























































































































































































































































































































































































































» (1) The production and deployment of the I'-12 manned 1
1nterceptor by FY 1969 and the retention of Century
Series interceptors at existing levels pending 1its avail-

(2) The development and deployment of a_fully capable

2
3 .

ability. ' ) . L3
5
6

Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS),

PART IT - STRATEGIC_ OFFENSIVE FORCES

1. Geperal 7
a. The task these strategic offensive forces must per- 8
.form 1s increasing in magnitude amd complexity as the 9

Soviets improve their strategic offensive capabilities by 10

increasing the numbers as well as the surviv

heir offensive systems. 12
13

1

1t developments indicating 15

that there is little prospéct of NATO acceptance of MLF, 16
and the possible phase out of US MACE missiles which would -17
uncover targets of concern to NATO. In contrast to these 18
1ncréasing requirements for strategic forces, currently 19

approved programs would maintain US capabiliti es at approx- 20
imately the FY 1965 levels. Therefore, modernization must 21
be emphasized to insure maintenance of the capabilitiss 22
required of these forces. - v 23

b. Actions réquired to provide more effective and modern 24
'strateg§¢ offens{yg systems, which will contribute to the 25
balanced force needed to counter the increasing Soviet 26

nuclear threat, include the development and deployment of 27
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‘an advanced manned boober, the improvement of existing 1
bé;mbor systems pending such deployment, and improvenents

"in the strategic missile force. Without such actions, there
-will be a narrowing range of strategic options available

to the United States. These two systems are the substance

nuclear war. Should deterrence fail, these strategic

retaliatory forces must have the capability to contribute,

, signifiéﬁﬁtly to 1limiting damage to the United States,

2
3
"
5
-of the strategic retaliatory forces which deter general 6
7
8
9
0

as may be necessary. ‘rhe ; {Tac erlzed by a flexi-

bility which affords a range of response from the discrim- 12
ination provided by an individual advanced manned aircraft 13

to the capacit;-n times of international 1k
tension. A discussion of the action the Chief of Staff, 15

US Alr Force, believes should be implemented to provide 16
modern and more effective strateglc offensive forces 17
follow. ] 18
2. Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft SAMSA) 19
a. JSOP-70 indicates* that manned bombers as well as 20
missiles would be effective in attacking residual Sovj:et 21
!‘orces.- By successfully 'destroying these nuclear threat 22
forces as well as other types of- .strategic targets, such 23
2k

manned bombers contribure SIg ; : 25
of limiting damage to the United States and its Allies 26
and should be considered as an essential element of the 27
strategic offensive force. 28

* Reference Page A-27, line 8, Section A, Part VI
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‘b. There have been three studies completed in late 1964

by the Chairman, JCS Special Studies Group, which included 2
the AMSA in a balanced force concept. Each of these studies 3
concluded that the AMSA was competitive with other systems &
on a cost-effectiveness basis. In the Alternative General S
Nuclear War Study, the AMSA in a damage limiting role was 6
more effective than ballistic missiles; and the reason was, - 7
"that it offers the capability to look at a large number 8
of targets and attack only those which have not b,ee;z 9
destroyed, thus permitting achievement of high damage 10
expectancies at relatively lower cost than reattacks on 11
each target of the system, irrespective of its state of 12
damage or occupancy." 13 .'
" ¢. The Effectiveness of Strategic Retaliatory Forces 1

Study, Part 1, compared the effectiveness of the programmed 19
missile force alone and with this same force plus 200 AMSA. - 16
The primary conclusions of this study were given for damage 17
limiting and assured destruction: (1) "Depending upon the ] 18
var outbreak situation, a force of 200 AMSA, when added to -19
the programmed strategic missile force, could significantly 20
reduce fatalities and damage levels in the United States. 21
These reductions could be as high as 13 ‘per cent in 22
fatality levels and 11 per cent of the industrial base."; 23
and (2) "The AMSA would be consistently effective in the 24

damage assurance role; increases in damage assurance * 25
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MAN, 656 POLARIS and 142 AMSA;

-~ B-529-(40--squedrens-or-600- UE)- there-is-an-approved— - -

da‘mage expectancies could be éxpected to increase by 20 per
cint against fho Soviet ofronsiv'o force structure and by
65-70 per cent against the balance of the prime military
target structure.” ' '

d. The‘Effectiveness of Strategic Retaliatory Forces
Study, Part II, was conducted to determine the optimum mix
of missiles and AMSA considering cost effectiveness. The
280 MINUTE-
or US retaliation 1200
MINUTEMAN, 656 POLARIS and 117 AMSA.

e. In addition to this study Justification for develop-

optimum mixes derived were:

ment of the AMSA, the JCS have recommended four times in

196% and in JSOP-70 that Project Definition Phase for AMSA
be approved so that they can ma.ke.ah early decision on pro-
duction and deployment. Their concern is to retain a manned
bomber in the strategic offensive fcr.ces for the foreseeable
future without relying indefinitely on the continued modi- .
fication of the ag_iné B-52 force.

f. The concern of the Chief of Staff, Air Force, is to
assure the modernization and increased effectiveness of the
manned bomber force with a system that is designed to pene-
trate the estimated defenses in the 1970s, and with this
bodernization, to phase out the aging B-52s. Toward this
end the Chief of Staff, Alr Force, includes in JSOP-70 the
entry of t}.xe AMSA and the initial phase down of the BZ52
in FY 1973.

3. The B-52
a. To extend the safe life of the C through H serles
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N

structural modification program (ECP-1128) under way which
will allow the B-52 to be effectively employed using a low
level delivery tactic. With this moditicapion anq the
lifting of present flight restrictions, which will allow
SAC to pérrorm realistic training missions at low altitudes,
the B-52s will start reaching their estimated safe life

in substantial numbers in FY 1969.

| b. An additional structural modification (ECP-1185) 1s
programmed to be applied to the B-52 G agd‘k-series only

. (17 squadrons or 255 UE). It is estimated that ECP-1185
will extend the safe life of.these aircraft through 1975.
This estimate is to be validated by the Air Force Logistics
Command and Boeing engineers in a report due in March 1965.
This leaves a question concerning the C through F series
B-52 (23 squadrons or 345 UE) if they are to remain in the
force until FY 1973, the projected phase in date of the
AMSA. If funds cannot be provided to apply ECP-1185 or
some other less costly structural modification to the B-52
C thru F there 1s an alternative to extending their safe
life without modification. This alternative, while not
recommended, is to impose certain flight restrictions so
that the aircraft are not subject to the stress of low

altitude flying during training missions.

c. A decision on the best way to extend the life of the -

B-52 C thru F may be dclayed until FY 1966. Based on ‘this
fact and the expected better understanding of ECP-1185 as
mentioned above, the Chief of Staff, Air Force, includes
in JSOP-70 40 squadrons of B-52s or 600 UE through FY 1972.
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| 4. The MINUTEMAN Force Level 1
'/-: a. Th; JsdP;7O anﬁiysis has démonstrated the require- 2
. ment for a force of 1910 missiles consisting of 656 POLARIS, 3
! 5% TITAN II, and 1200 MINUTEMAN. In the targeting comcept = U
of this strategig missile force the POLARIS is generall 7 .5
targeted agains 6
because of its probability of survival while at sea along 7
\A : boe
N ) )
~ is targeted a ain_st
© W
&-‘ - b, In a recent Air Force study* the number—_ 14
"\ : rgets used va‘ representing the JIEP median - 15
Q\-\x~\ “estivate for 1970. This Alr Force study addressed the 16
MINUTEMAN requirements for that time period giving the Air - 17
Force the capability to> )8
Dos
~ b(2)
S
An analysis of damage expectancy indicated b3 b
this combination’of yie’ld ‘and CE was better sui a4
were suitable for 2
yleld for acceptable damage expectancy. i R 8 DOZ '

* An Air Staff analysis of possible MINUTEMAN capabilities and
effects of MIRV on the programmed missile force.
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the destruction of L
d. The Alr Force stﬁdi’édr—i—éide}ed‘the effectiveness of 5
the FY 1970 programmed 1000 MINUTEMAN force, consisting of 6
250 MINUTEMAN I and 750 MINUTEMAN II, when applied to the 7
8

9

o)

time sensitive target coverage task for that Yyear.

e ——— /
tion of this force against the using ~optimum

reprogramming methods, yielded'_ a total nuxﬂﬁer

probabiy destroyed. Also, due to limitation in numbers of ;5
missiles avallable, it was not possible to cover each aim 16
point with one reliabls missile. Thus, even with MIRV 17
capability and using optimistic planning factors, it was ) 18
not possible with a force level of 1000 MINUTEMAN, to 19 )

achieve an adequate level of damage expectancy and target 20
coverage in the task assigned to the MINUTEMAN. However, 21
the study showed that a similar application of a 1200
MINUTEMAN force,

provided complete\t»:éx—'.g;t' cb—\'revzta-é; with a damage expectancy‘ 24
of approximately 90%. . - 25

e. Further substantiation of the requirement for a %6
MINUTEMAN force of 1200 comes from the three studies cited 27 |
in paragraph 2 b, ¢ and d@ above. The General Nuclear War 28
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" Effectiveness of Strategic Retaliatory Forces Study, Part I, 1
used 1326 while Part II indicated a requirement from 1200
to 1280 in its "optimum mixed force." These studies all
addressed the problem of determining the balanced force

required in the 1970s to provide the United States with the

2
3
4
5
capability to meet the strategic objectives of damage 6
limiting and assured destruction. 7

f. The Chief of Staff, US Alr Force, taking into con- 8
sideration the 18 month lead time for MINUTEMAN facility 9
construction, supports the attainment of a minimum level of 10
1200 MINUTEMAN by end FY 1970. 11
5. MINUTEMAN TT1+* 12

a. A MINUTEMAN modernization and r;placement Frogram 13
should be considered to develop MINUTEMAN III for initlal 14
operational deployment in FY 1973. The development of 15
MINﬁfEMAN 111 is similar to the development of POLARIS 3-3 16
in that the time of entry into the force of each of these 17
improved missiles is predicated on the estimated termina- 18
tion of the effective chelf-1ife of the respective mis- 19
siles being replaced. Also, it is planned for MINUTEMAN III 20
to use the MINUTEMAN II facilities similar to the POLARIE 21
A-2 and A-3 replacement with POLARIS B-3. Current Alr 22
Force studies indicate that a significant increase in pay- 23

load capability 1s possible with this improved MINUTEMAN. 24

In addition to the increased payload capability, the 25
MINUTEMAN 111 is estimated to have improved re-entry 26
vehicle capabilities resulting from improvements to the 27
technological advances in the MINUTEMAN II and POLARIS 28
B-2 programs. 29

* Reference Page i-52, 1ine 18, and Page £-65, line 5,
oo Section A, Part VI
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b. The Chief of Staff, US Alr Force, belleves that the

n

replacement o5f MINUTEMAN II with MINUTEMAN IIT will
increase significantly the capability of the strateglc
offensive forces in the later JSOP time period. Conse-
quently; he has indicated in JSOP-70 the possible phase
osut of TITAN and phase down of the MINUTEMAN II force
consistent with the anticipated phase in of MINUTEMAN ITI.
6. S-71

O ® N WM Eow

a. The need for modernization of the strategilc recon-l
naissance force is evidenced by the approved program for 10
the production and deployment of 25 SR-Tls. This 11
aircraft with its advanced aviosnics and long range may 12

be employed ta fulfill the c>1d war requirement for global 13

reconnaissance; the "periods of tension” requirement to 14
concentrate on specific areas of Interest; the limited - 15
war requirements for area o conflict damage assessment 16

as well as sanctuary reconnaissance; and the general war 17
requirements >f pre-attack, trans-attack and post attack 13
reconnalssance; and damage assessment, 19

b. The approved program provides six test flight air- 20

craft and 25 operational a2ircraft., This 1s not a 21
standard aircraft program in that ns allowance for 22
attrition 1s included in the approved program s? as t2 23
naintain a force level of 25, Experience with the U-2 24

indicated that normal attrition rates cannot be applled 25
to aircraft.operating at the speeds and altltudes planned 26
for the SR-T1.  The rates are generally higher than thsse 27
used for other aircraft. In addition to attrition, the 28

expected operatiosnally ready rate needs must be considered 29

units must have 71% of UE aircraft operatiosnally ready. 32
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