on our
cities, it is useful to examine the assured destruction objective
from the Soviet point of view, since our damage limiting problem is
their assured destruction problem and cur essured destruction
problem is their damage limiting problem. The following table is
similar to the one used earlier in this memorandum to illustrate
the assured destruction problem from our point of view., It shows
the potential mumber of Americans killed as & function of the
nuber of warheads delivered on the United States in a Soviet
assured destruction effort. The yield of each warhead is assumed
to be 10 MI'. As In the case of the counterpert teble, U.S. fatali-
ties are calculated under conditions of & limited, as well as a
full, nation-wide fallout shelter program.
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United States Populstion and Industry Destroyed
As_a Function of Delivered Warheads
(Assumed total 1970 population of 210 million;
urban populastion of 150 million)

Delivered Ltd. Fallout Protection

H&rhegds Urban Total Urban “Total .
(10 ¥T)  (Millions)(%) (Millions)(%) (Millions)(%) (Miliions)(%) Tﬁ
100 79 53 88 42 kg 33 53 25 39
200 93 62 116 55 &l L3 7% 35 50
Loo . 10 T3 143 68 Bo 53 95 45 61
800 121 81 164 8 - 90 60 118 's6 M

Several points are evident from the above table. First, it is
clear that, with limited fallout protection, a Soviet attack con-
sisting of even 100 delivered warheads, each with a ten-megaton
yield, would cause great loss of life -= 79 million fatalities in
the cities attacked and 88 million fatalities or almost 42 percent
of the total population, nation-wide. The high level of fatalities
from 100 delivered warheads is more a function of the heavy concen-
tration of population in ocur large citles than of the greater yield
assumed for the Soviet warheads. The diminishing return simply
reflects the fact that smaller and smaller cities would have to be
targeted as the scale of the attack is raised. Second, the table
clearly demonstrates the distinct utility of & nation-wide fallout
shelter program at all levels of attack. Third, 100 delivered
warheads would destroy about 39 percent of our industrial capacity.
Each successive doubling of the number of delivered warheads of
this size would increase the destruction of our industrial capacity

by 6nly 10 percentage points.

In order to assess the potential of various damage limiting
programs, we have tested a mumber of "balanced" defense postures at
different budget levels. These postures are designed to defend
egainst & Soviet threat in the 1970s consisting of 160 soft ICEM
launchers, 460 hard ICEM launchers, 230 submarine-launched ballistic
missiles, 1LO heavy bombers and 300 medium bambers. These figures
lie within the range of the egtimates for mid-lQTO shown on
Page 7 of the memorandum.

Hation-Wide Fallout Program Ing.
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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 ICEMs, SLEMs, and
scme bombers are sasgigried against our citles. In order to
illjustrate the critical nature of the timing of the Soviet ettack,
ve used two limiting ceses. First, we assumed thet ithe Soviets
initiate nuclear war with a pimultaneocus sttack against our clties
and military targets. Second, we assumed that they delsy their
attack sgainst our cities until after the U.S, retaliates against
their military targets. f{We have assumed solely for the purpose
of this anslysis that the presently programed U.S., 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 extreme cases and do
not reflect all of the other more complex, and more likely,
possibilities which 1lie between. Finally, ve assumed that
all nevw gystems will perform essentially as defined, since our
main purpose here is to gain an insight into the overall problem
of limiting dasmsge.

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

Estimated U.S. Fatalities for Several Damage Limiting Programs

e
Butiget Early Urban Attack Delayed Urban Attack
$ O billion 163 163
S billion (Civ. Def. Only) 120 120
iO billion 118 82
20 billion 96 59
30 billion 78 41

Belanced allocations of expenditures aemong the several camponents
of & damage limiting posture for the four illustrative budget levels
are shown in the pext table.
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(Incremental invertment plus cost of S-years' operation, in billions)

Total Civil Misslile Bomber Submarine Counterforce Counterforce

Budget Defense Defense Defense Defense. Missiles & Bombers
$ 5.2 $5.2 $ 0 $ 0 $0 $ 0 $0
10.0 5.2 0 1.7 .1 3.0 o
2.0 5.2 8.8 2.8 .2 3.0 0
30.0 5.2 17.1 kb .3 3.0 - 0

5/ Existing programed forces can probably meet this requirement.

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

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

U.S. Damage Limiting Progrem Millions of U.S. Fatalities
{Cost in Billioms) {Based on 1970 popwletion of 210 million)
Total Budget  Civil Defense Early Urban Attack  Delayed Urban Attack

$0 $0 163 163

> 5 120 120

10 0 162 126

10 5 18 : - 82

20 0 12 84

20 5 96 59

30 o} 126 63

30 5 78 51

The foregoing table indicates that, for the same level of
survivors, any damage limiting program which excludes a fall-
out shelter system wonld cost at leest two or three times as much as
g program which includes such a system, even on the favoreble assucp-
tion that the Soviets would not exploit ocur lack of fallout protection



by surface bursting their wespons upwind of the defended areas.

Fallout shelters have the highest priority because they decrease the
vulnerability of the population to nucleer weapon detonations under
all types of attacks, including collateral damasge by fallout from
attacks limited to U.S5, military targets. Against & wide range of
urban/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.

At the $20 and $30 billion budget levels, the bulk of the additional
funds go to missile defense. However, & high confidence in the effective-
ness of the missile defense system must be assured before commitment
to such large expenditures would be Justified. Moreover, &t the higher
budget levels, missile defenses must alsc be interlocked witk local
bomber defenses in order to avoid having one type of threat undereut
a defense against the other. The exact combination of these two
defense systems requires further study.

At each budget level above $5.2 billion, about $3 billion would be
alloceted 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
limiting 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, which 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 or whether or not our
forces arrive before the enemy's nuclear 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

nalveis we compared two strategic aircraft, the AMSA and the B-52/
SRAM, and two strategic missiles, MINUTEMAN II end an improved
missile for the 1970s, This improved missile, which could be
developed and deployed within the same time frame as the AMSA and
which is already under study by the Air Force, would be able to

carry multiple, independertly-directed re-entry vehicles emabling
a single missile to attack several different targets. The resuits of
this anzlycis are shown in highly sumsary form in the following table.
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THE EFFECTIVENESS AID COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIC WEAPON SYSTEMS

M II Imp.Cap.
AMSA B-52/SRAM (Imp. Guid.) Missile
Force level 200 250 1000 600
Five Yr. Costsl/ )
($ Billions) 8.9-11.5 3.0 k.s 10.0
Weapons per Carrier
Bambs : L o} 4 ¢
Missiles 9 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 . 4.4 3.3 6.7 4.0
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 k.5

;/ The five-year systems costs consist of the RDTXE and invesitment

beyond FY 1955 and the full five-years' operations.

‘Throughout this apalysie we bave used essentially the same
planning factors used by the Air Force, i.e., alert rates, survival
rates, CEP, eic. The assumptions underlying the tabie were chosen:
to be representative for most military targets. For example, at this
time, we estimate that most nuclear target threats in the U.S.S.R.
will no>t be protected by an anti-ballistiec missile defense during
the next five to ten years.

Recognizing that there are uncertainties in all 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, npamely,
that there are less costly ways -- including other aircraft -« of
destroying military targets than by developing and deploying a new
AMSA. The B-52/SRAM, for example, is much more competitive with
migsiles 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 missile 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 against the 300 psi hardened
targets, the cost per target destroyed for e 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 SLBM threat, only nominsl funds were
allocated to extra arti-submarine defense for damege limiting at
each budget level. Full advantage would be taken of the-ASW cepa-
bilities we already have for defense of the fleet &nd shipping.

The currently projected Soviet SLEM threet will not be particularly
effective in comparison 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, aince

a8 terminal anti-ballistic missile defense vould alsc deal with

a SLEM attack,

There remains the possibility of & small nucleer attack on
the United States either accidentally or deliberately, possibly by
a nation other than the Soviet Union. 8Since the next decade will
probatly see a proliferation of nuclear weapons and strategic
delivery systems, and remembering that a single thermonuclear
weapon cowld kill es many Americans a&s were lost in the entire
Second World War, this mey become an important problem. Accordingly,
we hegve undertaken a number of gtudies in that area. Our pre-~
liminary conclusion is that & esmall, balenced defense program
involving a moderate civil defenge effort and s very limited deploy-
ment of & low cost configuration of the NIKE X system {which is
technically feasible without commitment to a full-scale deployment)
could, indeed, significantly reduce fatalities from such an atteck.

In summery, several important corclusions mey he drawn from our
analysis of the damage limiting problem:

1. With no U.S. defense esgainst a puclear attack in the
early 1970s, the Soviet strategic offensive forees would be
gble to Inflict a very high level of fatelities on the United
tates -=- about 160 million or 75 percent of the total popu-
lation.
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2. A naticn-wide civil defense program costing about 5
billion could reduce these fatelities to about 120 million.

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

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

to & level much below 30-40 million even if the Soviets delayed their
attack on our cities, er much below 60-75 willion if they attack

our cities on the first strike, }

However, we have thus far not taken into accournt a most important
factor -- possible Soviet reactions to our damage 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, as described above, expecting it would ensure survival of
54 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 survivoers, they

should be sble in the 1970s to do so by adding about 250 improved ICHMs
vath penetration aids, at & cost of perhaps about $ billion. Similarly,
if we increesed our damage 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 action by adding another increment of 200 improved ICBMs to their
force, at a cost of perhaps ancther $5 billion.

Thus, at each successively higher level of U.S. survivore the
ratio of our costs for damage limitation to their costs for assured
destruction becomes 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 cities, we would have to spend
on demage limiting forces about four times what the Soviets would bave
to spenéd on damage creating forces, 1.e., thelr 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 sost advantage lies
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increasingly with the offense, and this fact must be taken into
accourtt in eny decision to comnit ourselves to large outlsys for
additional defensive measures. There is little doubt that it is
technically and economically feasible for the Soviets to defeat
our attempts to achieve high percentages of survivors in a large
nuclear attack. If we were to chocse 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 amoumnts to damage limiting measures angd
reelizing very little in returnp as far as an effective defense
against a8 lerge deliberate Soviet attack is concerned.

E. RECCMMENDATIONS ON MAJOR ISSUES IN THE GENERAL NUCLEAR VAR
PROGRAMS :

In this section, I shall attempi to summarize my views on the
six major issues involved in the general puclear war programs. A
more detailed statement of my views, plus those of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and Service Secretaries, may be found in Appendix A.

1. Development and Deployment of a New Manned Romber

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

There are at least three other alternatives availsble to us,
in addition to the development of the AMSA, which would preserve the
option to maintain a force of strategic bombers into the 1970s.
These are: (&) the retention of late model B-52s and the improvement
of their attack capabilities; (b) the procurement of a strategic
version of the F-111 (B-111); and (c¢) the initiation of advance
development work on long lead time components of new combat aircraft.

With appropriste maintenance and modification, most of the current
B-525 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 and that 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-525 and would 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-52Cs and Hs (current total
inventory numbering 287 aircraft) beyond end FY 1975.

The 41 B-52Bs still 4in the force should becampletely phesed out
by the end of fiscal year 1966 and the force structure reduced by
one wing. These are the oldest active B-52s 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 aebout $200 million during the F¥ 1966-1970
period, without any significent effect on our strategic offensive
capability. ' '

The latest series of B-52s, the Gs and Hs, could elsoc be
modified to incorporate the Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM) pro-
posed by the Air Force for the AMSA. Without extensive new avionics,
the SRAM carried by a B-52 would have an accuracy approaching
feet against known fixed tergets and could be launched as far awsy
from the targets as 60 n.mi., outside the range of local defenses.
Preliminary estimates show that the costs of development and the additionsal
structural modifications required for SRAM deployment with the B-5zs
would amount to about $3 million per airecraft. Although these aircraft
have some limitations in dispersal cepability, speed, damage assessment
and ride quality when compered with a B-1ll or an AMSA, I believe that
for the pext ten years this option would provide, at the lowest possible
price, adequate insurance as a hedge against unforeseeable degradations
of our essured destruction capability. Accordingly, I recommend
approval to initiste a project definition phase for SRAM at & cost of
$5 million in FY 1965 and about $15 million in FY 1966; an additional
$1l4 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 modifications,
fould carry up to five SRAMS, an equivalent loading of bombs, or a
cambination of both, TIts speed over enermy territory could be super-
sordc at high altitudes and high-subsonic at low altitudes. While
a B-111 force would have to place greater reliance on tankers than
an AMSA force, its range |considerably better than the B-58), its



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

The AMSA, &s presently envisioned by the Air Ferce, would
incerporate the payload-carrying cepabilities of the 'B-52 and the
speed/altitude characteristics of the F-111. Its takeoff gross
weight would be in the 350,000 pound class and it would require the
development .of & new engine and newv avionics, as well as the SRAM.
Considering the other amlternatives available, I do not believe we
are mow ready to go ahesd with development.l/ But, I do believe
it is desirable to keep open the option for a new heavy bomber in
the strategic forces after the retirement of the B-52s.

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

". « o to camplete, prior to the initistion of the Project
Definition Phase, a prerequisite phase which will further
refipe our systems evaluation. This phase will include
further evalustion of an advanced strategic aircraft against
the TFX, the stretched TFX, and e growth version of the TFX -
incorporating sivanced engines. In addition, AMSA vehicles
"in the 200,000 to 300,000 pound weight class will be further
investigated. Adrcraft configured for subscnic penetration
only will be campared with designs having supersonic high
altitude 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 insteed of Japuary 1966, as previously
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
program through 1970 will emount to $1.3 billion (550 silos by end

FY 1970) in addition to the $1.1 billion spent on MINUTEMAN IT develop-
menot. The MINUTEMAN 11, with all the improvements I am recomnending,
could increase target destruction capebilities by at least a factor

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

The guidance improvement progrem &nd the new re-entry vehicle
- promise to reduce the overall CEP of the MINUTEMAN II to ercund

feet (half 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
o7 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 389
million, exclusive of the flight test program; and the precise warhead
ejection pystem at $125 million, exclusive of the flight test program.
(A version of this system is already under development for the ejection
of penetration aids es part of a $31 million program in FY 1965 and
$52 million in FY 1966. -

Along with MIIWUTEMAN, we should also c¢onsider the other strategic
missile progrems. To prepare for the possibility thet the Soviet
Union may deploy an effective anti-missile defense system around its
wban/industrial areas, I recommend the inclusion in the FY 1966 budget
of $35 million to begin development of a mew 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 atteck e 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. BSince we

are uncertain asbout both the ultimate shelf life of the presemt POLARIS
missiles and the schedule of deployment of a Soviet ABM system, the
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prece of the B-3 development has not been precisely established at
this time. Total development costs of the B-3 misgile may sppraximate
$500 million; and the total cost of & 41 Polaris submarine force,
including, for example, 22 subtmarines 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 operational 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 miilion in the
FY 19661970 period, These older, liguid fuel missiles are very
costly and difficult to maimtain on an alert status. Moreover,
on the basis of their present operational fectors, they represent less
than 50 delivered warheeds.

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

Our present system for defense ageinst manned bombers was
designed & decade ago, when it wes estimated that the Soviets would
build & force capavle of attacking the United Stetes with many
hundreds of heavy bomber aircraft. This threat 4id not develop as
estimated. 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 & viable civil defense
posture, our anti-bomber defenses coculd operate on only & small
fraction of the Soviet offensive forces in a determined sttack. A
balanced defense requires a major reorientation of our effort --
both within anti-bomber defenses and between anti-bomber and anti-
missile defenses.

The characteristics of & balanced defense have already been
discussed. For defense against the diminishing bomber threat, -our
present forces are gquantitatively excessive in relastion to their
cost and effectiveness. I therefore recommnend:

a. The phaseout of 9 National Guard P-89 squadrons along with

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

Guard by end FY 1967, and the phaseout of 9 active F-102 squadrons
by end FY 1969 (1 in FY 1965, E in FY 1968, ai? 4 in FY 1969)-=

for a FY 1966-T70 saving of $300-$350 million.2/ Studies made by

the North American Air Pefense Command indicate that in 1970 the
fatalities from & Soviet attack, after withdrawal of these squadrons
would be no more than 1.5 to 5 miliion higher than they would be if
the squadrons were retained--i.e., the fatalities might be 48 to

50 percent of ths populstion instead of 47 percent. i

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

¢. The reorganization of the air defense surveillance systen,
as proposed by the Air Force, entailing the phase out of 16
prime redars, 32 helght finder radars and 9 gap filler radars
by end FY 1967 -- for a 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 syster and continued advanced develorment of a new,
improved surface-to-air misslle system for both continental
and overseas t§7gtre air defense, at a FY 1966 cost of
$24.5 million,

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

¢. Continued systems study of an Airborme Warning and Control
System and coamponent development in en Over-land Rader Technology
progran to augment lend-based surveillance and control systems for
Both continental and tactical air defense. 2/

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 producticn and deployment of a new
manned interceptor in a belanced defense program should be considered
only if we were to increase significantly our demege limiting program,
including the deployment of an anti-missile defense system and a
nation-wide fallout shelter system. Indeed, it is not at all clear
at this time that e new manned interceptor would be preferakble to
a new advanced surface-to-air missile system, the continued develop-
ment of which I have recommended above, Nor is it clear that the
F-12A, already developed, is preferable to an interceptor 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 recammendation.

Thies plan meets the objectives mought in the JC5 recommendation on
this subject.

LGN

i
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of the P-111. Our anelyses indicate that against subsonic bambers,
the ¥-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 damage limiting expenditure the anti-bomber and
anti-missile defenses must be interlocked and proceed in parallel.

At this time, I recommend the provisicn of $5 millior in the FY
1966 budget for the further development of electronics equipment
for the YF-124, and the deferral of & decision on the production and
deployment of either the F-124 or the F-111 for the interceptor
mission.l/ The recammended 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 regerd to both the cost and effectiveness
of aslternative deployments and the technical aspects of the system.
The Army hes developed three basic systems configurations which differ
primerily in the number and kind of radars utilized:

a., The so called HI-MAR configuration which includes one high cost
Multifunction Array Reder (MAR) and about two single-face low cost
Missile Site Radar (MSR) for each urban area defended. This configura=-
tion provides the most effective defense against a large,
technologically sophisticated attack per urban area defended, but

it is the most costly for e given nurber of areas.

b. The LO-MAR configuration which includes, on the average, one
MAR for every three urban arees and one double-~face MSR and two
single-face MER for each urban area defended. For a given Jevel

of expenditures, recent Army studies indicate that the LO-MAR
configuration would possibly maximize survivoers ageinst amoderately
sophisticated attack and would be clearly superior to a HI-MAR
configuration against a smaller or less sophisticated 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 erea defended but it
would not be effective against s large, sophisticated attack,

1/ The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend finding in FY 1966 (procurement
of either 18 F-124s or 18 ¥-111s) to re=tain the option for future
deploynent of an advanced interceptor.
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A comparison of representative deployments of the three cone
figurations ~- the number of urban areas protected, population in the
protected areas and development and production costs -- is shown in
the table btelow,

EELECTED NIKE X DEPLOYMENT ALTERNATIVES*

Defended R&D & Proc Initial
Urbtan Costs Operational
Areas ($ Bi1) Capability
HI-MAR
I 13 10.9 Sep 69
II 23 7.7 Mar 72
II1 30 25.4 Dec T3
LO-MAR
I1I . 11 6.8 Sep 69
I1 . 20 11,7 Mar T1
Iv L7 1.8 Mar T3
NO-MAR
I 11 4.5 Sep 6
v 50 10.3 vag 73
Vi 102 14,6 Mar 75

*Other slternative deployments and details on
costs and configurations are shown in Aprendix A.

If we wished to start deployment at the earliest possible date, |
firzt quarter FY 1970, we would have to include about $200 million in tke
TY 1966 budget for production, in eddition to more than $LO0 million
for continued development. However, in view of the continuing uncerteiwnties
concerning the preflerred concept of deployment, the relationship of the
MIXE X system to other elements of a balanced damage limiting effort,
the prospects {or an effective nation-wvide fallout shelier system, ani
the noture and effect of the Soviet reaction to & NIXKE X deployment,

I do nct believe 2@ decision on production should be made at this time.
3ut, I 3o recormend thet & total of $400.0 million be provided for
MIKE X-in the FY 1966 budget: $390.0 million to continue develcpment
27 tae zvsten at an optimam rete, ard $10 millien for production
planning.l/ The question of production and deployment of the NIKE X

;/ The Joint Chiefs of S*aff recommend that $200 million pre-~productice
funds be allocated in FY 1956 to protect the option to aschieve an
initial operational cepability in Oetcber 1969,
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system rnould be reesamined next year. Terment of the décisicn
to TL 1957 would permit start of deployment in late TY 1570,

€. The l.nstruction of Fallout Shelters for the Entire Fopulation

Cur cnalysis o the demage limiting problem moakes it crystal
rlear what an eflective nation-wide fallout shelter syvstem would
provid: the mentost return for the money expended. The Executive
3ranch has recommerded such a program to the Congress three years
rumning but tuc roquired legislation autherizing the shelter develop-
a:nt prograr, withoul vhich we cannot provide e complete nation-wide
system, has nob vesn enacted. Accordingly, 1 resommerd!

a. Thet the Executive Branch undertake a major effort to inform the
Coupress of the reletionship between a shelter development program
providing full fallout protection for the population and the other
elements of & "damage limiting" program before such legislation is
age’n transcitted to the Congress.

b, Mot MTE milllion be ineluded in the FU 31054 budset to
e'pa“i tne nresent shelter survey progrerm to include e

surveyr o7 homes and other small privete balldings and to
flnqsc = mare thorsugh evaluation of exxating shelter

charzzteriutics and suprlies.

¢. Thaet 315 million be included in the 7 1986 budget
tc inercase the Civil Defense R&D prosram, primarily to
evaluaete shelter construction technisues, te develop a
thermel counter-meature system, and tc establish a
techi.ical tesis Jor post-stteck recovery.

d. Thzt other elenents oif the prezently epproveld progrem be
centinued at s TY 1966 level to be determined during the current

budget review,

* * * *

My recormendations on other issues in the general nuclear var
p*o rems ere included in Appendix A. Appendix B contains selected
iscal and force structure summaries of the recommended programs.
Table 1, irmmediately following, summarizes the Strategic Cffensive
Forces vhich I am recommending.



RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSEDE/E/STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

TABLE 1

(End Fiscal Year)
1061 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

36

Bombersg/
B-52 555 615 630 630 630 600 600 60O 600 600
.. (630) (630) (630) (630) (630)
B-EB-47 900 Bio 585 450 225
B-58 Lo 80 80 80 80 80 78 . 76 % 72
Totel Bambers 1595 1505 1255 1160 935 6B0 678 676 &7k 672
(710) (708) (706} (TOH) (702)
Air-Launched Msls
Hound Dog 216 460 sS8o 580 560 540 540 5O 520 520
Strategic Reconnaissance
SR-T1 25 25 25 25
RB-47 90 ks 30 30 30
RC-135 10 10 10 10 10
Total 90 45 30 30 30 10 35 35 35 25
Surface-Surface Msls
Atlas 28 57 126 126
(99) (99) (68) (68) (68) (68)
Titan 21 67 108 sk 5 sl 54 54
(108) (108) (108)
Minuteman I 160 600 Boo 800 TO0 550 Loo 250
(TSO) (610) (h80) (300)
Minuteman II 300 450 600 750
. (200) (390) (620) (800) (900)
Polaris a/ 80 96 14k 224k Lie M4B 656 656 656 656
MLF (Polaris A-3) 8) us) 128)
o) . (
Total ICRM/Pol. 108 174 CB97 1058 12706 1382 1710 1718 1756 1835
(1419)(1601)(1832)(1878)(1978)(1978)
Other
Quail e/ e2hk 392 392 392 392 390 390 390 390 390
KC-135 Loo 40 500 580 620 620 620 620 620 620
KC-97 600 580 340 240 120
Regulus 17 17 17 T
PACCS :
KC~135 17 17 18 24 2k 24 24 24
B-47 18 36 36
Alert Force Hpnsz/
Weapons 836 1551 2071 2 2601 2535 2715 2722 2732 27715
(2801)(2758) (2896)(2938)(3015)(3015)
Megatons 1651 3382 3976 5835 5041 Loko 5128 5128 <129 5195

Footnotes on next page

(5383)(5360)(53678(5681)(5758)(5761)

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING
DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT AFFLY
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g/ The forces proposed by the Secretary of the Alr Force ané the Joint
Chiefs of Staff less Chief of Staffl Air Force, where different from
the Recommended Forces, are shown in parentheses.

b/ Possible assignment to NATO of UK or other nuclear weapons, includ-
ing the UK Polaris force in accordance with the terms of the Nassau
Pact, have not been taken ints account in the recommended U.S. force
structure. '

g/ Humbers of aircraft do not include command suppoft or reserve air-
craft.

4/ The Multi-lateral Force consisting of the Polaris A-3 on surface ships
is inecluded under the assumption that formal agreements would exist
by July 1955. The cost of this force is not included in the costs of
the Strategic Offensive forces. The proposed force of 200 missiles
in 25 ships would be achieved by mid-1971.

g/ Excludes Netional Emergency Airborne Command Post and Post Attack
Command and Control Systen sircraft.

£/ The alert force weapons and megatons are based on actual date through
end FY 1964 except for end FY 1951 where the actual data are based on
an April 1, 1961 position. Omn July 15, 1951, about 50 percent of
the strategic aireraft were on alert compared with about 30 percent
previcusly. Beyond FY 1964 the extrapolations are based on most
recent date. The average numbers and yields of aircraft weepons are

as follows: B-U7s, 1.75 weapons and - B-52, 3.32 weapons and
‘exclusive of the Hound Dog missiles); B-58s, five weapons
and . Por the FY 1965 period and beyond 90 percent of the ICEMs

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

petrol areas.
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fpecific Basis for Recamerdatiocns Con
Btrategic Retmnliatory Forces, Continental Alr

and Miseile Defense Forces, ana Civil Defense

The following are the reasons for my specific program recommendations
concerning the gtretegic retaliatory forces, continental air and migsile
defense forces, and civil defense. '

A, Strategic Retsliatory Forces

1. Strategic Alrcraft Forces

a. AMSA and Related Advanced Development Proposals -

i, Engine Development

No specific configuration of AMSA is proposed by the Secretary
of the Air Force at this time. The reason for this is that, with current
engine technology, it is not now possible to design an engine to power an
airplane that meets the tentative gpecifications set forth in the Air Force
proposal. The Alr Force has proposed a two-year advanced engine development
program which would reéult in a firm engine specification in lste 1966. Since
engine performance is the critical factor around which AMSA would have to be
designed, the configuration and performance of the airplane would mot normally
be defined until appraximately cne year afier the level of engine technology
is frozen. "

I recamend approval of $16 million in FY 1965 and $24% million
in FY 1966 for sn advanced engine development program. This program will be
of general benmefit to future high performance aircraft as well as AMSA (e.g.,
nev F-111 engine, BST engine, V/STOL fighter engines). These funds, in
addition to other approved sources, would provide = satlisfactory basis for
an engine gpecification in two yeers. The Air Force, in the AMSA propulsion
PCP, asked for $26 million in FY 1665 and $30 million in FY 1966 to carry
out a progrem of essentially the same technical content as the one I am
recoomending.,

1i. Aviemices

The AMSA avionics scheduling must be consistent with the rest
of the program. B8ince engine development is the pacing factor, no avionics
engineering develomment program is appropriate for at least two years. First
flights of avionlcs systems specifically for AMSA are not needed before 1970
at the earliest. The Air Force PCP for avionics proposes $11 willion in
FY 1965 snd $1k million in FY 1966. No specific "brassboard” equipment
developmente have been identified for consideration beyond those already
covered in our extensive approved avionics advanced development program.
This spproved program includes the Merk II avionice for the P-111, the
TIAS system for the ATE, and the ER-T1 equipments., If attractive "brase-
board" proposals are off:red in the next two years which are not & pert
of the existing advanced development programs, they will be considered on
their merits. Rowever, no special funding need be provided at this time
for that purpose. Avionics system study at a level of $2 million per
year is sufficient to support AMSA systems studies.
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As T will discuss below, I recommend that funding
provieions be mede 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 SRAM to be used by the B-52, an amvionice development is needed to
augment the present B-52 bomb-navigation system. The B-52 test bed would
be uced for testing more advanced couponents (for example, as proposed for
AMSA) in an evolutionary manper, Therefore, I recommend that we initiate
a2 B-5Z SRAl avionics prozrau. This, and the etudies and developoents
mentioned earlier, are included in my recoxmiended advanced avionice
development progran which is esticated to cost $7 million in FY 1965,
$12 million in FY 1966, and $11 million in FY 1967.

1ii. AMSA Project Definition Phase’

The PCP for ANSA requests $15 million in FY 1965 to conduct
a formal Project Definition Phase and $77 million in FY 1966 to begin
development if it ie later decided to do so. It is not appropriate to
initinte a Project Definition Phase for the AMSA for at least two years.
Thics phase of the development cycle requires the completion of advanced
development for the engines and aviomics contemplated for use in the
aircraft. I recommend that $5 million in FY 1965 and $3 million in FY 1966
be provided for AMSA system studies.

b. Short-Range Attack-Missile (SRAM)

The Air Force proposed the initistion of a Project Definition )
Phase for the short-range attack-missile, at a cost of $4,5 million in FY 1965
end $15 million in FY 1966. Estimated RDTAE funds for FY 1966-FY 1969, to
gupport weapon eystems development were also identified. The preliminary
estimates of the development program (including Project Definition) are ac
follows:

TOTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY
($ in Mi1liens)

Total
RDT&E FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 Ievelopment
SRAM 5 . 29 39.7 23 k.5 101.2

I recoanend approval of this proposal if it can be shown that
SRAlM doeg indeed add to the capabilities of our tecticel eircraft and does
diversify the stirategic threat to the Soviei defenses and would be able to
peneirate improved Soviet defenses. During the Project Definition Phase
(PIP) specific operational specificatiions, project goals, milestones, and
time and cost schedules will be establicshed. The effectiveness of the
niesile in relation to its cost will egain be re-anslyzed. At the completion
of FDP, I will be able to recommend whether or not engineering development
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should follow. However, I believe that funding provision should be made
since the SRAM system now appears to be the best way of delivering weapons
from bombers and it appears to be technicelly feasible, If I later have
eny serious gquestion concerning the value of proceeding with engineering
development, I will recommend that these funding provisions be deleted,

¢. Phase-Out of the B-52 B Series

In Mey 1963, I approved a plan under which the B-52 B aircraft are
reflexed to Guan. These aircraft replaced B-L7s which had previously been
reflexed, also to Guam. At that time I viewed this messure es an interin
solution until the Polaris submarines could be deployed to the Pacific.

Tne first Polaris submarine will be deployed to this area early next year.

I have also reviewed the SIOP and contingency requirement for continusl

rellex on Guam, and while I ax uncertain that the general war capasbility
afforded by those aircraft would be significant considering their vulnersbility
and time-over-tarpet, 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
force, I recommend the phase-cut of the B-52 B series aircrafi associated with
the SAC crew training mission by the end-FY 1965, and the phase-out of the
two reflex squadrons by end-FY 1966. The number of suthorized winge will be
reduced from 14 to 13, by end FY 1966, with a corresponding reduction of UE
aircraft froar 630 to 600.

Furthermore, retention of the 41 B series aircraft would require
gtout £70 million for structural modifications. When operating costs through
FY 1970 ere included, systems cost totsl abcut $190 million, or about $4.6
rillion per aircraft, not counting possible savings from reductions in
requirements for SAC base support or tanker regquirements.

d. E-52 Modificetion Progrem

We are carrying on & continuous maintenance and modification
prograz for the B-52 fleet. In FY 1965, the costs amount to sbout $302
wmillion. This program includes depot maintenance, modifications for flight
safety, and various improvements in the combat effectiveness of the bomters
such ac infra-red detectors and radar jamming devices, The currently
arproved modification program alsc includes two mejor structural modifi.
catiors known as ECPs (Engineering Change Proposals) 1124 and 1128, These
consist primarily in strengthening the aft portion of the fuselage and vertical
tail structure, plus structural wing fasteners. ECP 1124 will be completed
ty January 1965 at a cost of about $20 million. ECP 112€ will be completzd
ty the end of FY 196€ at a total cost of about $238 million, These modifi-
catione should remove the current flight restrictions and extend the aircrafst
life of the B-52 "C" thruvugh "H" series to FY 1970-1972.
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The Air Force has recently indicated that $332 million will be
required in FY 1966 instead of the $251 million previcusly approved. They
have not made an official spubmission for increased modificetiom coets in
gubseguent years, although incresses will probably be required. wWorking
with the Air Force, my staff hasg developed approximate estimates of these
costs for the years 1966-1970. Although &1l of these estimates will require
detailed scrutiny later, they represent our best available data now and
should be uged for planning purposes.

During the pest year, thorough reviewe have been made of the
structurel integrity and life expectancy of the B-52c by scientific, other
govermental, contractor, and Air Force personnel, O(mes result of these
reviews was tentative identification of additicmal modifications thet will
extend the life of the B-525 at least wmtil 1975. These modifications are
known as ECP 1185. These modifications, 1f done to all 703 B-525 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 1life of the B-52 "C" through "E" to FY 1970-1972, a decisian to do ECP
1185 on the 371 B-52 "C" through "P" (at a cost of about $547 millienm,
which includes an entire new wing for these aircraft) need not be made at
this time,

However, I do recommend that we nov make provisions for ECP 1185
for the 291 B-52 "G" and "H" series aircraft to extend tle ir life to at
least end-FY 1975. The total estimated B-52 modification costs, based on
this recomendation, are summarized in the following table.

ESTDATED B-52 MODIFICATION COSTS
{70A in § Millions)

. Total
FY65 FY66 FY67 FY 68 FY69 FYT0 FY 1966-70
ECP 112k/1128 146 73 T3
ECP 1185(B52G/E) - T 32 67 32 138
Depot Maintenance 80 L2 118 115 1ns 115 £05
Flight Safety |
Modifications 25 25 25 25 25 25 125
Capebility ‘ :
Improvemsnts 51 92 T3 66 50 50 331

Total 302 339 248 273 222 190 1,272
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e, The BR-T1 Progran

Bince progrem inception in February 1963, substantisl progress
hes besn made oo the 8R-T1 program. The approved program consisting of
six test and 25 operstional wvehicles ipg proceeding om schedule, Two of
the R&D vehicles have already been delivered and the last of the gix
test vehicles is scheduled for delivery in March 1965, The first.
operational vehicle ie scheduled for delivery iz May 1965, and the 25
vehicle prograc is scheduled for campletion in May 1967. As you already
know, the ER-T1 aircraft is capable of satisfying a broad range of require-
ments for pre-war and post-attack recomneissance, BSeveral different
recomnaissance payloads and ECM options are avallable,

The BR-T1 is a two-man aircraft having a gross welight of

140,000 pounds. Selected characteristics for alternative missions are
summarized aes follows:

EELECTED CHARACTERISTICS POR ALTERRATIVE MISSIONS

. Range Bezveen )
Mission Payload Refueling (n.mi, Altitude Cruiee ed
T (Ibs) o0 ) (Mac 5

Maxitum Range

Meocimm Altitude

With two refuelings, the total range of the ER-Tl1 varies be.ween
.ml. allowing intercantinental operstions. There is
every reasson to believe that the performance of the SR-T1 vill meet or
exceed its specificatioms.

The costs of the currently approved program are as follows:

TOTAL ORLIGATIORAL ADTHCRITY

{3 In Millicns)
gi:: Y65 FY 66 FY6] FY 68 F 69 FITO
R&D - 85.8 1.0  iT.0
Investment 2.0 282.0 367.7
Operating | 41 21,3 61.9 G40 9.0 G0

Total 201.9 37.1 405.8 61.9 oSh,o S0 GO
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2., Miseile Forcee and Command Conirol and Communicetions

8. Phase Out of the Atles ICRYs and the Titan I ICEMs -- The previously
approved program callec Ior the phase cut ol the 27 Atlas U missiles by end FY
985, 2? Atles E missiles by end FY 1967; and the 54 Titan I missiles by ené
. The Atlas F and Titan 1l missiles were prograrmed to remain in the
force through out the plenning periocd. The JCS recommend no change in this
schedule in their review earlier this year. However, last spring I tentatively
proposed an earlier phase out of these first generation missiles.

The Air Force has concurred with my tentative guidance which proposed

the phase out of 27 Atlas E missiles by the end of FY 1965, phase out of 72

tles F missiles by the end of FY 1968, and phase out of 5L Titen I missiles
by the end of FY 1965. The Atlas E, configured one missile per site, is

hardened only to 25 psi and has & reaction time of 15 minutes. The Titan I

is configured three missiles per complex. Theoretically, it is hardened to
between ... pei, but the great complexity of the system mskes its survival
potential very uncertain and most probably lower. Moreover, the reaction time

of Titen I is &lso slow; the first missile leunches 15 minutes after the execu-
ticn order, the second missile 11 minutes later, and the third 11 minutes later --
2 fuil 37 minutes afier the order to five is given. These liquid fueled missiles
are complex and costly to operate and meintain.

Furihermore, the dependability of these missiles in retaliatory circum-
stances has been estimated to be low. Although the Atlas F missiles (68 opera-
tional leunchers) is hardened to ebout . psi end has a reaction time of eight
minutes, the dependatbility of this series of missiles hes elso fallen short of
expectation. Consequently, 1 also propose the phase out of the Atlas F missiles
by end FY 1965. The Titan II missiles, on the other hand, are fully hard, cagp-
atle of silo launch, and have a reaction time corparzble to Minutemsn. Since
large numbers of Polaris, Minuteman and Titern II are in inventory, it seems
arpropriaste to phase out these complex first generation missiles in order to
rezlize cost savings thet can be applied to more effective systems.

Accordingly, I recommend:

{a) Phase cut of Atlas E by end FY 1965.

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

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

(@) Retention of Titan II through the current planning 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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of the Miputemur prograr.
progrercs is as fsllows:

FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 ' FY 1953 FY 196 F7 1275 FY €.

Prav. Arr'd.

(1275C Minntemen)  1540.3  1143.2  1533.3 £25.2 253.2 240,00 32 LT
CSAF/JSOF Provose’ ,

(1500 Minutemen) 1540.3 1532.2 18t2.3  975.2
SechAF¥ Plen '

(1002 Minutermer)  1456.0 111€.5 763.2  655.6 56L.8
Recommernied

(1002 Minutemar)  1345.7 932.1 807.7 656.0 614.3 59L.0  3€0k.1

-
ey
Y
Y-
L
R
]
'

- -
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Minutemen II 200 300 770 110 1255
Trtel 55 Gzd 1630 1250 150C 1300

SectF 1000 Mirnutemzr Plan
Miniteman 1 805 T £59 500 350 é
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Compered with Secretary Zuckeri's plan, my recommended progranm incor-
porates a six-month slip in force modernization rather than a two-month siliy
as proposed. My reasons for the delay will be discussed below.

The deployment of the Minuteman II force under my recommendel prougren
is es follows:

End Fiscal Year

Minuteman II Ferce Deplovment 1966 1¢€7 19 1985 1970
Wing VI - 80 150 156 .150 130
Co-located Missiles 50 50 50 5C
Ketrofitted Minuteman I Silos 100 . 250 Loo 550

The tweniieth squadrorn (beyvond the squadrons in Wing VI) will be
¢co-located with Wing I st Melmstrom Air Force Base. The continuation of
reircfitting beyoné FY 1968 will be required to increase our assurance in
Torce Tlexibility and to replece missiles exceeding their safe-life.

épecific issues involved in this year's evaluation were as folleows:

a. Minuterman Force Level. For reesons eslreacdy discusse:n, I have
cencluded thet a force level of 1,000 Minuteman is adequate throughous
the current planning pericd. While the starting acguisition of ¥Wing
VI is proceeding a previcusly rlanned, the Air Force's plan incerporates
a2 six-month siretchouvit in the acquisition of Wing VI. The siretch sllious
a more econoxzical lower risk program by smoothing the early wuild-up
rate. I econcur in this proposal.

b. Force Meodernizetion., The retrofit of Minuteman I siles for full
compatibility with Minutemsn II will camuence in mid-1966. As I will
show below, the Minuteman II with the recommended improvements will pro-
vide us with & very flexible missile system capable of destroying fully
herd targets and having high assurance in penetreting defended areas.
Minuteman II with the improvements I have previously recommended would
increase target destruction capabilities by about 50 percent compared
to a Minutemsn I force of the same size. However, the addition of the
improvements I now propose would increase these capatilities two-fold.
T™wo issues have been raised during the current review., The first is
concerned with the initistion of the retrofit prograc; and the second,
with the implementation of the reprogramming capability.

Secretary of the Air Force proposed a tie-month slip in the
of the retrofit prograr since there has beer som=2 slip in ihe milesizics
associsted with this program. During my review I considered, in a.dizice
o the two-month slip, a six-months' and a year's slip. I recommer. tha?
the prograr. te initiated in July 1966 rather than January 1966 ac previously

approved. The six-month slip results in a program that has a lesser degree ¢
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concurrency vhen compared with the two momth slip. By April 1966 all
ipportant milestones including an R&D flight test program sssociated with
the retrofit configuration are scheduled for campletion. A choice between
a modernization program baving the 12 month rather than the six month slip
depends on Judgments concerning the early availatility of the improved
force capability. A 12 month slip would result in about a $100 million
savings through FY 1967. However, additional costs, of about $14%0 million
would be required in FY 1970-1971. While some of the flexibility modifications
are in the develomment stage and remain to be tested, the technical rigks
are gmall and should not preclude their operstional availebility as reguired
in my recommended program.

The Secretary of the Air Force proposed a retrofit program on a
ving-at-a-time rather than the squadron-at-a-time basis. Their proposal
somevhat siwplifies installation, equipment and spares support. However,
it is not clear that reprogramming can be achieved without internetting, I
tentatively propose to achieve force flexibiiity and repropgramming through
the squadron internetting of Minuteman I and IT (incliding the co-location
and intermetting of the twentieth squadron with Wing I).

c. Reliability Test Program. Last year I recommended approval of an
extensive operational and follow-on relisbility test (FOT) program. In
addition to the allocation of 50 Minuteman IT to the operational test program,
about 10 percent of the Minuteman II were alloceted to the follow-on test
progran. In the Spring of this year the percentage alloecated to the follow-
on program was reduced to about eight percent. Ehould studies by either
the JCS, the Services, or my staff indicate that a change in the extent of
this program is desirsble, I would forward recommendations at that time.

The Air Force in thelr submission bave proposed the procurement of
additional Minuteman I migsiles for the POT progrem in view of the glip in
the modernization program, and the procurement of additional Minuteman II
migsiles to test further improvements {n guidance and re-entry vehicle
subsystems (as discussed belov). With the recormended program 16 months
will lapse between the end of the operationaml test program for Minuteman I
and the availability of missiles resulting from the initiation of the force
modernization program. During this period asseis consisting of about 25
Minuteman I missiles could be used for FOT purposes. In addition, the Alr
Force proposed to keep the Minutemsn I production line open and procure a
minimm of 18 missiles in the PY 1965 budget. To test improvements in
Minuteman II guidance and re-entry subsystems, the Air Force proposed pro-
curement of an additional 15 Minuteman IT missiles in FY 1965 and 1966. For
later years a minimmm of 28 special test launches were identified.

I do not recamend additional procurement of Mingteman I or special
improvement test of Minuteman II miseiles. The Minuteman I FOT progrem 1s
currently scheduled to immediately follow the operational test (OT) program.
Bince a primary purpose of the FOT progrum is to detect degradation trends in
missile reliability, I believe that a reasonable length of time should pass
before cammencing with the FCT program. For exsmple, the OT program for
Polaris A-2 was campleted in October 1963, this month the firgt four FOT
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missiles were fired and &ll were successful., Therefore, I believe that

the 25 Minuteman I mlssiles are more than sdequate, provided that six montks
pass before initieting the FIT program. As with the Minuteman I progran,
gix to nine monthe should lapse before the Minuteman II FOT is initisted.
For planning purposes, my recormended program includes the following number
of missiles in each fiscal year for this purpose. These will be provided
with missile procurement funds. Except Minuteman I migsiles are also
available.

FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1966 FY 1970
Annuel Speciel . -
Test Launches 5 )2 13 15 15

d. N-17 Guidance Imor-venments. The Alr Force has proposed changes
to the current N-1T7 guidance and control system which reduce the errors
essoclated with the subshetem from about .- « to Total
R&D and investment costs associated with this proposal are about $35.0
million exclusive of a flight teest progrem. As I have indicated above,
eight of the already procured Minuteman II 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 hardened wp to
300 psi would te in excezr of 90 percent. I recommend approval of this
program. The flight test progranm will be supported within the special test
missile allocation.

e, Mark 17 Re-Entry Vehicle. The Air Force has proposed a new re-entry
vehicle having & high lift/draz ratio and a yield of approximately
This re-entry vehicle when employed with the improved guidance system would
result in CEP's of about feet, s compared with the Merk IIA systern
currently in production, which, with improved guidance, would have a CEP
of around Tees.

The RIT&E cost associated with the development progras is estimated
to be $89 million, exclusive of flight test missiles, including systems inte-
. gration and the test of the system. The procurement costs are estimated to
be comparable to the cost cf the Merk IIA; a part of the Mark ITA prograc
would be supersedad by the Msrk 1T progranm.

I recomrmend approval of this program. However, the flight test
prograx will be supported within the speciaml test missile allocation @iscussed
above.

f. MK 12/MEZ®V. The previously approved RUT&E prograr includes funds
for the MK 12/penetration aid effort. I intend to change the direction of
this effort to provide for the development of a capability for delivering
three MK 12 warheads to georraphically separated tergets in addition %o the
capetility for the precise ejection of penetration aids. A portion {to be
determined) of the $31.1 million in FY 1965 will be used to support this
effort. In addition $51.9 million is provided in FY 1966. The flight test
of the systems essociated with this program will be supported within the
special test missile allocation discussed sbove.
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. Minuteman RIT2E Cost

These costs are as follows.

RDT&E TOA (In Million..

FY 1064 FY 2065 FY 1066 FY 1067 FY 19(. FY 1060 B 1970

Minutemry I 88.8 1€.5
Minuiensr II 329.3  307.1 233.0 161.2 67.0 15.¢
ii. Minuteman Investment Costs
Minuteman I: The following tatle summarizes Jin&teman I
investrzat costs.
Investment TOA {In Millior..

Minateen I- FY 106L FY 1965 FY 196€ FY 1967 FY 16(E FY 1969 ¥y 1977
Ms_s Proc 1161.2 55,6 28.5 25.2 18. = 9.5 3.6
Alrerufs Proc 5.1 6.5 11.2 .9 o5 .5
Other Proc 3.2 k.9 T Lo o
Mil Const .T .1

Total 119%.5 MY 39.7 20.8 15.. 10.9 3.6
Minuteman II: To supporc the reccomended Minawteman II program

th: following missile procurenoni acheduie is reguired.

Missile Proc

FY 1964 FY 1965 FY 1966

FY 19€7 FY 196&

FY 1966 FY 1970

Previouely App'd 30
Recormended 30

Tne funds necessary to support the recorrendce’

as Toellows:
Minuterarn II
Missilie Procurenment

293
232

eko
176

301
97

176 80
207 220

232

Trogrer. are

Misciles 101.9 Lo, 8 293.7 325.6 33€.0 353.6 371.2
26T 97.7 137.3 62.0
Tre.ai.; 11.L ik.4 C.G 2.k
Tech Lotz 7.4 15.3 12.0 3.3
Site Lz 4G.9 58.3 2L.1 1C.90
Med: 0 T1.3 155.8 170.5 126.¢ i37.0 12L.0
Stryz” o] k0.0 15.0 21.8 19.: 9.6 T.h
Ine £ril 4.8 1.0 1.5 —
Cut Total 272.1  Tid.n 585.0 533.6  LO1.L 500.2  5C .
Other i-vestnent
Aircroft Proc 1.3 8.C 2.8 .2 e .2 .
Othnar Proc 21.8 14,2 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7
Mii Const _ 156.1 102.7 1C.0 -
Sul Totel 179.2 1oL, 8 12.0 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.9
Total 451,33  903.2 578.8  535.3  483.3 502.1  50L.%
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A comparison with the previously approved and Air Force proposed
investment costs for Minuteman II is as follows:

TOA (In Millions)
FY 1965 ¥FY 1966 FY 1967 Fy 1968 FY 1960 FY 1970

Previously Approved 10k2.6 88k4,5 919.3 Lo.8 151.4 N4
Air Force Plan 1000.2 T76.5 580.3 527.7T k50,1 387.2
Recormended 903.2 578.8 535.3 LB3.3 502.1 50k.5

i1il. Minutemen Operations. The operating costs, including mzintenance
and military personnel, associeted with Minuteman recommended program is
. &5 follows:

Operating TOA {In Millions)
FY 106k FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 186G FY 1962 FY 197C

Minuteman I 3L4.2 49.7 _  6L.1 60.2 _  S1.7. _ 3%.2 2.9
Minutemen II 1.5 11.5 2k.2 34.0 47.1 63.0

L B R B B K 2R K AR 2R B

In summary, the cost of the program that I am now proposing is

es follows:
TOA (In Millicns)
FY 196: FY 1965 FY 1988 FY 1067 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970
Minuteman I 1322.4  133.9  103.8 87.0 71.5  50.1 26.5
Minuteman II 780.6 1211.8 828.3  7e0.7 © 3Bs.5  S6h.2 - 567.5
Total 2113.0 1345.7  932.1  807.7  656.0  614.3  59:.0

3. The Polaris Progrem -- The first submerine carrying the aivanced mods
of Poleris--the 2500 n.mi. A-3--wes deployed in Cctober. All new submerines t
fellow will deploy with this missile. The earlier 1200 n.mi. A-1 commenced its
phase-out in June with GEORGE WASHINGTON returned for overhaul after four yezrs
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 miscile, and 11 the A-3. TFour
of the A-3 submerines will be in the Pecific--the remainder in the Atlantic axd
Mediterranean.

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

The Navy had previously proposed that all Poleris A-1 and A-2 rmicssile
be retrofitted with the A-3 missile. The A-3 missile hes a longer range (2 50
n.mi.) then the A-1 (1,200 n.mi.} or A~2 (1,500 n.mi.) and carries a three

element warhead. The A-1 retrcfit progrem is proceeding according to the Nzvy's
proposal. Last year the decision was made not to implement the retrofit of <the
A-2 miseiles with A-3's at least through 1970. The Joint Criefs of Staff ang I
concur trat the Polaris force level and mix‘of missiles chould remzin unchanged.

£
G

Even though the range of the A-3 is greater than the A-2, a largs
fraction of the Soviet Bloc targets are within range of the Poleris A-2 micsszile.
During 1971 the Polaris force will be commencing the second overhzul cycle. Az
thet time, if conditions warrant it, retrofit will be considered, possibly
emrloying the B-3 missile. The last of the re-supply ships supporting the
Polaris force will be programmed in FY 1966.

RDT&E emphasis has shifted from the initial development and derlovmern:
of the FE! force tc the continuing work necessary to maintein and imprcve the
current high degree cf dependability in spite of any likely countermeasures that
an adversary might take agsinst it. We have identified three arezz to receive
special emphasis. These ere survivable command communications, reduced vulnerstility
+o nuclezr radizvion effects on missile guidance and control systems, and imvroved
capatility to penetrate any tallistic missile defenses that the Soviets mi
derloy.

As an eventual rerlacement for eging Polaris A-2 missiles, and as a
hedgs against extensive AR deprloyment by the Soviets, we are concidering
initieting the development ¢f Polaris B-3. This miscile would carry the larges:
payload that can be provided within the existing submarine lsunch tubes. Totzl
tavioeld weight and space would be fully twice thet of Polaric A-3 at the same
range. The nevw missile would incorporate improved accuracy endé payload flexitility
wrnich weuld permit each missile the flexibility to ettack & single heavily delended
urtan-industrial targst, or a single hardened point target, or several undefended
targets which might be separated by as much as 75 miles, Since we are
wicertain both with regard to wltime<e shelf life of che clder missiles and the
likely schedule of Scviet ARY deployment, the best schedule ané pace of develcp-
ment for 2 B-3 is nct clear. We intend to conduct & Project Definition for the
B-3 during FY 1965 end to commence some developmeni activity in FY 1966. I
recormend that $35 million be budgeted for this purpose in FY 1966. Thie wouli
eXlow us to have an irnitial operationel capatility any time from 1971 on,
depeniing upon the poce of development tc be followesd.

ociated with the recommended and previously approved
followe:

The cosis
Pcliaris program ere e

cE
£ZO
s
-



TOA (In M:llions)
FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 197:

Previcusly Approved 1064 .4 935.0 737.€ 737.4 713.4 NA
Recommeinded 1064 .4 o5..2 137.€ 5T Ti3L . Tie. -

L. Regulug ~-- Barlier this ye=zr, I had aprroved the edrly rermovel frorn
th.e SIOF comxitment of the Reguiusz ..sbmerires s- nroposed by the Joint Chi o

-t

e 4

5. Commani, Contrecl, ani Comuunicaticns for the S:zrategic Forcec --

fellowing summarizes my recormerndetions relating 1o our eifforis =2 incure
iht event of nuclear war owr commanders rezaln Flexitlc commani end conts

cver tine strategic force.

i. Sirategic Air Comrmanid Cerntrcl Syctems. - Thi: prograr include::

(1) Strategic Air Commanid Control Sy:ctem (M6SL), a semi-suvzcion: . c
cormand and conircl system for war plarmning ani conirzl o

the SAC force.

SAC primery aleri cystenm.

2)
g;g Ground/Air (short order) ;a:-bh
(5)
(€)

SAC High Frequence; S*ngl sZ
SAC teletype rnelw k.
SAC teleplone neTwark.

mente ars reguired in tee Ly -
estinmzios ol manlovEr raq.. z.z
Tor e"clrtianar; imyrovenz: z

o ach ¢eah 2. Oy zrezional calul-l‘u: ., te eal of FY L4

T0A (In Millionc)
FY 1965 FY 1666 FY 1667 FY 1965 FY 19€2 FY 1¢7°

Previcously Approved 76.% 57.6 56.0 55.5 55,0 -
Recormmznasd 72.6 57.9 52.3 51.0 L7.2 LE.S

it. PACCS. Tkis is & system vhich provides
capatllluv te exercise effeciive and Tlexitble corv na, control
of rirategic operations follzuing e susteirned high criur ine
I conour with the Alr Force ;rc;csal 0 fub.t"'tc 12 KC 135
% EE-L7L's. It would significantly redace OB and vercunas
il oLroildng more ellecilve aa. Jlewllle fecaonlivien. 1
A'r Torce to subtmit erovosale for an Alruvor.. La ..cl. Cooirel
o blhe MiInuteran forcsc. PBACCS FY 136 reccare. an’ o Coclos
giraasy Lean roleasoi oo indtlace this capgaiilit.. I luoaw

Liiv pLOGYEL. wiul CUsLE &3 Jullows:

: ToA (In Million:c) :
FY 1065 FY 1965 FY 1967 FY 196c FY 1665 FY 197

Previtusly Approved . 40.8 51.6 L1.7 8.7 3h
Reconnzr.ded L4 35.6 19.1 18.9 16,

Trhe EB-LT7's will be phased out by end FY 16&5.
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441 . UHF Emergency Rocket Communications System (ERCS). This syster is
intended to provide a relisble, survivable emergency means of commurica<ione
between the Cormander-in-Chief of the Strategic Air Commzan? and SAC forces.
The system is to be deployed during end after a nuclear attach on the Unizeg

tates to broadcast to surface and airborne SAC forces informetion required
to initiete and execute the emergency war order. The Air Force proposed re-
tention of the presenily approved program. I recommend approval of <ke pro-
gram shown belov. This will proviie 0&M funding at & realistic level an:
assure that the interim operaticnal ERCS devices (Blue Scout boosiers) are
effective pending replacement by the LGL-L folleouv-on system using Minuzers:n

oocsters.
TOA (In Millione)
FY 1965 FY 1966 TFY 1967 FY 10968 FY 1969 FY 1074
Previously Aprroved 27.9 1.1 0.7 0.4 0.k -
Recommended 25.1 2.4 2.2 .9 .9 .S

B. Continental Airiand Missile Defense Force Stiructure Changes

1. Adr Defense Wespcns.

a. Phase down of Current Intercertors. In recent years the bulk cf
our effort in the erez of Continentzl Air snd Missile Defense Forces
has been directed toward protecting ourselves agzinst bomber attack.
We have meintained a large force of both manned interceptors and
surface-to-gir rissiles to counter this threst. However, as ballistic
missiles constitute, to an ever increasing degree, a major threat to
the U, 8., it is necessary tc reconcsider the size and mix of
our defenses. I believe thast the primary purpose of our interceptor
force is to reduce damsge to the United States in the event of an siisck
on this country. At preseni, with nc defense against ballistic missziles
and only the beginning of a visble civil defense posture, our anti-
vomber defenses could operate on only a fraction of the damage inflict-
ing forces in & determined Soviet attack. A balanced defense, thus,
calls for & recrientztion of our efforts -- both within anti-bember
defenses and beiw=en anti-bomber end enti-missile defenses. Any
Judgnent as to the required size of our intercerior force should deperi
on analysis of the degree to which alternative forces can limit dams=ge
to our nestion.

In the pest seversl months my staff and that of the Joint

Chiefs of 5taff have conducted 8 quantitative effectiveness compsrison
of the currently approved interceptor force and a proposed smzller
Torce vhich will be described shortly. These studies indicate that,
regardless of the size of our interceptor force, unprecedented demags
cowld be inflicted on the United States by a determined Soviet atieck
of bombers end missiles. Indications are that 90-120 million fatel-
ities could be expected from such an atteck if we retained our cur-
rently approved intervcepter force. Adopting the smaller force would
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inzrease fstalitviecs Yy merkeps 1 to € million perssnz; the Chief of Sta™r
of the Arny Telioves the difference would e less than 1.5 million in the
moct olaucible sitnatione, end I agree with hic Judiment. It is not clsar
thot our anelytiz:zl end computationel techaiguzs can even identify with
confidence @iffereness of this eizc. Thus, 1t no loager appeers 1o he
necesgary or uselul to Tetain our large Interceptor force et its zrecent
size. Rether, it{ secms to me to be far more in the interests of the United
States to devole our resources to nrograms in the sziraztzgic defensive ares
that alfer the hone of more substentiol ofuction In Ul 8. fatelitices in the
event of g mejor nee? Iy weor.

Therefore, I am proposing a smaller interceptor force incorporating
the following changes:
o ol the 225 P-83'¢ in the Air Heiional Guasé snd trer
At 1 soucéronz (four in FY 12£5 end fiv
the Air Jotionel Gusord to ronlace the F-83's.

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

(3) Reduce suthorized umit equipment of the 13 F-102 Guerd
squadrons from 25 to 18 aireraft per squedron during FY 1965.

(4) Increase the degree of dispersal (and hence survival
potential under missile attackz, and improve the geographicel balaence
through redistribution of F-10L and F 106 squadrons.

By end FY 1969 this force would be smaller by 225 F-89s and
- 270 F-102s. At that time the smaller forces would include T32 eircraft
rather then the 1,255 aircraft formerly approved for that time.

The resultant force retains a war fighting capebility nearly
the equivalent of the currently approved force, eventuully will save
us on the order of $100 million a year, provides the necessary
peacetime surveillance zapabllity, and mainteins an organizationsal
base for possible future deployment of an advanced intercepior.
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b. Deployment of en Advanced Interceptor. The Air Force earlier
this year proposed the deployment of a force of 216 P-124s. A decieion
on this program was deferred pending & decislon on the other ccamponents
of & balanced defense, completion of & study on the specific configuration
of the F-12A, and an evalustion of the F-12As and TFX for seversl
budget levels against several bomber attacks on the United States.

The comprehensive studies this summer on the characteristics
of a balanced damsre limiting program confirmed my earlier conclusion
that major improvements to the air defense forces would have little

value without deployment of a bellistic missile defense system end 8 full
fallout shelter program. Moreover, when a nevw interceptor is reguired, a
suitable version of the F-111 would have advantages over the F-12A. Fur-
ther, it has not been shown that the first mejor change in the sir defense
forces should not be the improvement of the terminal bomber defenses in
urben areas also dAefended by Nike-X instesd of improved area defenses.
For these reasons, given my decision not to start production of Nike-X at
this time, I recammend that we do not now stert production of the F-124
elther. i

The Air Force study of alternative configurations of the F-12A
concluded that an interceptor version of the SR-T1 airframe would be
optimal., This interceptor would be equipped with the ASG-18 fire con-
trol system and AIN-LTA missiles modified t¢ incorporate some of the
advanced ccmponents of the Phoenix system under develorment for the
Ravy version of the TFX. It is not necessary to develcp an interceptor
version of the larger sirframe unless we decide to proceed to procure it.

A more recent proposel by the Air Force requested funds to
produce and test 16 TF-l24s, deferring a decision on the ultimate force
gize. The Air Force requested authority to reprogram $17.8 million and
$15.4 million in FY 1965 for final develcpment and pre-production
engineering, reepectively. Production and test of the 16 P-12As would
cost $185 million in FY 1966 and $300 million in later years to begin
production at the end of the SR-7i production in July 1967. I recommend
provision of $5 million in FY 1966 for final development but
egainst reprogramming for pre-production and against any new funds f9r
production. The technical content of the $5 million is to be established

in the budget review. :
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The Air Force study of the P-12A and the TFX (both equipped with
& modified ASG-lB/AIM-hTA) concluded that the TFX would be slightly superisr
for small budget levels egeinst 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 aleso concludes that the TF-124
would be significantly superior tc the TFX, for a wide range of budget
levels, against an attack by bombers carrylng long-range air-to-surface
migsiles or by advanced high-speed bombers (similar to the RMSA). Aan
independent study concludes that the TFX or, possibly, a stretched TFX
would be superior sgainst s dispersed attack by advanced boembers with
a sufficient range to penetrate U,S. airspace from all azimutha. These
studies indicate that the TF-12A and TFX would be roughly competitive
against & range of bomber threats, and each interceptor would provide
insurance against different bomber characteristice and attack patterns.
Of course, we retsin the option of future depioyment of either or both of

these interceptors.

c. Development of Tmproved Surface-to-Air Missile Systems. The
exieting Hercules defenses augmented by improved Hawks would probably
te adeguate sgeainst the current generation of Soviet bombers. An ad-
vanced surface-to-air missile gystem would probably be required for
defense sgainst an advanced Soviet bomber gystem or against advanced
eir-to=~purface attack missiles.

The Army proposed two development programs to provide improved
surface=-to=glr missile systems for both continental and theater air
defense, The Hawk DImprovement Program would increase the capability
of this system agmingt high-speed, low-altitude targets, mulitiple
targets within the same radar beam, and advanced EM, I recommend
that development of the improved Hawk be approved with FY 1966 funding
of $9.5 million and total funding of $19 million. The Army &lso pro-
posed the engineering develomment of an ajvapced surface-to-air missile
gystem, 10 provide a capebility ageinst multiple high-speed aircrafit
and medium-range missiles, at an FY 1966 cost of $52 million. Our
technicel evaluation indicated that the proposed system characteristics
were toc advenced for the missions considered and the technology avaii-
able. I recammend, coneegquently, that this system remein in advanced
development at a FY 1966 funding of $15 million.
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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 replecing the approved SAGE/BUIC
system by end of 1962. The PAGE systen would include 29 sector control
centers and four regional control centerz. The approved SAGE/BUIC systerm
would contain four regionel control centere, 12 SAGE direction centers and
3l BUIC II centers at end FY 1966.

While the PACE propocal offers some decrease in ground environment
vulnerability, by providing control ceniers at gelected BUIC sites, it also
proposes complete conversion of SAGE equipment into PAGE. Under the present
program, destruction of a SAGE direction center would eliminate all sector-
wvide control and subsequent destruction of ome BUIC II in the seme sector
would eliminate sll control over one part of the sector.

It ie not clear that the proposed PAGE system with its decressed
vulneratility can be Jjustified in view of the congiderable investment required.
An alternative plan has evolved from discussions with the Air Force which
will provide a consgildersbly improved posture over SAGE/BUIC II for a much
lower 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 IT instellations
will be emplcyed on an interim status until the first ten BUIC III eontrol
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 end the equivalent of PAGE) and contein improve-
ments to operate in e back-up control mode. Additionel consoles will be
required at BUIC III centers for handling the increased traffic, the back-
up control mode and for Army defense wespon assignments if Army weapons
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 million.
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b. Airborne Warning and Control System. The Air Force proposed
the development of an Alrborne Warning and Control System for a
flexible backup for land-based control sys‘tems and to extend the
radar coverage beyond the range of ground radars for employment both
for continental and tactical air defense. The proposed R&D program
would cost $121 million, including the approved FY 1965 fumding of
$5 million. I have supported this eystem concept in the past and
recognize that a system with the general characteristics proposed by
the Air Force would be requisite to exploit the effectiveness of a
. long~range interceptor. The state of technology, however, iB not
sufficiently advanced to initiate & full-scale system development at
this time. I recammend, 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-seele system development can be made,

¢, Dewline Extension. At present our strategle forces are geared
to react upon very short warning of enemy attack. Alert alreraft would
be flushed upon notification from BMEWS of an epproaching attack of
enemy ICEMs--with warning coming between geven and 20 minutes before
irpact. Meanwhile, we have been meintaining considerable far-flung
surveillance activities to provide warning of enemy bomber attack
thousands of miles end many hours from their targets in this cowntry.
These include the Dewline and its airborne extensions from the Aleutians
to Midwey and from Greenland to the United Kingdom. The Dewline
extension aircraft are elmost exclusively for warning rather than for
agsisting our defensive forces in combat., To a large extent, they are
redundant, since land-based redars provide good coverage of the Green-
land-U,K, airspace, though less good coverasge from the Aleutians to
Midway. In any case, land-based radars in CONUS would provide more
varning time of bomber attack than EMEWS does of missile atteck. Since
a2 determined Soviet attack would most probably begin with ICEMs and
our forces are geared to react to the short warning time of such a-
attack, it is not necessary to have this emphasis on the detection of
bexibers several hours from their targets.
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I, therefore, recaommend that the airborne Dewline extension
be phased out beginning in FY 1965 as proposed by the Navy,

d, Picket Ships and Airborne Early Warning Aircraft. The warning
capability of the picket ships and Airborne Early Warning aircraft is
also in excess of the reaction time of our strategic forces.

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

e. Reorientstion of the Alr Defense Surveillance System, The
Air Force proposed a reduction of 16 search radars, 32 héight finder
radars, and nine gap filler radars over the period FY 1965-FY 1967,
These reductiong were identified by a recent study by the Alr Defenge
Cozmand and one based on reviesed surveillance criteria. This proposal
also provides for the procurement of a new common radar data and beacon
processor which 1s required to meet DOD obligations to the FAA for
updating of the radar beacon system for air traffic control. The radar
reduction will save around £11]1 million and the initial cost of
the pev common radar data processors will be around $22 million.
I recommend approvael of these chenges. Current ADC studles are
expected to identify further early reductions of height finder and gap
filler raders.

3. Missile and Epace Defense Weapons.

&. Nike-X Balligtic Missile Defense. Completion of the Nike-X develop-
ment by end FY 1970 16 now estimated to cost about $1,370 million, of which
about $390 million {including $10 million for military construction) will be
required in FY 1966, The Chief of Staff of the Army recommended, in JSOP-69,
the deployment of 17 Nike X batteries end 3,400 missiles by end FY 1973. The
total procurement cost of thie 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 mejor studies conducted this summer. The

Aruy was then asked to prepare information on a program to deploy a Nike-X
defense of 23 urban areas; this program was to be structured in a "building-
tlock approach, so that deployment could be termineted at some intermediate

gtage and st the same time a balenced capability be retained.

The Army developed three basic eystems configuratlons which
differ primarily in cambination of Multifunction Array Redare 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 urban eres ageinst
a lerge, tcchnologically sophisticated attack, but is the most costly
for & given number of areas defended. The LO-MAR configuration
includes, on the averags, one MAR for every three urban areas and
one double-face MSR and two single-face MSR for every urban area
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defended; for e given level of expenditures, the recent Army studies indicate
that the LO-MAR configuration {1) would probebly maximize survivors against a
large sophisticated attack, apnd (2) would be clearly superior to a EI-MAR
configuration egainst a smaller or less sophisticated attack. The NO-MAR
configuration includes only MSR radare and in the game combination as the
LO-MAR configuration.

. The compositions, schedules, and total costs of these three
slternatives (prepared by the Army) are presented in the table on the fol-
lowing page. It is interesting that, for a given mumber of urban areas defend-
ed, the total cost of the LO-MAR configuration is 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 same for all configuratione and that the FY 1967 and
FY 1966 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 & production
contract in October 1965, the Army estimated that FY 1966 funding of $20T
million would be reguired to deploy the first MSR/SPRINT defense in September
1969 and the first MAR in March 1970.&7 .

A slippage of eix monthe cm the deployment of both the MSR/ SPRINT
defense and the first MAR would reduce the required FY 1966 funding to
$127 million.

Subsequant to the estimates shown in the Army teble, & further
investigation showed that if the first MAR followed the first MSR/ SPRINT
defense by one year inctead of six months (without changing the initiml
deployment date of MSR/SPRINT in September 19639), then the procurement funde
required in FY 1966 would be $173 million, Slippage of the initial deployment

te by six months (to March 1970), with the first MAR following‘one year later,
would allow & further reduction of procurement funds required to $62 million.
Slippage of the MAR alone would relieve a very tight engineering schedule,
without affecting our ability to meet an initial deployment date or to choose
an uwltimate 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 RDT&E (and military
construction) funds required from the $429 milliem to $390 millicen.

Next October, whenthe first production funds 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 cowplete.

1/ Includes $5.4 million of operating cost.
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Sub-Systems HI-MAR LO-MAR NO-MAR
Pheses I 11 I1I I IT III IV I II - III Iv V¥ VI

Urban Areas 13 23 30 11 20 35 47 11 22 3% 5 7L 102
MAR 13 23 30 3 8 12 16
LDP 12 25 41 sh 12 28 46 65 9u 122
MSR (Single Face) 2k L3 €9 23 48 T2 9 23 k7 69 92 96 100

(Double Face) 12 27 L3 56 12 28 46 €65 9h 122
SPRINT 3984 9000 20000 2040 LBYS TTE0 10536  1TOL 3LOB. LBBY 600& TL32 8776
ZEUS LOO 500 © 288 skhk 800 1052
TTR 4o 50 ©
MIR 80 100 ©

Initizl Operzticnzl

Capatility by
CY Quarter

Totzl Development &

Procurement Costs
(In Billions)

3/69 1/72 /73

10.9 17.7 25.4

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

6.8 11.7 16.0 19.8

3/69 1/71 1/12 1/73 1/74 1/75

L.s 6.9 9.0 10.9 12.8 1L.6

HI-

I10-

NO-

MAR

I
113

MAR
1
1I
111
v

MAR
1
II
111
v
v
Vi

Devel.
Oni-r

Ez+imsted Totzl System Coste of Nike-X Deployment Alternatives

Total Deve:
Figcal Year & Procurm'

1966 1667 1965 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 Warheads Cos< E;

{(Total otligaticnal avthority, in millions of dollers):

636 2026 2800 2957 1306 599 458  Lou¥ 1026 I 10,919
636 2096 2960 3711 336& 3431 10k6 k9 669  6o1* , 2228 II 17,695
636 2097 2975 3737 3507 L4273 3193 1557 1026 984 1013 4Bl2  III 25,376
636 1L96 2673 989 615 350 250% sih I 6,757
€36 1558 3154 3533 1k62 TT5 Sk 486" « 1273 II 11,745
636 155k 3154 38Lkg 36k5 1476  B76 733 688 N 200k 111 16,003
636 1575 3154 3931 3858 3338 1k82 1001 892 861 2713 Iv 19,817
636 932 1476 TI0 469 259 198" b2 I L5
636 956 1631 2008 817 505 383 33* « 819 11 6,905
636 973 163+ 2109 1995 T80 575 50T k59 11k 11T 8,998
636 995 1638 2109 2107 190k 793 €66 597 573% , 2 Iv 10,80
636 1000 1652 2109 2107 2004 1899 878 T30 711 689 1Th7 V32,806
636 1000 1652 2109 2107 2004 1979 1939 o47 B2L 78k 2062 vi 1L,597
Leg 370 2L 202 117 1,37

*

(g/

Level off operating cost.
Adds to leses than totals of annual system costs because operating costs are not included.

Total development only.



(3) The ISR design will be corpleted and fabricaiior vill br ix
an advanced siofme.

(L) The SPRIL'T dezign ill be coorieted and grourd tert of 2t
least 10 Tirst and second stage motors will be conpleted.

These tests would probably indicate whether any major developmen . protienr
would delsy the ipitial deploymert date. Py October 1056, befcre any wajoc.
preductior funde ere com:itted, fabricction of the NAR TI will have been
initiated; fabrication of the ISR will be cexmlcted, inrinllation at
Kuvzjelein will be started, and around 10 SPRINT micrilec of z tactiical
configurstion will be fired. The development and test progrsv provide:
considerable insurance thot mgjor production Tundes would not e commi fe’
before a resolution of the primory technical unceirteinties,

I recommend approvel of 3390 million for R&D and miliiery concisus.ion
in FY 1966. Under this funding +he install=iior of the MAY or Fwajelein w.1?
be delzyed six months. Since the HAR is the sinrle moct complen and coril:
cormenent ¢f the NIKE-X system, I believe the 2ddilionel devalorment 4ion n
worranted. Furiler, since the 7R follouwes the first 1SL inrcorlistion n o7
IC-IAR options this will not result in asy siiprane of futw .eploimrn:
options. I also recormend 310 million nrocuremes: funds +o 7ot lnue nrc-
production planning ancd engineering.

Az T Indicated earlier, I an very reluctrrnt to copdl vony nilllies
in production funds before we hove a clear concept of the rrefrred deploiion ..
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4, Migsile and Space Surveillance Bystems,

a. Forward-Scatter Misslle Warning System. The Alr Force proposed
to expand the experimental forwsrd-scatter over-the-horizon radar system
now being instalied in Europe and Asia to a fully operational system.
The experimentsl system would cover the Soviet missile test ranges
end the operationel gystem would cover all of the existing and potentiel
rissile gites in the Soviet Union and a large part of China. The
experimental system includee two transmitter sites and five receiver
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
te a moderste confidence backup to BMEWS that would provide s few
minutes more warning time, detection of some misgsile trajectories
vhich would avoid EMEWS, and reduced vulnerability to jamming and direct
attack. This system would also provide detectlon of small nuclear
detonations in the atmosphere which may not be detected by other sensors.
The initial cost of this system would be around $40 millien and the
annual cost would be around $8 million. I recommend approval of this
system with a FY 1966 funding of $4 million, and subject to a review of
the operationsl system characteristics upon completion of the experimental
system tests.

c. Satellite Dectection and Tracking. Several cther smaller pro-
grams will improve ocur capability for satellite detection end tracking.
Two large ground-based gtical sensors will be installed within the pext
year in Rew Mexico and Hawali; these sensors will provide a high resolution
(1imited by atmospheric distortion) and will algo provide time-variant
peasurements of the altitude stabilization of satellites. The date
processing from the SPADATS sensors is belng improved to provide more
accurate ephemeris predictions. The new BEMEWS radars in England may
be programmed to provide first one-half orbit detection of most Soviet
satellites, and this is currently under study.
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C. Civil Iefense

Civil defense is the foundation of a balanced strategic defense pro-
gram. A nation-wide fallout shelter system, with the necessary provisions
for wvarning, shelter habitation, and post-attack operations, is the most
effective component of a balanced program. An effective fallout sghelter
program could increase the numbers surviving a Soviet attack in the 1970
period, from among those who otherwise would die, by up to perhsps 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 that in the FY 1967 budget serious considera-
tion be given to the expansion of the civil defense program to provide
the basic elements of a nation-wide fallout shelter system by the early
seventies. It should be recognized that the presently recommended prograr
ig very austere.

The recommended program includes shelter provisions for sbout
TS percent of the public 155 million shelter spaces and no funds for
deployment of an improved civil defense warning system at this time,
This austere program, however, could improve ocur civil defense posture
and may be sufficient and approximately balanced for defense against a
small sttack. A later decision to deploy the other elements of a balanced
defense sgainst 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 balanced 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 million people (10 days of provisions for
155 million), &nd an improved base for shelter management mnd post-attack
recovery. The 155 million spaces include about 80 million spaces
anticipated to be licensed and marked as public shelters as a result of
the National Fallout Shelter Survey {75 million of these spaces are
already licensed or marked); an estimated 19 million spaces from the
contimued survey of existing buildings; about 3 million spaces for new
shelters in Federal buildings; and some 53 millicn additional spaces
from the inereased 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
than programs considered in prior years, but the effectiveness of this
posture is also substantislly lower. Totel shelter spaces will be
distributed more densely than the population, thus increasing the
vulnerability of the sheltered population to immediate weapons effects.
A slover buildup of the fallout shelter system than considered in prior
years, however, is prcbably appropriate, given the lead times on
advanced active defense systems and the uncertain public response. The
sncecess of any future expansion of the program will be critically



dependent on a clear determination by the Federal Govermment that such
a progrem is required and on a favoresble public response, which, to
date, has been erratic and inconsistent. A public understanding that
ihe civil defense program is one of the most effective camponents of
our strategic posture will be requisite to the feasibility and success
of achieving even the limited objectives of the reccmmended program.

Total costs associeted with the previously approved and recommended
Civil Defense program are &s follows:

TOA (In Millions)

Total
FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 FY 70 FY 66-FY 70
Previously App'd 356 341 355 351 333 -
Recommended 105.2  1o4.0 184,21 185.4 152.9 153.4 871.8

During the last year we have achieved e much better understanding
of the potential of various strategic defense programs. There remains
a great deal of uncertainty concerning some precise immediate and
sustained effects of a nuclear attack. The primary uncertainties comcern
the thermal effects and the immediate post-sttack recovery problenm.
Studies in progress should contribute to & better understanding of
these problems. However, these studies are not likely to change the
current conclusion that e comprehensive fallout shelter system would
provide the potential of saving tens of millions who would otherwise be
killed by radiation. The recommended civil defense program outlined
in this memorandum is the first step toward meking consideration of
the problems of post-attack recovery more rewarding and relevant.



.

APENDIL P

This appendix surrzerizes tle Fecommended Suretegic
reteliatory Forces, Continentul Air and Missile Defense Forces, and
tr2 Civil Defense program. ﬁhere different, the Service proporcals
ere shown teneath mine in parentheses. The recommended TOA (in milli ne)
for the Strategic Retaliatory Forces and the Civil Defence Program is

alss inciuded.



Table I 68

RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSEEF/E/ETRATBGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES
{End Fiscal Year)

1961 1962 1963 196k 1965 1966 1967 1968_2§2_2_
Bombersf-/
B-52 655 615 630 630 630 600 600 600 600 600
(630) (630) (630) (630) (630)
-l I
B-5
Total Bombers 1455 1505 1295 1160 935, 680 68 ?IZ TZK TL
(720) (708) (706) (70!+) (702)
Air-Launched Msls
Hound Dog 216 . 460 580 580 560 sk sko sko 520 520
Strategic Reconnaissance _
ER-T1 , 25 25 25 25
RB-47 9% 45 30 30 30 :
RC-135 10 _10 10 _10 10
Total 90 45 30 30 30 10 35 35 35 35
Surface=-Surface Msls
Atles 28 57 126 126
(99) (99) (68) (68) (68) (68)
Titan 21 67 108 sk si sk sk sh 5y
' (108) (108) (108)
Minuteman I 160 800 Boo 700 55 koo 2%
(750) (610) (h80) (300)
Minuteman IT 300 450 600
(200) (390) (620) (800) (900)
Polaris a/ 80 96 144 22k Lie  Lu8 656
MLF (Polaris A-3) 8 18 128
)—(1:) _B_L,)
Total ICEM/Pol. 108 174 &97 1058 1270 1382 1710 1718 1755
(1'+19)(1601>(1832)(1878)(1978)(1978)
Other
Quail 22k 392 392 392 392 390 390 390 390 30
EC-135~ koo Lo 500 580 620 620 620 620 620 62
EC-97 600 58 3ko 240 120
Regulus Y 17 17 T
PACCS
KC-135 17 17 18 ek 2k ok 24 2L
B-L7 18 36 36
Alert Force Hpnsg/
Weapons 836 1551 2071 2689 2601 2535 2715 2722 2732 2TI5
{2801)(2798)(2896)(2938)(3015)(3015)
Megatons

Footootes on next page
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!7;;§5e forces proposed by the Secretary of the Air Force and the Joint

Chiefe of Staff less Chief of Staff Air Force, vhere different from
the Recommended Forces, are shown in parentheses.

Possible assignment to RATO of U.K. or other nuclear weapons, including
the UK, Polaris force in accordance with the terms of the Ragsau Pact,
have not been taken into account in the recommended V.S, force structure.

Rumbers of aircraft do not include command support or reserve aircraft.

The Multi-Latersl Force consisting of the Polaris A-3 on surface ships
ie included under the agsumption that formal agreements would exist by
July 1965. The cost of this forece is not included in the costs of
the Strategic Retaliatory forces. The proposed force of 200 missiles
in 25 ships would be achieved by mid-19T71.

Excludes National Emergency Airborme Copmand Post and Post Attack
Command and Control Bystem aircraft,

The alert force weapone 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. On July 15, 1961, about 50 per
cent of the strategic aircraft were on alert compared with about 30
percent previously. Beyond FY 1964 the extrapolatiéns are based on
most recent date. The average pumbers and yields of aircraft weapons

are as follows: B-4Ts, 1.75 weapons and _ B-52, 3.32 weapons
and .. Texclusive of the Hound Dog missiles); B-58s, five weapons
and For the FY 1965 pericd and beyond 90 percent of the ICEMs

are assumed on alert except Minuteman I for which an 85 percent alert
rate wes assumed during the period of miseile retrofit. 1In addition,
about 53 percent of the Polaris force is mssumed to be onestation
while an mdditional 10 percent of the force would be in-transit to
patrol areas.



Borbers
B-52
B/EE-4T
E-58

Totael

Alir Launched Mels
GAV-TT
GAM-8T
Total

Btret Recon
SR-T1
RC-135
RB-4T

Tctal

ICR: and FEM Systen
Atlas
Titan
¥inucteran I
Minutemen II
FR! Systemx
Total

Other
KC 135
KC 97
Regulus
Total

RECOMMENDED TOA FOR STRATEGIC OFFFNSIVE FORCES

Cormmend, Control, Communi-

cations and Support

SAC Control
PACCS

Emer Rocket
Bases Oper

Adv Flying and Msl

Hgq and Cem Spt
Totel

Grand Total

Prev App'd

(In Millions)
FY 62 FYé3 FY6h Fr65 Fr66 FY6] Fr68 FY69 Fy 7o
1n88.L  991.5 B06.T 843.1 8719  TTT.1 T9B.3  TLL.O a.F
356.9 263.6 196.6 124.9 Sh.T
162.9 111.0 £7. 102.5  90.5 8L.4 36,8 553 LS
1707.2 137i.1 1070.°% 1070.5 1£17.1 _861.5 _Bd5.1 B0T.T T %.:
(iE g) (& r) ( 57.8) ( 26.9) ( 39.1) { 39.0) ( :2.5) ( £3.¢) { %.5)
!557 0; lT’ ) (_57.%) (26.9) (39.1) (_39.0) {_:2.5) (_2i.7) (&L.5)
20.3  181.€ 367.1 M05.8 9.9  95.0  Sh.o  ta.d
.6 27.6 156.9% .3 9.5 1€.0 2.6 20.3 19.7
©32.6 16.6 k.9 15.6 G.h _
_33.2 __€5.9 _353. "383.0 _L2h.7 "107.9 _1iL.6 _11L.3 _i12.7
731.9 k56.3 22,3 97.7
118¢.2  A73.9 3¢5.E 127.2 73.8 53.8 43.0 k7.6  ban
1380,9 2cké.6 132z.L 133.9  103.8 87.0 1.5 0.1 2.5
151.2  T730.6 1211.8 B828.3 720.7 5. 564,02 5(7.5
2278.0 1¢1..0 1851.9 106Lk.3  950.2 T737.6 T37T. 71,k T10.0
2550.1 5M35.0 Loke.L 2o3h.c 195€.1 1599.1 illa.h 1377.% 1380
365.5 335.0 2z1.0 218.0 231.9 233.C 2xh.3 23k 22h.¢0
171.5 127.L4 T7.5 51.9 15.3
10.0 11.0 8.7 2.2
567.0 L7s5.B  307.3 242.1 2bj.2 233.6 2;4.3 23-.F Da.¢
98.3 100.5 11,1 72.6 57.9 52.3 €1,0 47.2 L .g
75.0 97.1 46.8 Li.4 °  35.8 19.1 18.9 18.¢ 13,
1.0 14.0 7.0 29.1 2.4 2.2 . .G Ry,
719.2 663.7 T17.8 T188.6 T7€6.5 7.0 T73B.9  TST.T T3
.0 60,7 KL .3 ko6 L7 WTM L 573
lok.0 110.9 107.2 15,1 1167 2'11.4 31l 130 .0 a5
10G+.5 10LG.¢ 160C.= 1538.1 1019. o 2 638, 3.6 _Cru.t
8g951.0 B8295.3 T737h.2 SuLB,C LEfs.0 3701.3 3€€5.0 353%.2 AT
8961 8378 7318  S6hg L4892 balk 35k 320-
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CONTINENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES
(End Fiscal Yeer)

FY 61 FY 62 FY 63 FY 64 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 ‘fY 68 FY 69 FY T0

MAITED INTERCEPTORS2/D/ |

Air Force
F-101 - 3W+ 312 312 312 282 204 114 108 108 108
. (276) (276) (270) (1€2)  (126)
F-102 393 293 255 235 235 229 222 108 0 0
(261) (255) (248) (222) (1Lk) o
F-104 L2 ko - 36 36 (eu 2k 2k 26
36) -
F-106 270 o276 2L0 240 20 228 216 210 20k 108
(162) (126)
IMI (F-124) 0 0 0
(18) (162) (21€)
Na'\:! ) .
)] 25 27
Air Wetional Guara®/ :
F-86 250 200 150 100
F-89 , 250 250 225 225 225 125 0 0 0 0
: (225) (175) (175)  (@5) 0
F-100 66 67 72 L2 :
F-101 T2 162 162 162 162
(108) (126)
-102 130 127 152 191 234 234 234 23k 234 234

(2€8) (26u) (300} (300) (250) (225)
F-104 61
F-106 o} 0
(36) (5%)

4 MISSILE FORCES:

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

(383) (288) (188) (188) (188) (107} (c)
Nike Hercules (Reg)®/ 2340 2350 2154 1764 1548° 1548 15L& 1548 2538 1558
B (Reg)e/ 0 o0 516 516 316 576 5716 3716 516 7€

(1008) (1440) (1:2L0) (1kLO)  (1L440)

Hike Hercules (ARNG)®/ 108 108 396 756 93 936 936 9% 93 936
(658) (B6%) (86u) (864} (B6+) (86%) (bE-)
Nite Ajax (ARNG)E/ 1520 1440 720 0 0 0 o 0 0 0
AATS-TC 0
(€+)
Nike-X C
(200)%
CONTROL & SURV. SYSTEMS:
Control Systems _
SAGE Comt. Centersl/B/ g 8 8 7 7 5 3 5 5 5
SAGE Dir. Centeijf7 20 21 18 15 15 13 13 11 11 11
BUIC II Centersl 1k 1k 1 0 0
BUIC I1I Centersi/Jd/ » 1k 19 19

SAM 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 61 FY 62 FY 63 FY 6k FY 65 FY 6€ FY 67

CONTROL & SURV. SYSTEMS: TCont'd)

Surv. & Werning Systems
Search Ralarsi/
Search Raiar:—}ANG)E/
Beight Ralarsi
Gap Filler Radarsf ;
DEV Rader Stationsls

DEW Ext. Sys.-Alrcraft
-Ships

OTishore Rads-Aircraft
-Shirs

Surv. & Wérhiﬁg L ystem
BEWS Eites (474-1L)

177
6
313
87
67
50
P

€0
21

2

177
6
313
103
67
bl
5
60
22

2

166
6

2

168
6
298
100
39
L3

67

22

3

162
&
278
92
39
20

67
19

g/ Authorized aircreft or missiles as appropriate,

158
6
270

92

39
o

-

O -

152
6

258
o2
39

0

67
0

FY 68 FY 69 FY 70

- 152 152 152
6 6 6
258 258 258
g2 92 92
39 39 39

o} 0 0

67 67 67

) o} 0

3 3 3

E/ The Air Force's force structure recommendations are contingeni upon phase-in of *he IMI.
’ ,

Possessed alrcraft.

Lo e

g e

S

Componernts of %16-L.

3,400 ©ty end FY 1973.

Micssiles and lesunchers.

Nurbers of missiles suthorized.

To be determined during subsequent review.

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

This table is written to reflect agreement between the Secretary of Defense and the

Air Force on the SAGE/BUIC 11T configuration rather than the earlier Air Force PAGE

recommendation.,
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CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAM
(Service Proposed and SecDef Recommended)

1, Suzmary of the Recomwended Program -- The recommended program,
includee the following major elements: '

a. A continuved survey of existing buildings and new construction
is expected to identify about 19 million additional public shelter
sTaces in addition to over 100 million already identified in shelters
with & capacity of 50 or more for a total cost of $52.4 million.
Included in this is the cost of evalueting existing end new putlic
stelzere fer aveilable trapped water, emergency sewerage capacity,
availetle food gsupplies, communications facilities, and edaptability
to the use of peortable ventileticn equipment. A new progrem to
survey hores and other private buildings with a c¢apacity less than
50 is =xpected to identify some 24 million additional spaces for a
cost of $68.5 million.

b. The recomended shelter development progrﬁm provides architectural

ard engirncering essicstance in epplylng new techniques 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 millicn in FY 1965, and will cost $3.0 million a year in
FY 1965-FY 1970. These expenditures will not require eny additional
authorizing legislation.

c. To complete the eight Regionel Operstions Centers which provide
emergenc:r directior. of the civil defense efforts, $7.8 million is
reccorrended. Furthermore, all Defense Department elements have been
dire:ted to make use of the new techniques for inclusion of low cost
shelvers in construction projects. All other federal agencies should
also be directed to meke use of these techniques. 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 end water, medical, sanitation,

_ and rediological instrument kits for sround 75 percent of the 155
riliion public shelter spaces will cost an additional $121.7 million
during Fv 1966-T0. These funds do not provide for the replacement of
precent stocks subject to deterioration, demage, or loss. The 75
percent stockage factor is based on the stocking experience during
the last two years. Minor adaptations to the plumbing ~ystems of the
surveyed public shelters to make trapped water evailebtle to the shelter
areas will cost $12.4 million. Ventilation kits to increase the
capacity of surveyed shelters will cost $82.2 million.
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' e. 'The recommended warning prograr. includes $2.9 million for
tie continuetion of the Weshington eres waming system and fallout
grelters for the terminal warning points of the national warning
system. FY 1965 funds in the amount of $1.1 million are available
Tor completing the develcpment of a radio warning system. An
additional $20-$40 million would be reguired for signel transmission
and distribution after determination of the optimum configurstion of
a national radio warning system. This does not include financing
of house receivers which may be funded by the government or ty
private individuals.

f. An expanded emergency operation program would provide for
adequate radiologicel monitoring kits,. continuation of & program for
fallout protection for selected emergency troadcast “sycten staiions,
and continuation cf the rresent capatility for collection and pro-
ceczing information on yost-atteck damage assecsment; this propranm
is expected to cost about $15.C million in FY 1965 and $13.5 million
e year in FY 19€7-FY 1970.

g. Financial assistance to ststes is increased at the rete of
sprroximately 10 percent per year through FY 19€9 to provide for an
i{ncrease in state and local activity to support the larger shelter
program; the cost of this progrer will average around $35 million &
vear,

h. The five~-year program for research includes s proposed
gverage expenditure of $15 million & year, four percent of the .
tolal prograrm costs., The broed program goals sre the following:

(1) To provide improved meesns for fallout protection, with
erphasis on the reduction of the costs of shelter construetion;

(2) To evaluate alternative blest shelter programs wih
attention to technigues to reduce costs and potential deplcy-
ment times;

(3) To irprove the capstility to control and conduct
emergency operations in damaged areas;

(4) 7. develop an effective thermal countermeasures
gystem; and

(5) Tc eststlish en adequatc technical tase for post-
sttack survival end recuperation.

i. PFunds for civil defense manapement are projected st tho
latest approved manpower ceiling, with sdjusitments for the reccnt
civilian pay increase; the amnual manegement costs will be sbout
$15 million.



