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DWT . i ’ THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
December 3, 196% WASHINGTON

' MEMORANDUM FOR THE .PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Recommended FY 1966-1970 Programs for Strategic Offensive

Forces, Continentel Air and Missile Defense Forces, and
Civil Defense (U)

I have completed my review of the three major components of our
General Nuclear War posture: +the Strategic Offensive Forces, the
Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces, and Civil Defense. (The
related ASW forces are discussed in a separate memorandum.) This
memorandum summarizes the characteristics of our current strategic

posture, the major programs proposed by the Services, my recoomended
program, end the rationale for choice among these aelternatives.

The estimated costs (excluding R&D and reserve forces) for the

previously approved, Service proposed, and recommended programs are
presented below: &

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

(Total obiigational euthority, § millions)
Previously Approved 7719 6839 6038 5413 502k

SecDef Recommended T 6390 5hl12

weed

There are six major issues involved in our FY 1966~19T0 pro
for the Generel Nuclear War Forces. These issues concern: .
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1. The development and deployment of a new manned bomber
(estimated 5-year systems cost for a force of 200 aircraft --
$8.9 to $11.5 billionm).

2. The size of -the strategic missile force (estimated
5-year cost for an additional force of -MINUTENAN II missiles
ladad $103 billion)- ’ ..

3. The overall level of the anti-bomber defense program
(estimated S-year cost, if units recommended for phaseout are
retained -- $300 to $350 mill;!,qn)._

k., The production and deployment of a new manned inter-
ceptor (estimated cost for a force of 216 IMI aircraft --
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$4 billion). B
/ a/ Preliminary cost e;t‘i.z-n—a;:e-s—,‘ to be revised after completion di‘ ‘budget
@\/ review, . \
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.5, The production and deployment of the NIKE X anti-
missile system (estimated S-year systems cost, depending
‘upon the mode of deployment,rpumbers of radars, end numbers

" of cities, covered (11 te 4T7)--($8 to $2k 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 capebilitles, I believe it would
be ugeful to review the nature of the general nuclear war problem
itself, the characteristics of properly balanced general nuclear war
forces, and the capsbillities of the presently-programmed forces.

A. HAMOFEEE.MRALNUCIEARMRPROBLEM

By general nuclear war, we mean & war in which strateglc nuclear
weapons are directed against the homelands of the U.S. or the U.S.S.R.
Such attacks might be directed against military targets only, citles
only, or both, elither similtaneously 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:

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

2. Strategic Defensive Forces

Anti-aircraft defenses: manned interceptors; surface-
to-air missiles; and their assoclated warning and
control systems.

Anti-ballistic missile defenses: warning systems and
active defense systems and the anti-submarine war-
fare Porces directed against enemy missile launching
submarines.

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

It may be assumed that both the United States and the Soviet
Union have the seme general strategic objectives: (1) To deter
deliberate nuclear attack by maintaining a clear and convincing capa~
bility to inflict severe damage on the ettacker even after an enemy
first strike; and (2) In the event such & war should nevertheless
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occur, to limit damage to its8 own population and industrial
capacity. ’ .

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

", . . the assured capability of destroying singly
or in combination, the Soviet Union and the Communist
satellites .in Europe as natlonal societies. In combina-
tion with theatre nuclear forces . . . the ability to
impose adequate punishment on Red China for nuclear or
non-nmuclear sggression."

. The second capability we call "Damage Limitation,” i.e., the
ability to reduce the weight of the enemy attack by both offenslve
and defensive measures and to provide protection for our population
against the effects of nuclesxr detonations.

Viewed in this light, our "assured destruction” forces would
include & portion of the ICEMs, the submarine-launched ballistlc
missiles (SLEMs) and the manned bombers. The "damage limiting” forces
would include the remainder of the atrategic offensive forces (TCcRMs,
SLEMs and manned bombers), as well as ares defense forces (manned
interceptors and anti-sutmarine warfare forces), terminal defense
forces (anti-~bomber swrface-to-air missiles and anti-ballistic missile

missiles), and passive defenses (fallout shelters, warning, etec.).
- The strategic offensive forces can contribute to the damage limiting™
objective by attacking enemy delivery vehicles on thelr bases or
launch sites, provided that our forces can reach their targets before
the enemy vehicles are launched. Ares defense forces can attrit the
enemy’s forces enroute to their targets and before they reach the
target areas. Terminal defenses can destroy enemy weapons or delivery
vehicles within the target areas before they impact. Passive defenses
can reduie 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)
could, by itself, inflict severe damage on the United States, even
a "very good" defense against only one type of system has limited
value. A "very good" defense against bombers, for example, couwld be
ocutflanked by targeting missiles against those areas defended solely
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by anti-bomber systems. This 1s the principal reason why, today,

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

B. THE CHARAC‘JERISTICS OF PROPERLY BALANCED GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR
FORCES

It is generally agreed that a vital first objective, to be met
in full by our strateglc nuclear forces, is the capability for assured
destruction. Such a capability would, with a high degree of confidence,
ensure that we could deter under all foreseeable conditions, a calcu-
lated, deliberate nuclear attack upon the United States. What amounts
and kinds of destruction we would bave to be able to deliver in order
to provide this assurance cannot be answered 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 capacity would mean the destruction of the Soviet Union as a
national society. Such a level of destruction would certainly
represent intolerable punishment-to any industrielized nation and
thus should serve as an effective deterrent.

Once an assured destruction capebility has been provided, any
further increase in the strategic offensive forces must be justified
on the Yusis 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 decade, it would
be virtually impossible for us to be able to provide anything
approaching perfect protection for our population no matter 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 Soviet 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 » bossibly
less. They can do this by offsetting any increases in our defenses
by increasee in thelr missile forces. If we were trying to
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protect a high percent (e.g., 80 or more) of our population, and if

the Boviets were to choose to frustrate this attempt, possibly because
they viewed it as threatening their assured destruction capability,
the extra cost to them appears to be substantially less than the extra
cost to us.

The question of how much we should spend on damsge limiting
programs can be declded only by carefully weighing the costs against
expected benefits. '

The second basic principle which must be borne in mird is that
for any given level of enemy offensive capabllity, successive additions
to each of our various systems and types of defenses have diminishing
parginal value. While it is true that in genersl the more forces we
have, the better we can do, beyond & certain point each increment i
added to the existing forces results in less and less additional effective-
ness, Thus, we should not expend one element of our damage limiting
forces to a point at which the extra survivors it yilelds per dollar
spent are fewer than for other elements. Rather, any given amount of -
resources we apply to the damage limiting objective should be allocated
among the 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" damege limiting force structure.

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

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

The third type of uncertainty is perhaps the most pervasive since
it stems fram the question of what our opponent or opponents will
actually do -~ what kind of force they will actually build, what kind
of attack they will actually launch, and how effective their weapons
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will actually be, etc. What mey 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 an attack by 200 ICBMe would defend more cities with
fewer interceptor missiles than & defense cptimized for an attack by
600 ICEMs. Similarly, a NIKE X defense optimized against an attack
by ICBMs with simple penetration alds would have fewer high cost
radars than one optimized against an attack by ICBMs with more
advanced penetration aids.

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

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

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

C. - CAPABILITIES OF THE PRESENTLY-PROGRAMED FORCES FOR ASSURED
DESTRUCTION

In order to assess the capabilities of our general nuclear war
forces over the next several years, we must also make some estimates
of the size and character of the Soviet forces during the same period.
The table below summsrizes 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 camparison.
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U.S. ¥S5 SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES

Mid 1965 Mid 1967 Mid 1970
U.S. USSR U.S. USSR U.S. USSR
ICZBMSE/
Soft Launchers - 1&2 118;'(-155 , 138-162
Hard Launchers 1. ~11 161~23T -
Total 5 32-565 1330395 Elo-'(oo DéD
b .
SLBMS"/ : 130-1L5 1k6-172 194-249 .% 3@@
MR/IRBMs
Soft Launchers 612-616
Bard Taunchers k-1l
Tota o I e S
Bombers / Tankers .
Heavy ° 190-220 1{3—210 140~180
Medium 0-850 - -510
Total m il:o-gg anZ@

_a_./ Excludes teat range launchers having operational capebility of which
the Soviets are estimated to bave 25-30 in the mid-1965 to mid-1970
period ’

b/ In addition to the SLEMs, the Soviets will possess submerine-launched
crulse missiles whose primary targets we believe are naval and
merchant vessels, but which may also be used for shallow penetrations
p}fh la.gg areas: mid-1965, 175-20T; mid~1967, 247-311; mid-1970,

- 244-388.
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1. Character of Soviet Strategic Forces

Although projections of Soviet forces in the late 1960s end early
19705 are necessarily only informed estimates, development and deploy-
ment patterns already apparent have made it possible to identify some
broad trends.

At.present, about 85 hard SS-7 and 58-8 launchers configured
with three silos per site have been identified as operational or
under construction; and, the deployment of the SS-T/SS-8 in a soft
configuration, with two launchers per site, appears to be leveling .
off et about 14O lsunchers. For the soft sites one additionsl missile

‘is probably avallable to each launcher ellowing a re-fire capability,

but there is no evidence that this capability exists for hard
launchers. For the hard configurations, silo design hardness is
estimated to be in the range of 200 ‘to f»oo psi.

The deployment of the 8S3-8, at one time suspected to have been

a very large payload missile, has been curtailed. Analysls has indicated

that the payload of the S8-8 missile is similar to that of the S8-T -
(approximately 4500 1bs). = Most ES-Ts probably heve I MI' werheads.
However, a new nosecone with MI' 1s probebly available for missiles

entering service this year, and some portion of the existing force will
probably be retrofitted with higher yleld wearheads. The development of
& new nosecone with warhead yields higher than MT for the S§S-8

is considered unlikely. A new missile development, beyond the succesgs-
ful SS-T program and the not-go-successful SS5-8 progrem, has been confirmed.

This follow-on to the 88-7 progream, designated the 55-9, is expected to

become operational in 1965, Probably larger than the 8S-T/55-8, the 5S-9's

peyload is estimated at between 8,000 and 13,000 pounds, with the yleld

possibly as high as M. We estimate that this missile wil) be deployed

in a hard configuration (one launcher per site),

The 8SS-10, another new system, is currently undergoing tests. There
is very little information available on the 88-10. However, if its develop-
ment follows the normal cyecle, it could be operational in the latter half
of l9§5. Like the 88-9 it will probebly be deployed in single silo hard

sitese.-

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

IREM (2200 n.mi.) programs. This force is deployed in & four launcher per
slte soft configuration (plus a re~fire capability), a three launcher per

site configuration for the hardened IREMs, &nd a four launcher per site

configuration for the hardened MREMs. We expect that the warhead ylelds of
Soviet MR/TREMs will be in the il KT to JMT range. There is no evidence of

e follow-on MR/IREM development.,

The trend in Soviet submarine construction is not very clear. There
1s scme evidence that the construction of the ballistic missile G~ and H~

class submarines has stopped. Almost a1l Soviet ballistic missile sub~
marines are equipped with the 350 n.mi. ballistic migsite which has a
yield of _m. Moreover, the submarine must surface to fire.
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One G class submarine was converted to serve as a test bed for
develorment of the TOO n.mi., submerged - launch ballistic missile which
probably become operationel in 1963. The Soviets probably will retrofit
all of their present force of H class submarines and at least some G
class sutmarines with the TOO n.mi. ballistic missile. The Soviets
also have under construction a submarine which is estimated to be the Pirst
of a new, nuclear powered ballistic miesile class. The first wnit of this
new class probably will enter service during 1965 and will possibly carry
more missiles than the three carried by the G and H classes, possibly
four to eight, . ‘

By mid-1970, Soviet submarines could have the capability of carrying
between 194-249 bellistic missiles. _

There is no evidence that the Soviets are developing a new heavy bomber
during the late sixties. Barring this possibility, the projected reduction
in both the heavy and medium bomber forces will continue into the 1970s.
Heavy bomber training in the Arctic has emphasized extended navigational
flights into the polmr basin. BISON training is orlented towards those
actlivities normally associated with a strike bomber role, and BEAR training
has the added feature of reconnatssance specifically oriented against
ships in the Atlantic and Pacific. The training of the medium bouber
force has been increasingly oriented toward continental or naval rather
than intercontinental operations. The increasing age of the heavy bomber
and the continued phase-out of the BADGER medium bombexr will reduce both
the heavy and medium bomber components of Soviet Long Range Aviation.

The output of BLINIER medium bombers will probably continue to be shared
between long range and naval aviation and it is believed that in 1970
there will be some 200-300 of these hombers in Long Range Aviation.
Currently it is estimated that RADGER medium bombers do not figure promi-
nently in Soviet plans for an initial bomber attack sgainst North America.
Nevertheless, considering the requirements for Arctic staging and refueling,
ag well as noncombat attrition factors, it is believed that at present wp
to 150 BADGERs could arrive over North Americen target areas on two-way
missions. The combat:radius of these bombers would limit such attacks

to targets in Greenland, Caneda, Alasks, and the extreme northwestern U.S.
The short range of the BLINDER medium bomber makes it even less suiteble
than the BADGER for attacks against North America. At present it is
estimated that the Soviets could put somewhat over 100 heavy bombers over
target areas in the U.S. on two-way missidns., However, the use of Soviet
heavy bombers in maritime reconnaissance roles leads to the belief that &
few of these alrcraft might be diverted to this mission,

We had previously estimated that the Soviets were constructing an
enti-missile defense system at Leningrad which might be operationel as early
as mld-1965 and one at Moscow to be operational about mld-1967. While there
is st111 considersble undertainty, evidence since early summer indicates
that the Leningrad system may be redirected with primary capability sgainst
elrcraft and tactical missiles but little capability against ICBMs. Similar
configurations have also appeared at several other locations which would
support the view that, if longer range interceptor missiles are associated
vwith these sites, this system is primarily designed to cope with our strategic
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aircraft threat. Radsrs at Mgscow, which we believe are bhased array radars
and were previously associated with enti-missile defense, may be associated
with the Soviet space tracking efforts.

The SA-2 missile system, a high- and medium-altitude anti-aircraft
defense, 1s already extensively deployed. The SA-3, with & supposed
Jow-altitude capability, will probably be less extensively deployed than
previously estimated.

2.  Adequacy of Our Programed Missile Forces for Assured Destruction

In evaluating our assured destruction capability, it is important
to note that, as shown by the table below, successful attacks on a
relatively small number of targets (e.g. » 100) will ki1l large numbers of
people end destroy a high percentage of the industrial. base. '

Cumulative Digtribution of Population and Industry by Size of City

USSR . U.S.
Industrial Industrial
City . Populatiaon Capacit; Population acit
Rank iMill:LonsH% of Total) z% of Total) iMil.‘lionsH% of Totsl) i% of Total)
b T.3 g.o 8.2 12.k 5.9 6.6
2 11.1 .5 13.1 21.k 10.4 12.5
3 12.6 5.2 1k.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 ki, 2
50 Ly, 7 18.3 52.0 97.5 Lg,.s 58.0
100 58.7 24,0 6%.0 112.0 57.0 69.6
150 67.0 27.h 69.0 130.0 62.0 75.8
200 73.% 30.0 73.0 136.0 65.0 80.3

(Note: The total population base for the Soviet Union was taken to be
the projected 1970 population of 240 million , whereas the total
population base for the U,S. was the 1370 projected base of
210 million.)
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The destructive potential of various size U.S. attacks on Soviet o §b
cities is shown in the following teble, assuming both the existing
fallout protection in the Soviet Union, which we believe to be ;3CX/>
minimal, and & new Soviet nation-wide fallout shelter program. For
purposes of this table, it is assumed that delivered warheads have

a yield of megaton which is the epproximate size of both the
warheads.

Soviet Population end Industry Destroyed
As a Function of Delivered Warheads
(Assumed total population of 240 million;
urben population of 140 million)

Delivered Ltd. Urban Fallout Protection Nation-Wide Fallout Program Ind,
Megatons/ ~— - Urban Total Urban Total Ca§.’

Warheeads (Millions)(%) (Millions)(%) (Mi1Tions (%) (Millions) (%)

20 15 25 11 % 12 -1 7T 50 727@[‘5)

4o 29 46 19 ig 21 32 13 65

57 k1 68 28 35 21 Tk

7 56 ok 39 7L 52 7l+ 31 77

90 65 109 4s 84 61 87 36 79

9r .70 18 49 92 67 95 39 &
The point to be noted from this teble is that megaton

warheads deliversd on Soviet citlies, so as to maximize fatalities, would

degtroy 40 percent of the urban population and nearly 3Dipercent of the !
population of the entire nation. If, by the 19708, the Boviets were 5

to provide a full fallout shelter program for their entire population, ;}7

these percentages would be reduced to about 35 and 21, respectivély.

In eithér case, almost three-fourths of the industrial cepacity of the

Soviet Union would be destroyed.

If the number of delivered warheads were doubled, to- the
proportion of the total population destroyed would be increased by

only sbout ten percentage points, and the industrial capecity 0§D
destroyed by only three percentage points. Further increases in the

number of werheads delivered produce smaller and smaller increases

in the percentage of the population destroyed and negligible increases ; ?(.}
in the industrial cepecity destroyed. This is so because we would have

to bring under attack smaller and smaller cities, each requiring one
delivered warhead. In fact, when we go beyond sbout [} 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
absorbing a Soviet first strike » Were we to target all of our already
authorized strategic missile force ageinst population centers ; it
could cause 105 million fatalities and destroy ebout 78 percent of O=D
their industrial cepacity -- even without employlng our manned bomber
force. Indeed, the use of the bombers for this mission (about IR > C{
additional weapons delivered) would increase fatalities by only 10 . Z 3 ¥
to 15 million and industrial destruction by only e percemt or two.
And the bombers would be teking under attack cities of only 10,000
to 20,000 population. The retention of the ATIAS and TITAN I through
the early 1970s (which, for ressons I discuss on Page 6 of Appendix
A of this memorendum, I recommend phasing out during the current
Tiscal year) would increase the nunber of delivered weapons by less
then 50 and the assured destruction capaebility by only a negligible
anmount;,

Within limits, these predictions are not substantially affected
by the size of the Soviet ICBM force, which we now estimste could
number between 400 to 700 launchers by the early 1970s.

4s for Communist China, our theatre forces alone should be able to Déb )

inflict the level of destruction required. However, if MINUTEMAN missiles
vere employed, missiles attacking 50 cities would 1?

‘and TS5 percent of the industrigl
capacity; and 50 missiles sttac 25 cities would destroy about
end 55 percent of the indus-
tri capac R

From these data, 1t is cleer that in 1970 only a portion (perhaps

of the total U.S. ICBM and POLARIS force of missiles, and O §b
none of the bembers, would be reguired to impose on the. Soviets ang
Communist Chinese unacceptably high'levels of destruction. The remainder
of our ICBM and POLARIS force and probebly all of the bombers must be justified ; 7 Y7

on the degree to which they assist the U.S. defensive forces (inter-
ceptor aircraft, fallout shelters, etc) in limiting damage to our
ropulation.

The fact that the programed missile force, alone, more then provides
an adequate capability for assured destruction does not imply that the
Job might not be done mbre efficiently by bombers caly or with higher
sssurance by & mix of bombers and missiles. To test the firgt’
possibllity, i.e., using bombers elcne, I have examined the comparative
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cost and effectiveness of four alternative strategic systems -
MINUTEMAN, POLARIS, B-52/SRAM and AMSA. (SRAM is & proposed new
air-to-ground missile; AMSA 1s the pew bomber proposed by the Air
Force.) Each system was separately targeted to the Soviet urban-
industrial complex so as to bring sbout 150 cities (with one-quarter
of the popwletion ang two~thirds of the industrial capacity) under
attack. Any one of the following forces alone could achieve this
objective: . .

tional launchers would be required (total S5-year systems cost would
be $2.6 billion 1-/). If the Soviets deploy an anti-missile defense
system around 15 cities » 8nd if the Soviets assigned 300 of their
ICBMs to attack MINUTEMAN, operational launchers would be required
(5-year systems cost of $4.5 0i1110n),

b. POLARIS: With expected operetional factors s . POLARIS
A-2/A-3 missiles would be required (5-yea.r systems cost as defined 0§P
would be $4.0 billion). If the Soviets deploy an anti-missile de
235

a, MINUTEMAN: Using expected operational factors y - opera- 5 <
Fi ?@L)

fense system around 15 cities, an additional 10 POLARTS submarines,
carrying an improved missile Proposed by the Navy, would be required
(the S-year systems cost for the emtire force would be $6.2 billion),

. B-52/SRAM: Using expected operational factors, qapera- p
tlonal deployed aircraft would be required (total 5-year syStems cost os.
would be $1.8 billion 2/). If the Soviets deployed an improved anti- /
bomber defense (with the seame effectiveness the U.S. Army estimates ;7 4
for a U.S. advanced amti-bomber defense currently under study), then

deployed aircraft would be required (at a S-year systems cost of
5.4 villion). -

1/ In this comparison, MINUTEMAN end POLARIS S5~year systems
costs comsist of the remaining R&D and investment costs
(including missile replacement) for FY 1966 through 1970,
rlus five full years of operating cost.

_2_/ B-52/SRAM S~year costs consist of all modification costs
(including 1ife extension of the B-52G and H) fram FY 1966
through 1970, the development and Procurement of SRAM, and
five full years of operating costs,
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d. AMSA: Using projected operationsl factors,-opera.tional
deployed aircraft would be required (total 5-year systems cost would
be $6.0 billion, per Air Force estimates, or $7.2 billion per OSD
cost review). If the Soviets deploy the lmproved anti-bomber defense
(cited sbove) and if only 50 percent of the aircraft could be main-
tained on alert, then operational deployed eircraft would be
required (at a 5-yeer systems cost of $16 biliion per Air Force

estimates or $18 billion per OSD cost review),

The 5-yesr systems costs of the required deployments of these
four systems are summarized below: '

(In Billions)
Existing Soviet Improved Soviet
Defenses Defenses
MINUTEMAN $ 2.6 $ 4.5
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
accamplishing the task.

There are several arguments sometimes used to support the cese
for a missile~bomber mix:

a. Camplicating the Enemy's Defensive Problem - As long
as we have strategic aircraft, the enemy cannot effectively defend
against ballistic missiles without concurrently defending ageinst
eircraft and their air-to-surface missiles (ASM). Conversely, de-
fense sgainst aircraft without concurrent defense against ballistic
missiles also leaves him vulnerable. At present, the Soviets
appear to be devoting the equivalent of $6-8 billion per year, in-
cluding 500,000 men, on their anti-bomber defenses. Without a bomber
threat, these resources could be realloceted to thelr strategic
retaliatory forces, anti-missile defenses, or some other military
program that might cause us more trouble, Calculations suggest that,
by comtinuing to maimtein a bomber/ASM threat, we can force the
Soviets to spend about 15-25 cents or more on terminal bomber defense
for every dollar they would spend.on. ABM.
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However, this factor does not necessarily argue for a large
bamber force., Most 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 bomber
force, The regquirement for surface~to-air missiles is a function of
the mumber of targets to be defended. Since the Soviets will not
know in advance which targets our bombers would attack, they have to
continue to defend all of them and their expenditures for air defense-
are likely to be about the seme whether we have a rela.tivel:{ small
or & la,rge force of bombers.

. Hedging Uncertainties In the Dependability of Our
Strategic Offens:l.ve Forces ~ There are four relevent factors which
determine the dependability of our stretegic offensive forces: the
alert rate, pre-launch survival rete, reliability, and penetration.
The alert rate is the proportion of the operational force which can
immediately respond to an execution order; the pre-launch survivael
rate is the proportion of the alert operational force which is expected
to survive enemy attack in operating condition; the relisbility rate
1s the probability thet the system will launch, proceed to target
areas as plenned, and detonate its wespon, exclusive of enemy defensive
action; and the penetration rate is the probability that & reliable
system will survive enemy defenses to detopate its warhead. The
readiness (alert rate) and reliability of our strateglc missile forces
is good and improving. We are providing substantiel amounts of money
for an extensive testing progrem. There can be no reasonable doubt
that, for the time period in question, the readiness and reliability
of our MINUTEMAN and POLARIS systems will be fully satisfactory.

With regard to survival, it is highly unlikely that the Soviets,
even by the early 1970s, would be eble to destroy any significant
mmber of POLARIS submarines at sea. I sm convinced that they do not
have this capebllity now. Nor is it likely that they would be willing
to comit the large emount of resources required to achieve an effective
capebllity in the future, especially in view of the range of our POLARIS
missiles.

Recognizing thaet the Soviet missile force, estimated at Loo-700_ -
launchers in the early 1970s, will face over Wlif hardened end dispersed Z 7@ )

U.S. ICBMs, I believe that our land-based missiles” 'also have high
survival potential.
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On the other hand, I em not convinced that the survivael potential
of aircraft is as good as POLARIS or MINUTEMAN. If, for any of &
number of reasons, they are not launched within the warning time, they

would be caught on their home bases by an enemy missile attack. ? 7@X/>

the bombers are not to be completely dependent on werning, they must
be widely dispersed.

ecause, in part, greater dispersal is
both difficult and expensive., Furthermore, the extent to which assured

command, control and communications is possible under widespread
dispersa.l, remains to be determined. .

The Air Force proposal to disperse & force of O§D
bases would still represent & far lesser degree of dispersal than
that achieved by MINUTEMAN -~ measuring degree of dispersal by the
amount of ocur investment in weapon systems per independent aiming 7
poinmt 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 end other forces, (2) our investment other than
AMSA in these bases, and (3) the undesirability of dispersing strategic
bombers to eivil ailrfields nea.r cities, the 5-year system cost of

AMSA, per soft poinmt, would be $22 $~29 milliony which is three or
four times the cost of an individual mvrmm hard point.

With regard to penetration, the deployment of an effective Soviet
anti-ballistic missile system could degrade the capability of our
missiles. However, it appears unlikely that the Soviets will deploy
in this decade or the early 1970s & system having the potential
effectivepess of NIXE X. And, even if they were to deploy 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 pumber of missiles that
must be placed over the defended terget erea to ensure that the target
is destroyed.)

Adrcraft will also face penetration difficulties. Meny studies
have shown that an effective anti-bomber defense is a necessary
ingredient to an enti-missile defense and that the two should heve an
"inter-locked" deployment to avoid obvious vulnerabilities. The cost
of effective anti-bomber defense appears to be sbout one-fourth of
the cost of an anti-missile defense.

In sumary, I see little merit to the argument that a new aircraft

development is required to hedge wuncertainties in the dependebility of
our misgile force.
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Other arguments are also frequently advanced in favor of the
bomber -- Flexibility, reuseability, "show of force" in @ crisis, etc.
Fach of them has some merit but we would not support a 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 e

The ultimate deterrent to a deliberate Soviet nuclear ettack on
the United States is our clear and ummistakable gbility to destroy
them as a vieble society. But once deterrence hes failed, whether
by accident or miscalculetion, & cholce must be made as to how our
forces showld actually be targeted in order to reduce damage to our-
selves to the maximm extent possible.

I believe it evident from the preceding discussion that the

employment of our entire strateglc offensive force so as simply to
s osD

maximize Soviet urban damage would nob represent an optimum use of

U.S. As noted earlier, when the mumber of werheeds delivered on
Soviet cities passes beyond about -, we begin to encounter rapidly
diminishing returns in the emount of additional destruction achieved.
For example, 1f we had fired our strategic missiles against Soviet
cities, our bomber force directed against Soviet military targets -
would produce, through fallout, simply as & by-product of their attack,
about the same mmber of fatalities as they would produce if targeted.
egainst the remaining Soviet cities.

this capability in the light of our objective to limit damage to the %<: ):

The utility of the strategic offensive force in the damage
limiting role, however, is critically dependent on the timing of
the Soviet attack on U.S, urban targets. For example, 1f the Soviet
missile attack on U.S. cities were to be delayed for ome hour or
more efter the attack on U.S, military targets, our strategic missiles,
which can reach their targets in the Soviet Union in less than one
hour, could significantly reduce the weight of that attack by destroylng
2 large part of the withheld Soviet forces before they were launched.
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If the Soviet attack on cities were to be delayed for eight hours

or more after the Soviets attack our military targets, our bomber
force could also contribute to this objective, However, if the
Soviets were to launch their attack against our urban areas at the
beginning of a general nuclear war, our strategic offensive forces
would have a greatly reduced value in the damage limiting role. Their
contribution in that case would be limited to destruction of Soviet
residual forces ~- unlaunched strategic missiles and bombers, re-fire
missiles, and any other strategic forces the Soviets might withhold
for subsequent strikes. - ' .

Since’'we have no way of knowing how the Soviets would execute
a nuclear attack upon the United States, we must also intensively
explore "defensive" systems as mesns of limiting demage to ourselves.
Conversely, because of the critical nature of this uncertainty, we
should also hedge egainst the possibility thet we mey be presented
with an opportunity to destroy at least some of the Soviet offensive
forces before they are launched; and this means that we must include
in our strategic offensive forces some capability for this purpose.
The problem here is to achieve an optimm balance among all the
elements of the general nuclear war forces » barticularly 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 mey seem a highly unlikely contingency in view of
our umistakable assured destruction capebility, it must receive our
first attention because of the enormous consequences it would have.

To appreciate fully the implicetions of a Soviet attack on. our
cities, it is useful to exsmine the assured destruction objective
from the Soviet point of view, since our damage limiting problem is
their assured destruction problem end our assured destruction
problem is their damage limiting problem. The following table is Oé D
similar to the one used earlier in this memorandum to illustrate
the assured destruction problem from our point of view. It shows ;’
the potential number of Americans killed as & function of the ; lr
number of warheads delivered on the United States in a Soviet
assured destruction effort. The yield of each warhead is assumed
to be -,MI'. As in the case of the counterpart table, U.S. fatali-
ties are calculated under conditions of a limited, as well as a
full, nation-wide fallout shelter progream.
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United States Populastion and Industry Destroyed
As & Function of Delivered Warheeds
(Assumed total 1970 population of 210 million;
urben population of 150 million)

osD
Delivered Ltd. Fallout Protection Nation-Wide Fallout Program Ind. Y
3705

Warheads Urban Total Urban Total .
(MiT1ions)(%) (Miliions)(%) (Miilions (%) (MiIiions) (%) G?

79 53 88 k2 kg 33 53 25 39
93 62 116 55 64 43 ™" 35 50
110 3 143 68 80 53 95 45 63
121 81 164 8 90 60 n8 5 7

Several points are evident from the above table. First, it is o
clear that, with limited fallout protection, a Soviet attack con-
sisting of even [ delivered warheads, each with a [-megaton
Yield, would cause great loss of life =~ 79 million fatalities in 0 ;D
the cities attacked and 88 million fatalities or almost U2 percent
of the ‘total population, nation-wide. The high level of fatalities
frcm- delivered werheads is more & function of the heavy concen- é
tration of population in our large clities than of the greater yield ;?
essumed 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 1s raised. Second, the table
clearly demonstrates the distinct utility of a nation-wide fallout
shelter program at all levels of attack. Third, Jjjj 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 8nly 10 percentage points.

In order to assess the potential of various damage limiting

Programs, we have tested a number of "balanced” defense postures at
N different budget levels., These postures are designed to defend

against a Soviet threat in the 1970s. consisting of 160 soft ICEM
launchers, H60 hard ICBM launchers, 230 submerine-launched ballistic
missiles, 140 heavy bambers and 300 medium bombers, These figures
lie within the range of the extimates for mid-1970, shown on
Page 7 of the memorandum. ‘
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We examined the total destruction potential of the Soviet
inventory, assuming that their soft ICBMs and bombers are assigned
against our military targets and their hard ICEMs, SLEMs , and
some bombers are assigned against our cities, In order to
illustrate’the critical nature of the timing of the Soviet attack,
we used two limiting cases. First, we assumed thet the Soviets
initiate nuclear war with a simultaneous attack against our cities
and military targets. Second, we assumed that they delay their
attack against our cities until after the U.8. retaliates against
their military targets. {We have assumed solely for the purpose
of this-analysis 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,
prossibllities which lie between. Finally, we assumed that
all new gystems will perform essentially as defined, since our
main purpose here is to gain an insight into the overall problem
of limiting damage.

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

Estimated U.S. Fatalitles for Several Damege Limiting Programs

U.S. Damage Limiting Programs Millions of U.S, Fatalities
(Based on 1970 population of 210 million)
Budget Early Urban Attack Delayed Urban Attack

$ 0 biliion 163 163
5 billion (Civ, Def. Only) 120 120
10 billion 118 82
20 billion 96 59
30 billion T8 41

Balanced ellocations of expenditurés among the several components
of a demage limiting posture for the four illustretive budget levels
are shown in the next table.
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(Incremental investment plus cost of 5-years' operation, in billions)

Total Civil Missile Bomber Submarine Cognbgrforgei Counterforce
Budget Defense Defense Defense _Defense Missiles Bombers

$ 5.2 $5.2 $ 0 $ O $0 $ 0 $0

10,0 5.2 0 1.7 .1 3.0 o)
20.0 5.2 8.8 2,8 .2 3.0 o)

30.0 5.2 17.1 bk .3 3.0 0

g/ Existing programed forces can probably meet this requirement.

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

a 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 Program
‘ (Cost in Billions)

Millions of U.S. Fatalities
(Based on 1970 population of 210 million)

Total Budget  Civil Defense Early Urban Attack Deleyed Urban Attack

g ’ $0 $0 163 163
: 5 5 120 120

10 o] 162 126

10 5 118 82

20 0 2 84

20 5 96 59

30 o 126 63

30 5 78 by

. The foregoing table indicates that, for the same level of
survivors, any demege limiting progrem which excludes a fLall-
out shelter system would cost at least two or three times as much es
a progrem which includes such a system, even on the favorable assump-
tion that the Soviets would not-exploit our lack of fallout protection
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by surface bursting their weapons upwind of the defended areas.

Fallout shelters have the highest priority because they decresase the
vulnerability of the population to nuclear weapon detonations under

all types of attacks, inciuding collateral demage by fallout from
attacks limited to U.S. military targets. Against a wide range of
urban/military attacks, a complete fallout shelter system alone would
save 20 to 25 percent of our populstion and should therefore be a first
camponent of any larger damage 1limiting 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 vefore commitment
to such large expenditures would be justified. Moreover, at the higher
budget levels, missile defenses must also be interlocked with local
bomber defenses in order to avoid having one type of threat undercut
a defense against the other. The exact combination of these two
defense systems requires further study.

At each budget level above $5.2 blllion, about $3 billion would be
allocated for strategic missiles targeted against Soviet offensive
forces {presently progremed 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 relisble missile has been
targeted against each Soviet Long Renge 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 forece in limiting damage depends entirely on whether or not our
forces arrive before the enemy's nuclear delivery vehicles are-launched

egainet our cities. But in this respect, missiles have a better chance
than aircraft.

Nevertheless, we have cerefully examined the effectiveness of
bombers in destroying verious classes of enemy targets. In one
anslysis we compared two strategic aircraft, the AMSA and the B-52/
SRAM, and two strategic missiles, MINUTEMAN II and an improved
missile for the 1970s. This improved missile, which could be
developed snd deployed within the seame +ime freme as the AMSA and
which is already under study by the Alr Force, would be able to
carry multiple, independently-directed re-entry vehicles enabling
a single missile to attack several different targets. The results of
this anslysis are shown in highly summary form in the following table.
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ITHE EFFECTIVENESS AND COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIC WEAPON SYSTEMS

MM I Imp.Cap.
AMSA B-52/SRAM (Imp. Guid.) Missile 0 §O
™

roree Tevel | 2—?@@/

Five Yr. Cos’csy
($ Billions) 8.9-11.5 3.0 k.5 10.0

05D A

E0d

Cost/Target Des.

($ Millions)
8.9-11.5 6.7-8.6 4.k 3.3 6.7 ho 057
8.9-11.5 6.7-8.6 6.3 6.4 6.7 k.0 ( <
9.4-12,1 7.0-9.1 9.1 12.0 7.2 hs 3.5k

y The five-year systems costs consist of the RDTSE and investment
beyond FY 1965 and the full five-years' operations.

Throughout this analysis we have used essentially the same
planning factors used by the Air Farce, i.e., alert rates, survival
rates, CEP, etc. The assumptions underlying the table were chosen:
to be representative for most military targets. For exemple, at this
time, we estimate that most nuclear target threats in the U.S.S.R.
will not be protected by an anti-ballistic 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 plamning factors used, I believe that this
table ‘does demonstrate clearly at least one important point, namely,
that there are less costly ways -- including other aircraft -- of
destroying military targets than by developing and deploying & new
AMSA. The B-52/SRAM, for example, is much more competitive with
missiles than AMSA against soft targets. Moreover, the advanced 6§
avionics proposed for the AMSA could alsc be employed with the B-52/

SRAM, increasing the accuracy of the missile delivery system by 2 3[/
- ., "

D
b
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cost an edditional $1.2 billion. But against the | R
; targets, the cost per target destroyed for a B~-52/SRAM would be g 3@(5
{ 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 nominal funds were
allocated to extra anti-submarine defense for damage limiting at
each budget level. Full advantage would be teken of the ASW capa-
bilities we already have for defense of the fleet and shipping.

The currently projected Soviet SLEM threst will not be particularly
effective in comparison with our own POLARIS, - Deployment of an
improved SLEM force by the 8dviets.need not mean.that we should
necessarily respond with improved anti-submarine forces, since

8 terminal anti-ballistic missile defenge would also deal with

a SLEM attack.

There remains the rossibility of a small nuclear atteck on

. the United States either accidentally or deliberately, possibly by

i @ nation other than the Soviet Union. Since the next decade will
probably see g proliferatipn of nuclear weapons and strategic
delivery systems, and remembering that a single thermonuclear

: weapon could kill es many Americans as were lost in the entire

: Second World War, this may become an important problem. Accordingly,

! we have undertaken & number of studies in that area. Our pre-

! Hminery conclusion is that a small » balanced defense progrem
involving & moderste civil defenge effort and a very limited deploy-

- ment of a low cost configuration of the NIKE X system (which is

i technically feasible without camnitment to a full-scale deployment )

could, indeed, significantly reduce fatalities from such an attack.

In summary, several important conclusions may be drawn from our
analysis of the demage limiting problem:

1. With no U.S. defense against & nuclear attack in the
early 1970s, the Soviet strategic offensive forces would be
eble to inflict a very high level of fataslities on the United

States -- about 160 million or 75 percent of the total popu-
lation.

DECLASSIFIED
Authority: EQ 12958, as amended
Chief, Declass Br, Dir. & Rec. WHS3

. EBF‘S‘R‘R‘!‘FL l-
FEB 0 8 2005




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

3. A large, balanced demage limiting program for a $30
billion 5~-year cost could reduce fatalities associated with
an early urban attack 1to sbout 80 million.

k. There is no defense program within this general range of expendi-
tures which we could expect with confidence to reduce the fatalities
t0.a level much below 30-40 million even if the Soviets delayed their
attack on eur cities, or much belew 60-T5 million if they attack
our cities on the first strike.

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

If the Soviets choose to offset this inerease in survivors, they
: should be able in the 1970s to do so by adding about 250 improved ICRMs
‘ with penetration aids, at & cost of perhaps sbout $6 billion. Similarly,
I if we increased our damage limiting expenditures by still another $10
rnupsg billion, to $40 billion, 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
i force, at a cost of perhaps another $5 billion.

Thus, at each successively higher level of U.S. survivors the. ..
ratio of ocur costs for damage limitation to thelr costs for assured
destruction becomes less and less favorable for us. Indeed, at the
level of spending required to assure ourselves 80 percent swrvivors in
& large Soviet first strike agalnst our cities, we would have to spend
on damage limiting forces about four times what the Soviets would have

to spend on damege creating forces, i.e., their assured destruction
forces.

This does not necessarily mean that the Soviets would actually
react
to our damage limiting initiatives » but it does underscore the fact that
beyond a cértein level of population surviving the cost adventage lies
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increasingly with the offense, and this fact must be teken into
account in any decision to commit ourselves to large outlays for .
additional defensive measures. There is little doubt that it is
technically and economically feasible for the Soviets to defeat
our attempts to achlieve high percentages of survivors in a large
nuclear attack. If we were to choose to aim for & high percentage,
a level at which the cost leverage is quite unfevorable, and if
the Soviets were to choose to run the race, then we might find our-
selves devoting very large amounts to damage limiting measures and
realizing very little in return as far as an effective defense
against a large deliberate Soviet attack is concerned.

E. RECQ‘MI&)ATIONS ON MAJOR ISSUES IN THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR

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

1. Development and Deployment of ‘& New Manned Bomber

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

There are at least three other alternatives avallable 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: (a) 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 camponents of new combat aircraft.

With appropriate maintenance and modification, most of the current
B-52s8 can be maintained in safe, effective operation at least through
the early 1970s. I recommend that $339 million be included in the
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FY 1966 budget for this purpose end that another $930 million be
approved for planning purposes in the FY 1967-1970 programs. These
funds would permit us to continue our program of structural
modifications for the B-525 and would make it possible to keep the
B~52Cs through Fs (cwrrent total inventory mumbering 336 aircraft)
in the force until 1970-1972; and the B-52Gs and Hs (current total
inventory numbering 287 aircraft) beyond end FY 1975.

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

The latest series of B-52s, the Gs and Hs, could also be
modified to incorporate the Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM) pro- 6D
posed by the Air Force for the AMSA. Without extensive new avionics, D
the  SRAM carried by a B-52 would have an accuracy approaching- '
against known fixed targets and could be launched as far away _g; (b
from the targets s.s_, outside the range of local defenses.

© Preliminary estimates show that the costs of development and the additional

structural modifications required for SRAM deployment with the B-52s
would amount to about $3 million per aircraft. Although these aircraft
heve some limitations in dispersal cepability, speed, damage assessment
and ride quality when compared with a B-1ll or an AMSA, I believe that
for the next ten years this option would provide, at the lowest possible
price, adequate insurance as a hedge against unforeseesble degradations
of our assured destruction capability. Accordingly, I recommend
approval to initiaste a project definition phase for SRAM at a cost of
$5 million in FY 1965 and about $15 million in FY 1966; an additional
$14 million will be required for development in FY 1966 (a total of

$29 million) and $67 million in FY 1967-1970.

.. ... A strategic version of the F-111, with but minor modifications,
eould carry up to SRAMS, an equivalent loading of bambs, or a Dgp
cambination of both. Its speed over enemy territory could be super-

a B~111 force would have to place greater reliance on tenkers than
an ‘AMSA force, its renge {considerably better than the B-58), its

9

sonic at high altitudes and high-subsonic at low altitudes. While )7? @)L’Q
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target coverage, and its payload-carrying capability would be
sufficient to bring under attack a very large percent of the Soviet
urben/industriel camplex. Since this aircraft is elready nearing pro-
duction, a strategic version could be made avallable within two or three

years after approval. Therefore, no decision is necessary at this
tine.

The AMSA, as presently envisioned by the Air Force s would
incorporate the vayload-carrying capabilities of the B-52 and the
speed/altitude chsracteristics of the F-111. TIts takeoff gross
weight would be in the 350,000 pound class and it would require the
development.of & new engine end new avionics » 88 well as the SRAM.
Considering the other alternatives aveilable, I do not believe we
are mow ready to go eheed with develoment.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,

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

". . . to complete, prior to the initiation of the Project
Definition Phase, a prerequisite phase which will further
refine our systems evaluation. This phese will include
further evaluation of an advanced strategic aircraft against
the TFX, the stretched TFX, and & growth version of the TFX -
incorporating advanced engines. In addition, AMSA vehlcles
in the 200,000 to 300,000 pound weight class will be further
investigated. Aireraft configured for subsonic penetration
only will be compared with designs having supersonic high
altitude performance 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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Accordingly, I recommend the following:

a. A program to define the desirable specifications and
basic design approaches of alternmastive strategic aircraft 3
and provision of $5 miuioln in FY 1965 and $3 million in
FY 1966 for this purpose. 1/ No funding provisions will be
made in FY 1966 to support initistion of weapon system
development of a new bomber. If as a result of further
study, the case for AMSA, as distinct from other aircraft

options, can be clearly established, I will then recommend
appropriate action. :

b, Initiation of an advanced avionics development program
that will be applicable to most current and future strategic
and tactical combat aircraft. This will require release of
$7 million in FY 1965 funds; provision for $12 million in
FY 1966; and, for planning purposes, $11 million in FY 1967.

c. Initiation of an advanced propulsion development program
that will be applicable to high performance aircraft, in-
cluding most current and future strategic and tactical com~
bat aircraft. This will require release of $16 million in
FY 1965 funds, and provision of $24 million in FY 1966.

These actions will permit full development and deployment of the
AMSA in ample time to replace the B52s by the mid-1970s, should that
later appear to be necessary or desirable. FY 1966 funds beyond
those recommended are not required to achieve that objective.

For the strategic reconnaissance role, I recommend the procure-
ment of & force of 25 SR-T1l to be deployed in the Strateglc Air
Command beginning in May 1965 with full deployment by May 1967. $406
million will be required for this purpose in the FY 1966 budget, and
an additional $374 willion in the FY 1967-1970 pericd. The totel
development and investment cost of this program through final deploy-
ment will amount to about $950 million.

2. The Size of the Strategic Missile Force

than [JJf MINUTEMAN at this time.2/ But, I recammend that we continue

I have concluded that we should not plan on a force level of more ®§ ,D
the program of retro-fitting MINUTEMAN IT missiles in MINUTEMAN I ;3(b)t(>

I/ The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider’ 1t entirely feasible to conduct
Project Definitions simultanecusly with the other elements of advanced

component development and they recommend doing so. 0§D
2/ The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of the Air Force recommend V5
no change from the previously approved ;orce of -Minu:teman. }9
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silos, commencing in July 1966 instead of January 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 amount to $1.3 billion (550 silos by end
addition to the $1.1 billio R

n spent on :

S . o ’ - _ The R&D and in- 4,
vestment cost of guidarice Ilmproyement program is estimated at $35 zZ 7(@{:&%
million; the RDT&E cost of the new | ——" B, - 300

million, exclusive of the flight tes gran e I :

i at $125 million, exclusive of the flight test program.

his system is already under development for the ﬁ
B & c part of a $31 million progrem in FY 1965 an

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

Z
The B-3 would incorporsete improved accuracy and peyload flexibility 07D \
permitting it to attack a single, heavily defended urban/industrial 5 %Xﬂ/f
target, or a single hardened point target, or several undefended > -3\/ o
targets which might be separated by as much as - miles. Since we ’

are uncertain about both the ultimate shelf 1ife of the present POLARIS
missiles and the schedule of deployment of a Soviet ABM system, the

i Td oy (5157 wi's EERPNS it o
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page of the B-3 development has not been precisely established at

this time. fTotal development costs of the B-3 missile may approximate
million; and the total cost of a 41 Polaris submarine force,

including, for example, 22 submarines carrying the B-3 missile could

total $2.5 pillion.

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

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

Our present system for defense against manned bombers was
designed & decade 8go, when it was estimated that the Soviets wouwld
build & force capable of attacking the United States with many
hundreds of heavy bomber aircraft. This threat did not develop as
estimated. Instead, the -major threat now confronting the United
States is the Soviet ballistic missile. With no defense egeinst the
ballistic missile and only the beginning of a viable civil defense
rosture, our anti-bomber defenses could operate on only a small
fraction of the Soviet offensive forces in a determined attack, A
balanced defense requires a major reorientation of our effort --
both within amti-bomber defenses and between anti-bember and anti-
missile defenses,

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

‘8. The phaseout of 9 National Guard F-89 squadrons slong with

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

Guard by end FY 1967, and the phaseout of 9 active F-102 squadrons

by end FY 1969 (1 in FY 1965, ﬁ in FY 1968, ai? 4 in FY 1969)~-

Tor & FY 1966-T0 saving of $300-$350 million.i/ Studies made by

the North American Air Befenge Command indicate that in 1970 the

fatalities from a Soviet attack, after wlthdrawal of these squadrons
. would be no more than 1.5 to 5 millton higher than they would be if

the squadrons were retained--i.e. » the fatalities might be 48 to

50 percent of the population instead of 47 percent.

1/ The Joint Chiefs of Staff, less Chief of Staff, Army, recammend that
the intercept force be retained as Previously approved.
T P

DECLASSIFIED
Authority: EO 12988, as amenc{gaci
Chief, Declass Br, Dir. & Rec. WHS

FEB O 82005

05D

23[6\5)




08257

3
i
.
.
1

32

b. The phase out of the Dewline extension aircraft and the
offshore radar picket ships beginning in FY 1965, as proposed

by the Navy -~ for a FY 1966-1970 saving of $266 million
($69 million in FY 1966). 1/

c. The reorganization of the air defense surveillance system,
as proposed by the Air Force, entailing the phase out of 16
prime radars, 32 height 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 to the
improvement of the qualitative effectiveness of our anti-bomber de-
fense forces. To this end, I recommend:

a. The initiation of development of an improvement to the
HAWK system and continued advenced development of a new,
improved surface-~to-air missile system for both continental

and overseas 'bg?g.tre air defense, at a FY 1966 cost of
$24.5 miliien, '

b. The inclusion of about.$28 million in the FY 1966 budget

for SAGE/BUIC IIT, en improved ground environment system
for air defense control. 3/

C. Continued systems study of an Airborne Warning and Control
System and component development in an Over-land Radar Technology
Program to augment land-based surveillance and control systems for
Both continental and tactical air defense. 2/

k. The Production and Deployment of a New Manned Interceptor .

On the basis of the analysis in the preceding sections of this
memorandum, it is clear that the production and deployment of a new
manned interceptor in a balanced defense program should be considered
only if we were to increase significantly our dameage limiting progrem,
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 thet & new manned interceptor would be preferable 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 prefersble to an interceptor version

AN

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

This plan meets the objectives sought in the JCS recommendation on
this subject.

Operations, do
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of the F-111. Our analyses indicate that egainst subsonic bombers,
the F-111 would be prefersble at smaller budget levels while the
F-12A would be prefersble only at high budget levels. In any event »
at higher levels of damage limiting expenditure the anti-bamber and
anti-missile defenses must be interlocked and proceed in parallel.

At this time, I recommend the provision of $5 million in the FY
1966 budget for the further development of electronics equipment
for the YF-12A, and the deferral of a -decision on the production and
deployment of either the F-12A or the F-111 for the interceptor
mission.l/ The recammended progrem will retain the option of fubure
deployment of either, or both, of these interceptors.

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

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

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

it is the most costly for a given mumber of areas.

b. The LO-MAR configuration which ineludes » on the average, one
MAR for every three urban areas and one. double-face MSR and two
single-face MSR for each urban area defended. For a given level

of expenditures, recent Army studies indicate that the LO-MAR
configuration would possibly- maximize survivors against a moderately
sophisticated attack and would be clearly superior to a HI-MAR
configuration egainst g smaller or less sophisticated attack.

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

in the same combination as the LO-MAR configuration. This would
be the lowest cost configuration per urban area defended but it
would not be effective agalnst a large, sophisticated attack.

1/ The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend finding tn FY 1966 (procurement
of either 18 F-12As or 18"F-111s) to retain the option for future
deployment of en advanced interceptor, ,
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A comparison of representative deployments of the three con-
Tigurations -- the number of urban areas protected, population in the
protected areas and development and production costs -- is shown in
the table below,.

SELECTED NIKE X DEPLOYMENT ALTERNATIVES*

Defended R&D & Proc Initial
Urban Costs Operational
Aress (% B11) Capability
HI-MAR
I - ' 13 10.9 Sep 69
II 23 7.7 Mar T2
IIT 30 25.4 Dec T3
LO-MAR
IT . 11 6.8 Sep 69
II : 20 1.7 Mar T1
v hr 19.8 Mar T3
NO-MAR
T 11 4,5 Sep 69
v 50 10.9 Mar T3
Vi 102 ©o1h.6 Mar T5

*Qther alternative deployments and details on
.costs and configurstions are shown in Appendix A,

If we wished to start deployment et the earliest possible date,
first quarter FY 1970, we would have to include about $200 million in the
FY 1966 budget for production, in addition to more than $400 million
for comtinued development. However, in view of the continuing uncertainties
concerning the preferred concept of deployment, the relationship of the
NIKE X system to other elements of a balanced damage limiting effort )
the prospects for an effective nation-wide fallout shelter system, and
the nature and effect of the Soviet reaction to a NIKE X deployment,

I.4o not believe a decision on production should be mede at this time.
But, I do recommend that a total of$400.0 million be provided for
NIKE X in the FY 1966 budget: $390.0 million to continue development
of the system at an optimum rate, and $10 million for production
pla.nning.y The question of production and deployment of the NIKE X

_J_./ The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend thsat $200 million pre~-production
funds be allocated in FY 1966 to protect the option to achieve an
initial operational capabllity in October 1969.
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system chould be reexamined next year. Deferment of the décision
to FY 1967 would permit start of deployment in late FY 1970,

&. The “unstruction of Fallout Shelters fop the Entire Population

Our analysis of the damage Limiting problem makes it crystal
clear that an eflective nation-wide fallout sheltor system would
provide the greatest return for the money expended. The Executive
Branch has recommended such & brogram to the Congress three years
running but the required legislation authorizing the shelter develop-
ment Program, without which we cannot provide a complete nation~wide
system, has not teen enacted, Accordingly, I recommend;

providing full fallout'protection for the population and the other
elements of g amage limiting" Program before such legislation is

b, That 236 mi1ls0n be included in the FY 1966 budget to
expand the vpresent shelter sSurvey program to include o
Survey of homes ang other smail brivate bulldings ang to
finance a more thorough evaluation of existing shelter
characteristicsiand Supplies,

€. That 315 million be included in the pr 1966 budget
tc inecrease the Civil Defense Rgn Progran, primarily to
evaluate shelter construction techniques, te develop a
thermal counter-measyre system, and to establish g
technical basis Tor bost~attack recovery,

d. That other elements of the Presently approvegd Program ve
continuved at g FY 1966 level to be determined during the current
budget review,

My recommendations on other issues in the general nuclear war
Programs are included in Appendix A, Appendix B contains selected
Tiscal ang force structure Sumaries of the recommended programs,

Table 1, immediately following, summarizes the Strategic Offensive
Forces which I am recommending. o
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- TABLE I

RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSED—/-'/ STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES
(End Fiscal Year)

,‘“
oS />
Bombers
gz@L B0
B 58
Total Bombers
05 [ Air-ILaunched Msls
1345
: Strateg:.c Reconnaissance
i SR-~T1 25 25 25 25
; » RB-JVT 90 1}5 30 30 30
. RC-135 10 10 10 10 10
. ; Total : 90 45 30 30 30 10 35 35 35 35
f Surface-Surface Msls
i
i
0§w )
77 %(7
wﬂ{p

f

Total ICBM/Pol,

g Other

] Qail o/ 22 302 302 392392 3% 3% 390 390 390

: KC=135 50 5 620 620 620 620 620 620
KC-97 3 240 120

“
Z%@X{) PAI%SSBS. 17 18 2k o2k 2k o2y oy

B-hT 18 36 36
69@
i)

T
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§_./ The forces proposed by the Secretary of the Air Force and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff less Chief of Staff Air Force, where different from

the Recommended Forces » &re shown in parentheses.

1_3/ Possible assignment to NATO of UK or other nuclear weapong, includ-
ing the UK Polaris force in accordance with the terms of the Nassau
Pact, have not been taken into account in the recommended U.S. force
structure.

_c/ Numbers of aircraft do not inciude command support or reserve air-
craft, ‘

d/ The Multi-Latersl Force conslsting of the Polaris A-3 on surface ships
is included under the assumption that formal agreements would exist
by July 1965. 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 Nafional Emergency Airb.orne- Command Post and Post Attack
Command and Control System sircraft.

1_"/ The alert force weepons and megatons are based on actual dats 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 percent of

the strategic alrcraft were on alert compared with sbout 30 percent
rreviously. Beyond FY 1964 the extrapolations are based on most
recent data. The average numbers. and yields. of aircraft wes: ons are
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. ., 4 APPENDIX A - . 38
Specific Basis for Recammsndaticng. Concer
Strategic Retaliatory Forces, Contimental ALr

and ‘Missile Defense Forces, end Civil Defense

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

A. Strategie Retaliatory Forces

1. Strategie Aircraft Forces

8. 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 specifications set forth in the Air Force
proposal. The Air Force has broposed & two-year advanced engine development
progrem which would reéult in a firm engine specification in late 1966. Since
engine performance is the critical factor mround which AMSA would have to be
designed, the conTiguration and performance of the airplaene would not normally

be defined until approximately one year after the level of engine bechnology
is frozen.

I recommend approval of $16 million in FY 1965 and $2k million
in FY 1966 for an advanced engine development program. This program will be
of general benefit to future hi performance alrcraft as well as AMSA (e.g.,
new F-11) engine, SST engine, V/STOL fighter engines). These funds, in
addition to -other approved sources » would provide s satisfactory basis for
an engine specification in two years. The Air Force, in the AMSA propulsion
PCP, asked for $26 million in FY 1965 and $30 million in FY 1966 to carry
out & program of essentlally the same technicel content as the one I am
recomending.

1i. Avionies

The AMSA avionics scheduling must be congistent -with the rest
of the program. Since engine development is the pacing factor, no avionics
engineering development program is appropriate for at least two years. First
flights of avionics systems specifically for AMSA are not needed before 1970
at the earliest. The Air Force PCP for avionics proposes $11 million in
FY 1965 and $14 million in FY 1966. No specific “brassboard” equipment
developments have been identified for consideration beyond those already
covered in our extensive spproved avionics advanced developwment program.
This-approved program includes the Mark IT evionics for the F-111 ; the
IIAS system for the ATE, and the 8R-T1 equipments., If attractive "brass-
board" proposals are offered in the next two years which are not a part
of the existing advanced developument programs, they will be considered on
their merits. However » 1o 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 AMBA systems studies.
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As I will discuss below, I recommend that funding
provisions be made for the development of a new air-to-surface missile (SRAM)
compatible with the B-52 » F-111, AMSA, and other future aircraft, In order
for the SRAM to be uged by the B-52 > an avioniecs development is needed to
augment the present B-52 bomb-navigation system. The B-52 test begd would
be used for testing more advanced components (for exemple, as proposed for
AMSA) in an evolutionary manner. Therefore > I recommend that we initiate
a B-52 SRAM avionics program. This, and the studies and developments
mentioned earlier, are included in my recomended advanced avionice
development program which is estimated to cost $7 million in Fy 1965,
$12 million in Fy 1966, end $11 million in FY 1967

39

iii. AMSA Project Definition Phase

The PCP for AMSA requests $15 million in FY 1965 to conduct
a formal Project Definition Phase and $77 million in FY 1966 to begin
development if it is later decided to do so. It is not appropriste to
initiate a Project Definition FPhase for the AMSA for at least two years.
This phase of the development cycle requires the completion of advanced
development for the engines and avionies contemplated for use in the
aireraft. 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 (8RAM)

The Air Force Droposed the initiation of g Project Definition ]
Phase for the short-range attack-missile, at a cost of $4.5 million in FY 1965

support weapon systems development were alsgo identified. The preliminary
estimates of the development program (including Project Definition) are as

TOTAL, OBLIGATTONAIL AUTHORITY
!5 in miionsi

o Total
RDIRE FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 ¥y 1969 Development
SRAM 5 29 39.7 23 k.5 101.2

Denetrate improved Soviet defenses, During the Project Definition Phase
(PI®) specific operational specifications, project goals, milestones , and
time and cost schedules will be established. The effectiveness of the

wissile in relation to itg cost will again be re-analyzed. At the completion
of PDP, I will be gble to recommend whether or not engineering development
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should follow. However, I believe that funding provision should be nmade
since the SRAM system now appears to be the best way of delivering weapons
from bombers and it appears to be technically feasible. If I later have
any serlous question 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 May 1963, I approved a plan under which the B-52 B sircraft are
reflexed to -. These aircraft replaced B-U7s which had previously been .
reflexed, also to !. At that time I viewed this measure as an interim O §D ~
solution until the Polaris submarines could be deployed to the A 5
The first Poleris submarine will be deployed to this area early next year. 2,3 (bX/ /
I have also reviewed the SIOP and contingency requirement for continual
reflex on - and while I em uncertein that the genersl war capability

-afforded by those aircraft would be significant considering their vulnerability

end time-over~target, I concur with the recommendation of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff that this capability be retained until end FY 1966,

In view of these considerations, and the rapid buildup in our missile
force, I recommend the phase-out of the B-52 B series aircraft asgociated 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 authorized wings will be
reduced from 14 to 13, by end FY 1966, with a corresponding reduction of UE
aircreft from 630 to 600. '

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

d. B-52 Modification Program

We are carrying on a continuous maintenance and modification
program for the B-52 fleet. In FY 1965, the costs amount to sbout $302
million. This program includes depot maintenance, modifications for flight
safety, and various improvements in the combat effectiveness of the bombers
such as infra-red detectors and radar jamming devices. The current,ly
approved modification program also includes two major structural modifi-
cations known as ECPs (Engineering Change Proposals) 112k and 1128. These
conslst primarily in strengthening the aft portion of the fuselage and vertical
tail structure, plus structural wing fasteners. ECP 1124 will be completed
by January 1965 at a cost of about $20 million. ECP 1128 will be completed
by the end of FY 1966 at a total cost of about $238 million. These modifi-
cations should remove the current flight restrictions and extend the aireraft
life of the B-52 "C" through "H" series to FY 1970-1972.
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The Alr Force has recently indicated that $332 million will be
required in FY 1966 instead of the $251 million rreviously approved, They
have not made an official submission for increased modification costs in
subsequent years, although increases will provably be required. Working
with the Air Force, my staff has developed epproximate estimates of these
costs for the years 1966-1970. Although all of these estimates will require
detailed scrutiny later » they represent our best gvailable data now and
should be used for planning purposes.

During the past year, thorough reviews have been made of the
structural integrity and life expectancy of the B-52s by scientific » other
governmental, contractor, and Air Force personnel. One result of these
reviews was tentative identification of additional modifications that will
extend the life of the B-S2s at least until 1975. These modifications are
known as ECP 1185. These modifications s 1T done to all 703 B-52s in the
Air Force inventory would cost about $755 million. However , deletion of
the 41 B-52B's reduces this by $70 millionm. Because ECP 1128 will extend
the life of the B-52 "C" through "H" to FY 1970-1972, a decision to do ECP
1185 on the 371 B-52 "¢ through "FY! (at a cost of about $547 million,

which includes an entire new wing for these aircraft) need not be made at
this time, .

However, I do recommend that we now 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 recommendation, are summarized in the following table.

ESTIMATED B-52 MODIFICATION COSTS
(TOA in § Millions) ’

Total

FY65 FY66 FY6T FYe68 FY69 FYT0 FY 1966-70
ECP 1124/1128 146 T3 73
ECP 1185(8526/H) - 7 32 67 32 138
Depot Maintenance 80 1o 118 115 15 115 605
Flight Safety |
Modifications 25 25 25 25 25 25 125
Capability _ |
Improvements 51 92 73 66 50 50 331
Total 302 339 248 213 222 190 1,272
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e. 'The SR-T1 Program '

, Bince program inception in Februery 1963, substantiasl progress
has been made on the SR-T1 program. The approved program consisting of
six test and 25 operational vehicles is proceeding on schedule. Two of
the R&D vehicles have glready been delivered and the last of the six
test vehicles is scheduled for delivery in March 1965. The first-
operational vehicle is scheduled for delivery in May 1965, end the 25
vehicle program is scheduled for completion in May 1967. 'As you already
know, the SR-T) aircraft is capeble of satisfying a broad range of regquire-
ments for pre-war end post-attack recomnaigsance, Several different
recomnaiggance payloads and BECM options are availsble.

The SR-T1 is a two-man aircraft having & gross weight of

140,000 pounds. Selected ¢haracteristics for alternative missions are
sumparized as follows:

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR ALTERRATIVE MISSIORS

‘Range Be#(:ween y
Mission load Refueling (n.mi. Altitude Cruilse Speed
- %)" . - TR T (Mac h! § '
Maximm Range 1,500 % ,000 75-85 3.2
4,000 3,800 75-85 3.2
Maximm Altitude 1,500 . 3,h00 83-93 3.2
4,000 3,200 83-93 3.2

A With two refuelings, the total renge of the SR-T1l varies between
9,600 and 12,000 n.mi. allowing intercantinental operations. There is
every reason to believe that the performance of the SR-T1 will meet or
exceed its specifications.

The costs of the currently approved program are gs follows:

TOTAL OELIGATIONAL AUTHORITY

in ons
§§ir°§ FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY68 FY 69 FY 70

R&D 89.8 81.0 17.0

~ Investment 112,0  282,0 367.T7
Operating o k1 211 91,9 G40  gko0 G40
Total 201.9  367.1 %5.8 91.9 940 ko0 9h,0
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2, Missile Forces and Command Control and Cormunications

a: Phase Out of the Atlas ICRMs and the Titan I ICEMs -- The

previously
s.pgroved program calle or € phase out o e tlas D missiles by end FY D.L/‘D .
19 556? Atlas E missiles by end FY 1967; and the Titan I missiles by end
Fr 1%66. The Atlas F and Titan II missiles vere programmed to romain 1o cho 2% (Ia g
force through out the planning period. The JCS recommend no change in this y
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. Atlas E missiles by the end of FY 1965, phase out of L\ 0§D '

Atlas F missiles by the end of FY 1968, and phase out of Titan I missiles

by the end of FY 1965. The Atlas E, configured < [ U)(s
and has a reaction time of minutes. The Titan I ?- T/

but the great complexity o

Y Uncertain and most probably lower.
of Titan I is also slow; the first missile launches
tion order, the minutes later, and
a full -minutes after the order to five is given.
are complex and costly to operate and maintain.

e system makes its survival
Moreover, the reaction time
minutes after the execu-
minutes later --
These liquid fueled missiles

Furthermore, the dependability of these missiles in retaliatory circum-

stances has been- estimated to be low. -Although the Atlas F missiles -opera~
tional launchers) end has a reaction time of . & $\D
minutes, the dependability of this series’ of lssiles has also fallen short of

expectation. Consequently, I-also propose the phase out of the Atlas F missiles ? 3@)(4
by end FY 1965. The Titan IT missiles, on the other hand, are _cap- ’ /
able of silo launch, and have a reaction time comparable to Minu eman .

Since
large numbers of Polaris, Minuteman and Titan TIT

are in inventory, it secems
appropriate to phase out these complex first generation missiles in order to

realize cost savings that can be applied to more effective systems.

Accordingly, I recommend:
(a) Phase out of Atlas E by end FY 1965.
(b) Phase out of Atlas F by end FY 1965.

(c) Phase out of Titan I by end FY 1965.

(d) Retention of Titan IT through the current planning period.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff concur in these recomuen

dations, except that
they propose that Atlas T be phesed out during ¥y 1
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The costs associated with the previously approved andi my recommendad
program are summarized as follows:

FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1963 Ty 1969 FY 1970

Previously Approved
TOA (In Millions) -

- Atlas - $133.8 $101.6 $ 79.1 $ 725 $ 72.3 $ T2.0
Titan 141.8  123.k  111.3 96.1 79.6 80.0 p&P
Total $275.6 $225.0 $ 190.4 $ 1686 ¥ 151.9 ¥ 152.0

Number of Missiles 3,3 (}:)(5
(End Fiscal Year) ) .
gecommendedé? .
TOA (In Millions)
Atlas $ 97.7 $ o
Titan 127.2 73. .8 49.¢ h7.6
Total . $22hb.9 § 73 8 $ 9.0 § L7.%

Numb M 1 0§D "
er of Missi
U?Enz Fiscal ;ez.i) . |II— 3.3 (5){5;

b. The Minuteman Program -- The previously wpproved Mimutoror prograsm
consisted of Minuteman I and Jij Minuteman IT missiles by end FY 1966. TFor
planning purposes, the force consisted of- Minuteman I and WlfMinuteman IT 05‘\)
by end FY 1969. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, less the Chief of Staft, Air Force, \
recommended no change in this schedule during their review early this year. FPor ?7( L’>G/
end FY 1970 their proposed force level would consist of A Minuteman T and - /
Minuteman II. At that time the Chief of Staff , Alr Force, recommended an addi-
tional operational Minuteman II Ly the end FY 1968, for a force level of
missiles compared with missiles as previously approved. For planning
purposes the Air Force proposed a force level in FY 1970, consisting of
Wl Minuteman I and- Minuteman II.

i

$ 0 $ o ¢ o
48.0
§ 8.0

During my review last spring of the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendations
I tentatively proposed to level-off the Minuteman force at Wl icsiles. Sib-on 659
sequently, in response to my guidance, the Seeretary of Air Force cubmitted a ‘
Program for -MMinuteman. However, both Secretary Zuckort and toe Joint Chiefs ? % L
of Staflf have stated that they support a force of Minuteman rather thap niy ’
currently recommended Fforce of [l Mirutenan. .

a/ A1l Fiscal 1965 and 1966 costs used in this section are subject to final
determination during budget review.
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Several slternative programs were re-evaluated during my current review
of the Minuteman program. The TOA (in millions) associated with these alternative

programs is as follows:

Total

FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970 FY 66~70

Minuteman) 1540.3
CSAF JSOP Proposed
Minuteman)  1540.3
SecAF Plan
Ml Minutemsn) 1458.0
Recommended,
Minuteman)  1345.7

1143.2  1033.3 525.2
1532.2  1840.3 975.2
1116.5 783.2  689.6

932.1  807.7  656.0

283.2 280.0  3264.9
337.2  334.0 5018.9
564.8  h95.1  36hk9.2
61%.3 50k.0  360k.1

The force levels assoclated with these alternative Minuteman programs

are as follows:

Previcusly Approved
Minuteman I
Minuteman II

Total

CSAF/JSOP Proposed
Minuteman 1
Minuteman II

Total

SecAF 1000 Minuteman Plan
Minuteman I
Minuteman IX
Total

Recommended
Minuteman I
Minuteman IX

Total

End Fiscal Year

1965 1966 1967

1968~ 1969 1970
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Compared with Secretary Zuckert's Plan, my recommended program incor-
porates a six-month slip in force modernization rather than a two-month slip
as proposed. My reasons for the delay will be discussed below.

The deployment of the Minuteman II force under my recommended program
is as follows:

. End Fiscal Year
Minuteman IT Force Deployment 1966 1967 1968 1960 1970

%

g.s@(f)

Wing VI
Co-Iocated Missiles
Retrofitted Minuteman I Silos

The twentieth squadron (beyond the squadrons in Wing VI) will be
co-located with Wing I at Malmstrom Air Force Base. The continuation of
retrofitting beyond FY 1968 will be required to increase our assurance in
force flexibility and to replace missiles exceeding their safe-life.

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

a. Minuteman Force Level. For reasons already discussed, I have O'SCD
concluded that a force level of Jlf Minuteman is adequate throughout (f
the current planning period. While the starting acquisition of Wing 33 b
VI is proceeding a previously planned, the Air Force's plan incorporates

a six-month stretehout in the acquisition of Wing VI. The stretch allows

a more economical lower risk program by smoothing the early build-up
rate. I concur in this proposal.

b. Force Modernization. The retrofit of Minuteman I silos for full

compatibility with Minuteman IT will commence in mid~1966. As I will.

show below, the Minutemen I with the recommended improvements will pro- 0 5 O
vide us with a very flexible missile system capable of destroying fully , '\
hard targets and having high assurance in yenetrating defended areas. 37 3[41?)
Minuteman II with the improvements I have previously recommended would

increase target destruction capabllities by about .percent compared

to a Minuteman I force of the seame size. However, the addition of the

improvements I now propose would increase these capebilities two-fold.

Two issues have been raised during the current review, The first is

- concerned with the initiation of the retrofit program; and the second ,

with the implementation of the reprogramming capability.

Secretary of the Air Force proposed a two-month slip in the start
of the retrofit program since there has been some slip in the milestones
assoclated with this program. During my review I considered, in addition
to the two-month slip, a six-months' and a year's slip. I recommend that
the program be initiated in July 1966 rather than January 1966 as previously
approved. The six-month slip results in a program that has a lesser degree of
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concurrency when compared with the two month slip. By April 1966 =11
important milestones including an R&D flight test ‘program assoclated with
the retrofit configuration are scheduled for completion. A choice between
a modernization program having the 12 month rather then the gix month slip
depends on Judgments concerning. the early avellability of the improved
force capability. 4 12 month slip would result in sbout a $100 million
savings through FY 1967, However, additional costs » of about $140 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 risks
ere small and should not preclude their operational availability as required
in my recommended program.

N7

The Becretary of the Air Force proposed a retrofit program on a
wing-at-a-time rather then the squadron~gte-a~time basis. Their proposal
somevwhat simplifies ingtallation, equipment end spares support. However,
1t is not clear that reprogramming can be achieved without internetting, I
tentatively propose to achieve force flexibility and reprogramuing through
the squadron internetting of Minutemsn I and II (including the co-location
and internetting of the twentieth squadron with Wing I).

c. Reliability Test Program. Last year I recommended spprovel of an S D
extensive operational end follow-on velisbility test (FOT') program. In O
addition to the allocation of-Minuteman IT to the operational test program,

sbout 10 percent of the Minuteman II were sllocated to the follow-on test - g 3(b (f
program. In the 8pring of this year the percentage allocated to the follow- -

on program was reduced to sbout eight percent. Should studies by -elther

the JCS, the Services, or my staff indicate that a change in the extent of

this program -is desirsble, I would forward reccmmendations at that time.

The Air Force in their submission have proposed the procurement of
additional Minutemsn I missiles for the FOT progran in view of the slip in
the modernization program, and the procurement of additional Minutemsn IT
migsiles to test further improvements in guidance and re-entry vehicle

"subsystems (as discussed below). With the recommended program 16 months

will lapse between the end of the operational test progrem for Minuteman I OéB \
and the availebility of missiles resulting from the initiation of the Fforce

modernization program. During this périod assets consisting of about [l 3 3(&%/{
Minuteman I missiles could be used for FOT purposes. In addition, the Air ’ |
Force proposed to keep the Minuteman I production line open and procure a |
minimm of 18 missiles in the FY 1965 budget. To test improvements in

Minuteman IT guidence and re-entry spbsystems » the Alr Force proposed pro-

curement of an edditional utemen IT missiles in FY 1965 and 1966. For

later years a minimum of special test launches were identified.

I do not recommend additional procurement of Mingteman I or special
improvement test of Minuteman IT missiles. The Minuteman I FOT program is
currently scheduled to immediately follow the operational test (OT) program.
Since a primary purpose of the FOT program is to detect degradetion trends in
missile reliebility, I believe that a reasoneble length of time should pass
before coammencing with the FOT program. For example, the OT program for
Polaris A-2 was campleted in October 1963, this month the first four FOT

\
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migsiles were fired and all were successful. Therefore, I believe that oS b
the . Minutemsn I missiles are more than ‘adequate, provided that six months

pass before initiating the FOT program. As with the Minuteman I program, 2 i@)(;
s1x to nine months should lapse before the Minuteman IT FOT is initiated. ’

For planning purposes, my recommended 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 missiles are also

availgble,

FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970
Annual Special .
Test Launches 5 12 13 15 15 i

d. N-17 Guidance Impmvemen'és. The Air Force has proposed changes Oé
23(L)(E

to the current N-1T7 guidance and contro. atem ch xeduce ¢ exrrors
assoclated with the subskstem from about Total
R&D and investment costs associated with 5 proposal are about $35.0

million exclusive of a flight test program. As I have indicated sbove ’
eight of the already procured Minuteman II missiles can be used to support
) the flight program. With improved re-entry vehicles » to be.discusseg,helow,
the over-all
: WY vould be in excess of Wl percent. I recommend approval of this
l program. The flight test program will be supported within the special test

missile allocation.

08

The RDT&E cost associated with the development progrem ls estimated
‘ to be $89 million, exclusive of flight test missiles, including systems inte-
| gration and the test of the system. The procurement coste are estimated to
3 be comparable to the cost of the Mark IIA; a part of the Mark ITA program
would be superseded by the Mark 17 progranm.

- I recommend spprovel of this program. However, the flight test
; program will be supported within the special test migsile mllocation discussed
above,

f. MK 12/MERV. The previously approved RDI&E progrem includes funds
for the MK 12/penetration aid effort. I intend to change the direction of Oé D
this effort to provide for the development of a cepability for delivering .
to geographically separated targets in addition to the 5'
apability for the precise ejection of penetration aids. A portion (to be 3 ? b
determined) of the $31.1 million in FY 1965 will be usged to support this
effort. In additién $51.9 million is provided in FY 1966. The flight test

of the systems associated with this progrem will be supported within the
speclal test missile allocation discussed above.
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g. Operational Base Launches, The Air Force has proposed a program
of operational test launches from. operstional silos to demonstrate missile/ .g;g

launcher compatibility. Their proposal calls for the launch of L)
The time of powered
flight is seconds. ' .

i This proposal supersedes the isolated squadron proposal submitted
last year by the Air Force which would have also provided for actual test
of the system. I believe that the operational base launch Program novw
proposed when coupled with the continued firings from Vandenberg Air Force
Base will permit the realism necessary to assure continued confidence in the
reliability factors. I recommend that the program be approved, at a cost

- of $7.2 million.

In addition, I recommend approval of the tollowing programs included in
the Air Force proposal:

a. Maintenance personnel proficiency trainers. Total cost $4.2 million.

b. Readiness for nuclear effects testing of Minuteman facilities, if
test ban treaty abrogated. Total cost $,8 million.

c. UE5L and UHF radio subsystems for Wing VT and 20th squadron.
Total cost $11.5 million,

d. Storage of Minuteman missiles. Total cost $1.2 million.

e. Development of high altitude fuze capability. ‘Total R&D cost
$10.0 million,

f., Development of a trajectory accuracy prediction system {(Taps)
which transmits data back to a control center that a Minuteman missile had
achieved & successful powered flight. Total R&D cost $8.6 million.

g. Engineering effort only on the propssed remote secure data sub-
system commencing in FY 1966 at a total cost of $9 million.

) h. Continuation of the STL support of ADI&E in the Minuteman program
in FY 1966 at a cost of $10,8 million.

i. Consolidation of resources for Minutem:n I and II Communication
Support-DCS into the single non-add progrem element 1.10.15.91.01 as proposed
by the Air Force,

Finally, the Air Force has also proposed several other additions to the
Minuteman program whose approval I do not recommend at this time., They are:

& Remote insertion of targeting and other stored data into the missile
computer for the entire Mindteman force at 2 cost of $147 million. However,
engineering effort will be undertaken at a total cost of $9 million.

b.. Procurement of additional missiles teyond FY 1966 for weapon system
improvement launches, at a cost of $141 million.

The following are the funds'necessary tc support the program thet I
am recommending.

aERdSOL 0
PRI S e LT T T
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i. ‘Minuteman RDTSE Cost

These costs are as follows.

RDT&E TOA (In Millions)
FY 196l FY 1965 FY 1966 Fy 1067 FY 1968 FY 1969 ¥y 1970

Minuteman T 88.8 16.5
Minuteman IT 329.3  307.1 238.0 161.2 67.2 15.0

ii. Minuteman Investment Coste

Minuteman I: The Tollowing table summarizes Minuteman T
investment costs,

Investment TOA (In Millions)

Minuteman I- FY 1964 FY 1965 Fy 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 Fy 1969 FY 1970

" Msls Proc 1191.2 55.6 28.5 25.2 18.3 9.5 3.6
Aireraft Proce 5.1 6.5 11.2 .9 .9 .9
Other Proc 3.2 ho T .6 A
Mil Const o 1

-T ’ .
Total 99.% BT T T39.7T "B 19.8 10.9 ~ 3,6

Minuteman IX: mo support the recommended Minuteman II program

the following missile brocurement schedule isg required.

Missile Proc: FY 1964 FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 ¥y 1968 FY 1969 Fy 1970
Previously App'd 30 - 203 ako 301 176 80

-Recommended 30 232 178 197 207 220 232

The fundg necessary to support the recomended program are
as follows: . .

‘Minuteman IT

Missile Procurement

Migsiles 101.9 Lio.8 293.7 325.6 336.0 353.6 371.2
AGE 97.T 137.3 62.0
Training 1.k 144 0.9 2.4
Tech Data T4 15.3 12.0 3.3
Site Act 48.9 58.3 a2k, 1 10.0
Mods o] T1.3 -156.8 170.5 126.5 137.0 12k.0
Spares 0 ko.0 15.0 21,8 19,1 9.6 T. b
Ind Facil 4.8 1.0 1.5
Sub Total 272.1 T78.% 566.0 533.6 I8T.8 500. 2 502,656
Other Investment
Aircraft Proc 1.3 8.0 2.8 o2 2 .2 2
Other Proc 21.8 k.1 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.7
Mil Const _ 156.1 102. 10.0
Sub Total 179.3 1%, 12,8 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.9
Total 451.3  903.2  578.8 233.3  483.3  s02.1  s04.5
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A comparison with the breviously 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 1969 FY 1970

Previously Approved 10k2.6  88L.5  919.3 40.8 1514 m
Air Force Plan 1000.2  776:5  580.3  527.7  1450.1  387.2
Recommended 803.2 578.8 535.3 . 483.3 502.1 504.5

iii. Minuteman Operations, The operating costs, including maintenance
and military personnel, associated with Minuteman recommended program is

., 8s follows:
. Operating TOA (In Millions)
FY 196k ¥Y 1965 "FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970

Minutemen I __ 34.2 Lo.7 641 60.2 _  51.7.  _ 39.2 22.9
Minuteman II . L5 115 2k .2 34.0 b7.1 63.0

KB KKK R KK KK KRR

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

as follows:
TOA (In Millions)
FY 1964 FY 1965 -FY 1986 FY 19067 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970
Minuteman I | 1322.{+ ‘ 133.9 . 103.8 87.'0_ 1.5 50.1 26.5
Minuteman IT 780.6 - 1211.8 828.3 720.7 ° S8&.5 564.2° " 567.5
Total 2113.0  1345.7  932.1  807.7  656.0  61k.3 594.0

3.. The Polaris Program -~ The first submarine carrying the advanced model

of ~was deployed in Oct submarines to
follow will deploy with this mlssile. The earlie!m_qomenced its 6
phase-out in June with GEORGE WASHINGION returned for overhaul after four years ?;;.

of operation.

The start of FY 1966 will fing 25 Polaris submarines deployed--of these
one will be carrying the A-1 missile, 13 the A-2 missile, and 11 the A-3. Four
of the A-3 submarines will be in the Pacific~-the remainder in the Atlantic and
Mediterranean.

We willl conduct a series of 50 operational test firings of the Polaris
A-3 between April and December 1965 to establish weapon system readiness,
reliability and accuracy 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 2 missiles fired. Early indications from the A-3 development and
shakedown operations (DASO) are that this missile will have an even higher
reliabllity. Of the 15 A-3 missiles fired in DASO to date, 14 have been
completely successful.

The Navy had previously proposed that all Polaris A-1 and A-2 missiles CDf;E)
be retrofitted with the A-3 missile. The A-3 missile has a longer range Eg ES(ki>
n.mi.) than the A-1 n.mi.) or A-2 (ﬁ n.mi.) and carries a ‘

The A-1 retrofit program is proceeding according to the Navy's (f{)if%)
" proposal. Last year the decision was made not to implement the retrofit of the
A-2 missiles with A-3's at least through 1970. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and I
concur that the Polaris force level and mix of missiles should remain unchanged.

Even though the range of the A-3 is greater than the A-2, a large
fraction of the SBoviet Bloc targets are within renge of the Polaris A-2 missile.
-During 1971 the Polaris force will be commencing the second overhaul cycle. At
that time, if conditions warrant it, retrofit will be considered, possibly
employing 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 deployment
of the FBM force to the continuing work necessary to maintain and improve the
current high degree of dependabllity in spite of any likely countermeasures that
an adversary might take against it. We have identified three areas to receive
special emphasis. These are survivable command communications, reduced vulnerabiliby
to nuclear radiation effects on missile guidance and control systems, and improved
capability to penetrate any ballistic missile defenses that the Soviets might
deploy.

As an eventual replacement for aging Polaris A-2 missiles, and as a

hedge against extensive ABM deployment by the Soviets, we are considering CDé;t)
initiating the development of Polaris B-3. This missile would carry the largest
payload that can be provided within the existing submarine launch tubes. Total gfj; 1%

payload welght and space would be fully at the same

range. The new missile would incorporate improved accuracy and paylosad flexibility s
vwhich would permit each missile the. flexibility to attack a single heavily defended éﬁ
urban~-industrial target, or a target, or several undefended
targets which might be separated by as much as miles. Since we are

uncertain both with regard to ultimate shelf life of the older missiles and the

likely schedule of Soviet ABM deployment, the best schedule and pace of develop-

ment for a B-3 is not clear. We intend to conduct a Project Definition for the

B-3 guring FY 1965 and to commence some development activity in FY 1966. I

recommend that $35 million be budgeted for this purpose in FY 1966. This would

allow us to have an initial operational capability any time from 1971 on,

depending upon the pace of development to be followed.

The costs associated with the recommended and previously epproved
Polaris program are as follows: -
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TOA (In Millions
FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970

Previously Approved  1064.L4 935.0 737.6 7374 T13.k4 NA
Recommended 106k .4 950.2 737.6 T37 .1 713.4% 710.0

L. Regulus -- Earlier this year, I had approved the early removal from
the SIOP commitment of the Regulus submarines as bproposed by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

5. Command, Control, and Communications for the Strategic Forces ~-- The
following summarizes my recommendations relating to our efforts to insure that
in the event of nuclear war our commanders retain flexible command and control
over. the strategic force. o

is Strategic Air Command Control Systems. This program includes:

(1). Strategic Air Command Control System (465L), a semi-automatic
command and control system for war planning and control of
the SAC force.

) SAC primary alert system.

) Grownd/Air (short order) Stations.

) SAC High Frequency Single Side Band Radio System Stations.

) SAC teletype network. :

(6) SAC telephone network.

G )

Adjustments are required in the preseutly approved program o
reTlect current estimates of manpover requirements aud operating costis,
and to provide for evolutionary improvements through FY 1970. Funds
are provided to achieve an operational capability by the end of FY 1966.
Annual costs are as follows:

TOA (In Millions)
FY 1965 FY 1966 FY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970

Previously Approved 76.3 57.6 56.0 55.9 55.9 -
Recommended, 72.6 57.9 52.3 51.0 7.2 46,9

il. PACCS. This is a system which provides SAC with the essential
capabillty to exercise effective and flexible command, control and direction
of strategic operations following a sustained high order thermonuclear attack.
I concur with the Air Farce broposal to substitute 10 XC 135A aircraft for
36 EB-L47L's. It would significantly reduce O&M and personal expenditurecs.
while providing more effective anu flexible capabilities., I nave asikicd o...
Air Force to submit proposals for an Airborne Launch Control Center (ALCC)
for the Minuteman forces. PACCS FY 1964 research and cevelovment Fuuds lwve
already been released to initiate this capability. T recommeng approval
the program with costs as follows: :

TOA (In Millions)
FY 1965 FY 1966 TY 1967 FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970

Previously Approved 40.8 51.6 hi.7 38.7 3.7 -
Recommended iy 35.8 19.1 18.9 18.9 18.9

The EB-47's will be phased out by end FY 1965.
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411'. UHF Emergency Rocket Communications System (ERCS). This system is
intended to provide a reliable, survivable emergency means of communications
between the Commander-in-Chief of the Strategic Air Command and SAC forces.
The system is to be deployed during and after a nuclear attack on the United
States to broadeast to surface and airborne -SAC forces information required
to initiate and execute the emergency war order. The Air Force proposed re-

tention of the presently approved program. I recommend approval of the pro-

~ gram shown below. This will provide O&M funding at a realistic level ana

assure that the interim operational ERCS devices (Blue Scout boosters) are

" effective Pending replacement by the 494-L'follow—on system using Minuteman

boosters.
’ TOA (In Millibns ' .
FY 1965 FY 1966 ¥y 1§Ez FY 1968 FY 1969 FY 1970
Previously Approved - 27.9 1.1 0.7 - 0.b o.k -
Recommended 29.1 2.4 2.2 .9 .9 .9

B.

Continental Alr and Missile Defense Force Structure Changes

1. Adr Defense Weapons.

a. Phase down of Current Interceptors. _in recent years the bulk of

our effort in the area of Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces

has been directed towsard protecting ourselves against bomber attack.

We have maintained a large force of both manned interceptors and
surface-to-air missiles to counter this threat. However, as ballistic
missiles constitute, to an ever increasing degree, a major threst to

the U, S., it is necessary to reconsider the size and mix of

our defenses. I believe that the primary purpose- of our interceptor
force is to reduce damage to the United States im the event of an attack
on this country. At present, with no defense against ballistic missiles
and only the beginning of a viable civil defense posture, our anti-
bomber defenses could operate on only a fraction of the damage inflict-
ing forces in a determined Soviet attack. A balanced defense, thus,
calls for a reorientstion of our efforts -- both within anti-bomber
defenses and between anti-bomber and anti-missile defenses. Any

" Judgment as to the required size of our interceptor force should depend

on analysis of the degree to which alternative forces can limit damage
to our nation. .

In the past several months my staff and that of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have conducted = quantitative effectiveness comparison
of the currently approved interceptor force and a proposed smaller
force which will be described shortly. These studies indicate that,
regardless of the size of our interceptor force, unprecedented damage
could be inflicted on the United States by a determined Soviet attack
of bombers and missiles. Indications are that 90-120 million fatal-
ities could be expected from such an attack if we retained our cur-
rently approved interceptor force. Adopting the smaller force would
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Increase fatalities by perhaps 1 to 6 million persons; the -Chief of Staff
of the Army believes the difference would be less than 1.5 million in the

most plausible situations, and I agree with his Judgment. It is not clear

- that our analytical end computational techniques can even identify with

confidence differences of this size. Thus, it no longer appears to be
necessary or useful to retain our large interceptor force at its present
size. Rather, it seems to me to be far more in the interests of the United
States to devote our resources to programs in the strategic defensive ares:
that offer the hope of more substantial reduetion in U, S. fatalities in the
event of a major nuclesr war.

Therefore, I am proposing a smaller interceptor force incorporating
the following changes:

(1) Phase out the 225 F-89's in the Air Hational Guard and trans-
fer nine of 15 active Air Force F-101 squadrons (four in FY 1966 and five
in FY 1967) to the Air National Guard to replace the F-89°'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 authorized wmit equipment of the 13 F-102 Guard
squadrons fram 25 to 18 aircraft per squadron during FY 1965.

(4) Incresse the degree of dispersal (and hence survival
potential under missile attack)_ » and lmprove the geographical balance
through redistribution of F-10k 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 732 aircraft
rather than the 1,255 aircraft formerly approved for that time.

The resultant force retains a war fighting cepability nearly
the equivalent of the currently approved force, eventually will save
us on the order of $100 million & year, provides the necessary
‘peacetime surveillance capability, and maintains en organizational
base for possible future deployment of an advanced interceptor.
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b, loyment of en Advanced Interceptor. The Alr Force earlier
this year proposed the deployment of a force of 216 F~1248, A decision
on this program was deferred pending a decision on the other camponents
of & balanced defense, completion of a study on the specific configuration
of the F-12A, and an evaluation of the F-124s and TFX for several
budget levels sgainst several bomber attacks on the United States.

: The comprehensive studies this swmer on the characteristics
of a balanced damage limiting program confirmed my earlier conclusion
that major improvements to the alr defense forces would have little

value without deployment of a ballistic missile defense system and a full
fallout shelter program. Moreover, when a new interceptor is required, =
suitable version of the F-111 would have advantages over the F-124, Fur-
ther, it has not been shovm that the first major change in the alr defense
forces should not be the improvement of the terminal bomber defenses in
urban areas also defended by Nike-X instead of improved erea defenses.

For these reasons, given my decision not to start production of Nike-X at
this time, I recommend that we do not now start production of the F-124
either.

The Air Force study of alternative configurations of the ¥F-124
concluded thet an interceptor version of the SR~T1 airframe would be
optimal. This interceptor would be equipped with the AS3-18 fire cone-
trol system and AIM-UTA missiles modified to incorporate some of the
advanced components of the Phoenix system under development for the
RNavy version of the ¥FX. It is not necessary to develop an interceptor
version of the larger airframe unless we decide to proceed to procure it.

A more recent proposal by the Air Force requested funds to
produce and test 16 TF-12As, deferring a decision on the ultimate force
size. The Air Force requested authority to reprogram $17.8 million end
$15.4 million in FY 1965 for final development and pre-production
engineering, respectively. Production and test of the 16 F-12As would
cost $185 million in FY 1966 and $300 million in later years to begin
production at the end of the SR-TLl production in July 1967. I recommend
provision of $5 million in FY 1966 for finel development but
against reprogramming for pre-production and against any new funds for
production. The technical content of the $5 million is to be egtablished
in the budget review.
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The.Air Force study of the F-124 and the TFX (both equipped with
a modified ASG-18/ATM-L7A) concluded that the TFX would be slightly superior
for small budget levels against both small or large attacks by subsonic bomb-

- ers; the F-124 would be'superibr.for,large budget levels against large

attacks by subsonic bombers. -This study also concludes that the F-124
would be significently superior to ‘the' TFX, for a wide range of budget
levels, against an attack by bombers carrying long-range air-to-surface
missiles or by advenced high-speed bombers (similar to the AMSA). an
independent study concludes that the TFX or, possibly, a stretched TFX
would be superior sgainst a dispersed attack by advanced bombers with »
a sufficient range to penetrate U.S. airspace from all azimuths. - These
studies indicate that the P-124 and TFX would be roughly competitive
against a range of bomber threats » and each interceptor would provide
insurance against different bomber characteristics and attack patterns.
Of course, we retain the option of future deployment of either or both of
these interceptors. C . ‘

¢. Development of Improved Surface-to-Air Missile Systems. The
existing Hercules defenses avgmented by improved Hawks would probebly
be adequate sgeinst the current generation of Soviet bombers., An ad-
vanced surface~-to-air missile system would probably be required for

defense sgainst an advanced Soviet bomber system or egainst advanced
air-to-surface attack migsiles,

The Army proposed two develoment programs to provide improved
surface-to-air missile systems for both continental -and theater eir .
defense. The Hawk Tmprovement Program would incresgse the capability
of this system agsinst high-gpeed, . low-altitude targets, multiple
targets within the seme rader beam, and advanced ECM; 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 also pro-
Dposed the engineering development of an advanced surface-to-air migsile
system, to provide a capability egainst multiple high-speed aireraft
and medium-range missiles, at an FY 1966 cost of $52 million. Our
technical evaluation indicated that the proposed system characteristics
were too advanced for the misgionsg considered. and the technology avail-
&ble. I recommend, consequently, that this system remain in advanced
development at & FY 1966 funding of $15 miliion.
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2. Alr Defense Control and Surveillance

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

While the PACE proposal offers some decrease in ground environment
vulnerability, by providing control centers at selected BUIC sites, it also
broposes complete conversion of SAGE equipment into PAGE., Under the present
program, destruction of a SAGE direction center would eliminate all sector-
wide control and subsequent destruction of one BUIC ITI in the same sector
would eliminate all control over one part of the gector.

It 1s not clear that the proposed PAGE system with its decreased
vulnerability can be justified in viev of the considerasble investment required.

will provide a conglderably improved posture over SAGE/BUIC IT for a much

lover investment than PAGE. Thisg alternative, which is called SAGE/BUIC III
(deseribed below), would utilize equipment from the current BUIC IT contract
and retain 12 of the SAGE Direction Centers. The first 14 BUIC IT instellations
will be employed on an interim status until the first ten BUIC III control
centers are incorporated into the ground environment system. The ultimate
posture would contain 12 SAGE Direction Centers and 19 BUIC IIT Control Centers,

L The BUIC III centers would be capable of handling 10 prime radar
Fe inputs (double the BUIC IT and the equivalent of PAGE) and contain improve-~

; ments to operate in & back~up control mode. Addittonal consoles will be
required at BUIC III centers for hendling the increaged traffic, the back-
up oontrol mode and for Amy defense weapon assignments 1f Army weapons

I recommend $27.8 million incremental investment in FY 1966 for
the SAGE/BUIC III system. The total Investment 1s expected to be $38 million.
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Y. Airborne Warning and Control System, The Air Force proposed
the development of an Airborne Warning and Control System for a
flexible backup for land-based control systems and to extend the
rader coversge beyond the range of growmd radars for employment both
for continental and tactical eir defense. The proposed R&D program
would cost $121 million, including the approved FY 1965 funding of
$9 million. I have supported this system concept in the past and
recognize that a system with the generel characteristics proposed by
the Air Force would be requisite to exploit the effectiveness of a
long-range interceptor. The state of technology, however, is not
sufficilently advanced to initiate a full-gcale system development at
this time, I recommend, consequently, that the FY 1965-FY 1970 budgets
include $43 million for component development in Overland Redar Technology
end $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-scale system development can be made. :

¢, Dewline Extension. At present our strateglc forces are geared
to react upon very short warning of -enemy attack. Alert aireraft would
be flushed upon notificetion from BEMEWS of an approaching attack of

O=D
enemy ICEMs--with warning coming between. minutes before 2 5 (19)<§)

impact. Meanwhile, we have been maintaining considerable far-flumg
surveillance activities to provide warning of enemy bomber attack
thousands of miles and many hours from their targets in this country.
These include the Dewline and its airborne extensions from the Aleutians
to Midway and from Greefiland to the United Kingdom. The Dewline
extension aircraft ere almost exclusively for waerning rather than for
asslsting our defensive forces in combat. To a large extent, they are
redundant, since land~based radars provide good coversge of the Green-
land~-U.K. eirepace, though less good coverage from the Aleutians to
Midway. In any case, land-based radars in CONUS would provide more
warming time of bomber attack than BMEWS does of misgile attack. Since
a determined Soviet attack would most probably begin with ICBMs and

our forces are geared to react to the short warning time of such an

attack, it is not necessary to have this emphasis on the detection of
bonbers several hours from thelr tdargets.
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I, therefore, recommend that the airborne Dewline extension
be phased out beginning in FY 1965 as proposed by the Navy.

. de Picket Ships and Airborne Earlg Warning Aircraft. The warning
capability of the picket ships end aAirborne ‘Eerly Warning aircraft is
also in excess of the resction time of our strategic forces.

I, therefore, recommend ‘thart the plcket ship force be
phased down starting in FY 1965 as proposed by the Navy.

. €. Reorientation of the Air Defense Surveillsnce System. The
Alr Force proposed a reduction of 16 -search radsrs, 32 héight finder
redars, -and nine gap filler radars over the period FY 1965-FY 1967T.
These reductions were identified by a recent study by the Air Defense
Command -and one based on reviged surveillance criteria. Thig proposel
algo provides for the procurement of a new comon radar data and bescon
brocessor which is required to meet DOD obligations to the FAA for
updeting of the radar beacon system for air traffic control. The radar
reduction will save around $111 million and the initial cost of-
the new common rader data processors will be around $22 million.
I recommend approval of these changes. ' Current ADC studies are
expected to identify further early reductions of height finder and gap
filler radars. :

3. Missile end Space Defense Weapons.

a. Nike-X Ballistic Missile Defense. Completion of the Nike-X develop-
ment by end FY 1970 is now estimated to Gost sbout $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 1T Nike X batteries and 3,400 miseiles by end FY 1973. The
total procurement cost of this force would be about $11 villion, of which about
$201 million would bé required in FY 1966, A decision on thie system was
deferred, pending completion of the: majoy studies conducted this summer. The
Army was then asked to prepare information on & program to deploy e Nike-X
defenge of 23 urben areas; this program was to be structured in g "building-
block approach, so that deployment could be terminated at some intermediste
stege end at the same time & balanced capability be retained.

The Army developed three basic systems configurations which
differ primarily in combination of Multifunction Array Redars and
Missile Site Radars. The HI-MAR configuration includes cne MAR and
&bout” two single-face MSRs for each urban area defended; this con-
figuration provides the most effective defense per urban area sgainst
a large, technologically sophisticated attack, but is the most costly
for a given number of areas defended. The LO-MAR configuration
includes, on the average » one MAR for every three urban ereas and
one double-face MSR and two single-face MSR for every urban area
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defended; for a given level of expenditures, the recent Army studies indicate
that the LO-MAR configuration (1) would probably maximize survivors against a
large sophisticated attack, and (2) would be clearly superior to a HI-MAR
configuration against a smaller or less sophisticated attack. The NO-MAR
configuration includes only MSR radars and in the same combination as the
LO-MAR configuration.

The compositions, schedules, and total costs of these three

.alternafives -(prepared by the Army) are presented in the table om the fol-

lowing page. It is interesting that » for a given number of urban areas defend-
ed, the total cost of the LO-MAR configuration is around 80 percent higher than
the NO-MAR configuration, and the cost of the HI-MAR configuration is, in turn 5
around 80 percent higher than the I0-MAR configuration., It should also be
noticed that the FY 1966 funding required for initial deployment in FY 1970

is approximately the same for all configurations and that the FY 1967 and

FY 1968 funding is dependent on the configuration but only slightly dependent
on the scale of the deployment objective,

. At the present time, the primary issue on the Nike-X program 1ls
whether to provide FY 1966 production funds to permlt initial deployment in
FY 1970. Given a production decision in January 1965 and a production
contract in October 1965, the Army estimated that FY 1966 funding of $207
million would be required to deploy. the first MSR/SPRINT defense in September
1969 and the first MAR in March 1970.}7

A A slippege of six months on the deployment of both the MSR/ SPRINT
defense and the first MAR would reduce the required FY 1966 funding to
$127 million. :

Subsequent to the estimates shown in the Army table, a further
investigation showed that if the Pirst MAR followed the First MSR/ SPRINT
defense by one year instead of six wonths (without changing the initial
deployment date of MSR/SPRINT in September 1969), then the procurement funds
required in FY 1966 would be $173 million. Slippage of the initial deployment
date by six months (to March 1970), with the First MAR following’one year later,
would allow a further reduction of procurement funds required‘to $62 million.
Slippage of the MAR alone would relieve-a very tight enginéering schedule,
without affecting our ability to meet an initial deployment date or to .choose
an ultimate deployment option., It is consequently recommended that the MAR
development be slowed down relative to the MSR/ SPRINT development. It has
been determined that this slow-down reduces the FY 66 RDIGE (and militery
construction) funds required from the $429 million to $390 million.

Next October, whenthe firgt production funds could be released, the
following Nike-X development milestones will be achileved:

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

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

1/ Includes $5.4 million of operating cost.
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Nike-X
Deployment Alternatives
Sub-Systems HI-MAR LO-MAR NO-MAR
Phases I Ir TIT I I 11T 1V I II 11T 1Iv v VI

Urban Areas 13 23 30 11 20 35 Ly 11 22 36 50 7% 308

MAR 13 23 '3 3 8 12 16 0D
LDP 12 25 41 sy 2 28 4 65 oh 390 32 blb
MSR (Single Face) 2h L3 69 23 48 T2 91 23 k7 69 92 95 ’

{Double Face)

(5
TTR 50 0
MTR 8 100 o0
Initial Operational
Capability by )
CY Quarter 3/69 1/72 4/13  3/69 /11 1/72 1/73  3/69 1/T1 1/72 1/73 1/7% 1/75
Total Development &
Procurement Costs
(In Billions) 10.9 17.7 25.4 6.8 11.7 16.0 19.8 4.5 6.9 9.0 10.9 12.8 1L .6
Estimated Total System Costs of Wike-X Deployment Alternatives
Totel Devel
Fiscal Year & Proc 't
1966 1567 1966 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 197k 1975 1976 Warheads Cost &
(Total obligational authority, in millions of dollars)
i HI-MAR . N
i I 636 2026 2800 2997 1306 599 458 Lol I 10,919
o II 636 2096 2960 3711 336k 3431 1046 Th9 669  Go1* % I 17,695
IIT 636 2097 2975 3737 3507 k273 3193 1557 1026 984 1013 111 25,376
C)ﬁj) . I0-MaR
I 636 1496 2673 989 615 350 o50¥ I 6,757
IiI 636 1554 315k 3533 1462 775 sh1 L8g* N IT 11,7hs
;39 { IIT 636 155k 3154 38h9 3645 176 876 733 688 N III 16,003
‘ v 636 1575 3154 3931 3858 3338 1482 1001 892 861 Iv 19,817
NO-MAR . %
I 636 932 1476 770 469 259 198 I h,s512
1T 636 956 1631 2008 817 505 383 332% M IT 6,905
IIT 636 973 1634 2109 1995 780 575 507 U459 III 8,998
v 636 995 1638 2109 2107 190k 793 666 597 573% M Iv 10,89k
v 636 1000 1652 2109 2107 200k 1899 878 730 711 689 vV 12,806
VI 636 1000 1652 2109 2107 200k 1979 1939 Ohk7 8ok 8L VI 14,597
Devel.
Only 429 370 248 202 117 1,370Y

*  Level off operating cost.
g/ Adds to less than totals of annual system costs because operating costs are not included.
b/ Total development only.
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(3) The MSR Gesign will be completed and fabrication will be in
an advanced stage. :

' () The SPRINT design will be completed and ground test of at
least 10 first and second stage motors will be completed.

These tests would probably indicate whether any major development problems
would delay the initial deployment date. By October 1966, before any major
production funds are comnitted, fabrication of the MAR IT will have been
initiated; fabrication of the MSR will be completed, installation at
Kwajelein will be started, and around 10 SPRINT missiles of a tactical
configuration will be fired. The development and test program provides
considerable insurance that major production funds would not be committed
before a resolution of the primary technical uncertainties.

‘ I recommend-approval of $390 million for R&D and military construction
in FY 1966. Under this funding the ‘installation of the MAR on Kwajalein will
be delayed six months. Since the MAR is the single most complex and costly
component of the NIKE-X system, I believe the additional development time is
varranted. Furthker, since the MAR follows the first MSR installation in all
I0-MAR options this will not result in any slippage of future deployment
options. I also recommend $10 million procurement funds to continue pre-
production planning and engineering.

Az T indicated earlier » I am very reluctant to commit many millions
in production funds before we have a clear concept of the preferred deplcyment.

psD
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)
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C. Civil Defense

65

Civil defense is the foundation of a2 balanced strat,egié'defen,se.‘,pro:
grem. A-netion-wide fallout shelter system, with the necessary provisions
for warning, shelter habitation, and post-attack operations, ig the most
effective component of a balanced bprogrem. An effective fallout ‘shielter.
Program could increase the mumbers surviving a Soviet attack in.the ~19T70 .
period, from among those who otheriwise would die » by up to perhaps:-20
percent of the total population. Because of the lack of Congressional
support, I do not propose to recommend legislation for the shelter “develop-
ment. However, I recommend that in the FY 1967 budget serious’ congidera-
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 Program
is_very austere. S oo

The recommended program includes shelter provisions: for about
T5 percent of the public 155 million shelter spaces and no funds for
deployment of an improved civil defense varning system at this: time.
This austere program, however, could improve our ecivil defense posture
and may be sufficient and approximately balanced for defense against a
small attack. A later deecision to deploy the other elements of a balanced
defense against large attacks must be accompanied by a larger civil B
defense program. A decision against 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 defepse
brogram will provide funds for around 155 million shelter spaces s with
two weeks of provisions for 100 million people (10 days- of ‘provisions. for
155 million), and &n improved base for shelter management and post-attack
recovery. The 155 million spaces include sbout 80 miliion spaces
anticipated to be licensed and merked as bublic 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
continued survey of existing buildings; sbout 3 million spaces -for new
shelters in PFederal buildings; and some 53 million additional spaces
from the increased capacity of public shelters made possible by the
plumbing modifications and ventilation kits. ) S

The total cost of providing this mumber of shelter spaces is less
than programs considered in prior years, but the effectiveness of this
posture 1is also substantially lower. Toteal shelter spaces will be
distributed more densely than the population, thus increasing the
vulnerability of the sheltered population to imediste veapons effects.
A slower buildup of the fallout shelter system than considered in prior
years, however, is probably appropriate, given the lead times on
advanced active defense systems and the uncertain public response. The
success of eny future expansion of the program will be critically
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dependent on a clear determination by the Federel Government that such
& program is required and on a favorsable public response, which, to
date, has been erratic and inconsistent. A public understanding that
the civil defense program is one of the most effective components of
our strategic posture will be requisite to the feasibility and success

- of achieving even the limited objectives of the recommended progran,-

Total costs associated with the breviously approved and recommended
Civil Defense program are as follows:

TOA (In Millions)

) Total
FY 65 FY 66° FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 Fy 70 FY 66-FY 70
Previously App'd 358 T3EL 3G 381 333 -
Recommended 105.2  194.0 184.1 185.4 152.9 153.4 871.8

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

This appendix swmmarizes the Recommended Strategic .
Retaliatory'Fbrces, Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces, and

the Clvil Defense program. Where different, the Service proposals

-are showvn beneath mine in parentheses. The recommended TOA {in millions)

for the straﬁegic Retaliatory Forces and the Civil Defense Program is

a%sq includea,
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Table I G

RECOMMENDED AND SERVICE PROPOSEDEE/ P/STRA
(Bnd Fiscal Year)

1961 1962 1963 196k 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

TEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

Bombersg/
B-52

B-EB-47
B-58

Total Bombers

Alr-Launched Msls

05\\,
y . . - : R . Ty //(|4‘5“;"
: Sl J
Strategic Reconnaissance 5 % (A
SR-T1 25 25 25 25
RB-L7 90 45 30 30 30
RC-135 10 10 10 10 10
Total 90 L5 30 30 30 10 35 35 35 35
Surfape—Surfacc Msls
HS T
/
iy e
398>
Total ICEM/Pol.
Other
Quail 22k 392 392 392 302 390 390 3% 350 350
£C-13 hoo ko 500 SB0 20  B20  Gao 620 620 G0 o
600 580 340 240  1s0 o
i B 237
PACCS 7
XC-135 17 17 18 2k 2l 2k 2k 24
B-U7 18 36 36 :
Alert Force ansz/ ‘ -
2.3
EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRA DING
Footnotes on next page DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY

PR, DECLASSIFIED
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B cent of the strategic aircraft were on alert compared with about 30

.Chiefs of Staff leas Chief of Staff Alr ‘Force, where different from
the - Reconmended Forces , are shown in parentheses.

‘The Multi-Lateral Force consisting of the Polaris A-3 on surface ships

-Bxcludes National Emergency Airborne Command Post and Post Attack
' COmmand and Control System aircralt.

‘The alert force weepona and megatons are based on actual data through

The..forces proposed by the Secretary of the Air Force and the Joint

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

Nmbers of aircraft do not include command support or reserve aircr.aft.

is included tnder the assmn;ption that formal asgreements would exist by

July 1965. The cost of this force 1s not included in the costs of
the Strategic Retaliatory forces. The proposeﬂ Force of 200 missiles

in 85 ships would be achieved by mid-1971.

end FY 1964 except for end FY 1961 where the actual data are
based on en April 1, 1961, position. On July 15, 1961, sbout 50.per

percent previously. Beyond FY 1964 the extrapslatiéns are based on
most recent data. The average numb and yields of aircraft weapons

03D

33l
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RECOMMENDED TOA FOR STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES
(In Millions)

PRS0 (TN I

LA

FY 62 Fr63 FY6h FY65 Fr66 FY 67 FY 68 FY69 FY 70
Bombers .
B-52 - 1188.%  991.5 806.7 843.1 871.9 T77.1  T768.3 ThEL.9 T701.8
B/EB-47 356.9 268.6 196.6 1249 5k, T
B-58 162.9 111.0 67. 02.5 90.5 844  86.8 85.8 821.5
Total 1707.2. '1371.1 I 1070.5 10317.1 _861.5 885.1 827.7 786.3
Air lLaunched Msls
GAM=TT (140.9 h3 0) ( 57.k) ( 26.9) (°39.1) ( 39.0) ( 32.5) ( 23.9) ( 2k.5)
GAM-8T 146.1). (130.5)
Total 7:0) (173.5) (575 (26:9) (30.1) 1 39:0) (32.5) (23.9) (725
Strat Recon ’
SR-T1 . 20.3 181.6 367.1 Los.8 91.9 9k.0 94.0 gh,0
RC-135 - .6 27.0 1%6.9 .3 9.5 16.0 20.6 20.3 19.7
RB-k7 32.6 18.6 14.9 15.6 9.k
Total - 33,2 65.9 "353.& "383.0 _L2h.7 ~107.9 _1ik.6 11h.3 113.7
ICBM and FEM System ]
Atlas 731.9 456.3 222.9 9T.7
Titan 1159.3 873.9 368.6 127.2 73.8 53.8 49.0 u7.6 L8.0
Minuteman T 1380.9 2046.6 1322,4 133.9 103.8 87.0 T1.5 50.1 26.5
Minuteman IT 151.2 780.6 1211.8 828.3 T20.7  58L. s56h.2  567.5
FBM Bystem 2278,0 1910.0 1851.9 1064.,3 950.2 T37.6 737. 713.4 T10.0
Total . 20%0.1 5438.0 Gske.h 2839 1056.1 1599.1 1kha.k 1375.3 1352.0
Other
KC 135 385.5 335.0 221.0 218,0 231.9 233.6 234.3 23h.h  22h4.9
KC 97 171.5 127.%  T7.5 51.9 15.3
Regulus 10.0 11.0 8.8 2.2
Total 567.0 A73.4  307.3 272.1 2h7.2 233.6 234.3 23L.%  2oL.g
Cormand, Control, Communi- 3
cations and Suppoxt :
SAC Control 98.3 100.5 111.1  72.6 57.9 52.3 51.0 7.2 L6.9
PACCS 75.0 97.1 46.8 b1,k 35.8 19.1 18.9 18.9 18.9
Emer Rocket 11,0 1%.0 7.0 29.1 2.4 2.2 .9 .9 .9
Base Oper 7.2 663.7 T77.8 788.6 766.5 T47.0 T758.9 T57.3 759.3
Adv Flying and Msl 86.0 60.7T bk . k1.3 Lo.6 7.1 L k7.6 47,3
Hq and Com Spt iok,0 _110.9 _107.2 115.1 116.7 111.5 111, 111.6 108.3
Total - 1093.5 10L6.9 1096.3 1088.1 1019.9 979.2 988.% 983.5 981.6
Grand Total 8951.,0 8395.3 T37h.2 5kh8.6 L665.0 3781.3 3665.0 3535.2 3458.5 .
Prev App'd 8961 8378 7318  56h9 8oz hikk  35Whk 3209
EXCLUDED FRCM AUTOMATIC
REGRADING; DOD DIR 5200.10 DECLASSIFIED

DQOES NCT AFPPLY
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¥-89 : - - 250 250 225 225 225 125 - O 0 0 o}
R , (225) (175) (175) (25) 0
F-100 o 66 67 T2 y2 :
F-101 e , 72 162 162 162 162
s : (108) (126)
F-102 ) 130 127 152 191 23k 23k 23k 23k 234 234
: ) : (268) (264) (300) (300) (250) (225)
F-10k4 o 61
F-106 L : . : 0 o
, , - (36) (5k)
SAM MISSIIE FORCES:
BOMARCE/ 0sD
Nike Hercul Lgs. (Reg)_/ 33

‘Nike Hercules (ARNG)_e./ .

'CONTROL & SURV. SYSTEMS:

CONTINENTAL "AIR AND MSSILE DEF'ENSE FORCES
(End Flsca.l Year)

FY Gl’FY 62 FY 63 FY 6l FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 FY 70

MANNED INTERCEPTORSw/_/

Air Force ] o o . ) .
F-101 " j o 38%. 32 312 2 282 204 14 108 108 108
o : : <o (276).  (276) (270> (162)  (126)
F-102 : " 393 293 255 235 235. 229 @ 222 o . 0
: (261) (255). (248) (222) (144) 0
F-104 - . . 42 b2 36 36. 2l ok 2L ol
F-106 . 270 276 240 240 240 228 216 210 20k 198
o ; o - : : (162) (126)

mMI (F-124)

oo . 0 o] 0
: ' (18) (162) (216)

Ns,% .

F-4D . .25 a7 -

Air National Gua.rd._/ o Co

F-86 250 200 150 100

Hawk (Reg)e

%)

Nike Ajax (ARNG)../
AATS-T0

Nike-X

Control Systems

SAGE Comb. Centersf/g/ 8 8 8 T 7 5 5 5 5 5
SAGE Dir. Centersf 20 21 18 15 15 13 13 11 11 11
BUIC IT Centers® : T 1k 1L 1 0 0
BUIC III Centersi/d/ 1k 19 19
SAM Fire Coord. Centers 10 28 28 26 26 28 28 28 28 28

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING;
DOD DIR. 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY.

' i" 8 ﬁSEERE*' ;

DECLASSIFIED
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CONTINENTAL AIR AWD MISSIIE DEFENSE FORCES (Cont‘d)
{End Fiscel Year)

' FY 61 FY 62 FY 63 FY 64 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY 69 FY 70
CONTROL & SURV. SYSTEMS: {Gont'd)

Surv. & Warning Systems '
Search Radarsi/ 17T .L77 166 168 162 158 152 152 152 152

Search Ra@arsjme)g/' 3 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

Height Radarsi 313 313 313 298 278 270 258 258 258 258

Gap Filler Radarsf 87 103. 96 100 o2 92 92 92 92 92

" DEW Radar Stationsﬁ/ 67 67 67 39 39 39 39 39 39 39

DEW Ext. Sys.-Aircraft 50 L4k 45 43 20 0 0 0 o) 0
-Ships -5 5 :

Offshore Rads-Aircraft 60 €0 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67

22 22 19 0 0 0

Authorized aireraft or missiles as appropriate,
The Air Force's force. structure recommendations are contingent upon phase-in of the IMI.
Possessed alrcraft.

Missiles and launchers.

Nunbers of missiles authorized.

Components of 416-L.

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

3,400 by end FY 1973.

To be determined during subsequent review.

B E ekl ke

This table is writien to reflect egreement between the Secretary of Defense and the

Air Force on the SAGE/BUIC IIT configuration rather than the earlier Alr Force PAGE
recommendation, :

DECLASSIFIED
Authority: EQ 12958, as amended
Chief, Declass Br, Dir. & Rec, Wia

tB 0 8 2005




CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAM .
(Service Proposed and SecDef Recommended)

1. Summary of the Recormended Program -- The recommended program,

includes the following major elements:

2. A continued survey of existing buildings and new construction
is expected to identify about 19 million additional public shelter
spaces in addition to over 100 million already identified in ghelters
with a capacity of 50 or more for a total cost of $52.4 million.
Included in this is the cost of evaluaebing existing and new public
shelvers for available trapped water, emergency sewerage capacity,
avallable food supplies, communications facillties, and adaptability
to the use of portable ventilation equipment. A new progrem to
survey homes and other private bulldings with a capacity less then
50 is expected to identify some 24 million additional spaces for =
cost of $68.5 million.

b. The recommended shelter development progrem provides architectural
and engineering assistance in applying 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. Thisg program was initiated
with $5.8 million in FY 1965, and will cost $3.0 million a year in
FY 1966-FY 1970. These expenditures will not require any additional
authorizing legislation. '

¢. To-complete the eight Regional Operations Centers which provide
emergency direction of the civil defense efforts, $7.8 million is
recommended. Furthermore, all Defense Department elements have been
directéd to make use of the new techniques for inclusion of low cost
shéliers in construection projects. All other federal agencies should
also be directed to meke use of these techniques. The most important
contribution of this progrem may be--the public response to federal
leadership in including such shelters in new -and existing buildings.

d. Provision of the basic food and water, medical, sanitation,
and radiological instrument kite for around T5. percent of the 155
million public shelter spaces will cost an additionel $121.7 million
during FY 1966-T0. These funds do not provide for the replacement of
present stocks subject to deterioration, damage, or loss. The 75
percent stockage factor is based on the stocking experience during
the last two years. Minor adeptations to the plumbing systems of the
surveyed public shelters to make trapped water availasble to the ghelter
areas will cost $12.4 million. Ventilation kits to increase the
capacity of surveyed shelters will cost $82.2 million.

DECLASSIFIED
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e. The recommended warning program includes $2,.9 million for
the continuation of the Washington area warning system and fallout
shelters for the terminal warning points of the national warning
system. FY 1965 funds in the amount of $1.1 million are available
for completing the development of a radio warning system. An
additional $20-$40 million would be required for signal transmission
and distribution after determination of the optimum configuration of
a national radio warning system. This does not include financing
of house receivers which may be funded by the government or by
private individuals.

-~ f. An expanded emergency operation program would provide for
adequate radiological monitoring kits, continuation of a program for
fallout protection for selected emergency broadcast system stations,
and continuation of the wmresent capability for collection and pro-
cessing information on post-attack damege assessment; this program
is expected to cost about $15.0 million in FY 1966 and $13.5 million

‘a’year in FY 1967-FY 1970.

g+ Financial assistance to states is increased at the rate of .
approximgtely 10 percent per year through FY 1969 to provide for an
increase in state and local activity to support the larger shelter
program; the cost of this program will average around $35 million a
year.

h, The five-year program for research includes a proposed
average expenditure of $15 miliion a year, four percent of the
total program costs. The broad program goals are the following:

A{1) To provide improved means for fallout protection, with
emphasis on the reduction of the costs of shelter construction;

(2) To evaluate alternative blast shelter programs with
attention to techniques to reduce costs and potential ‘deploy-
ment times;

(3) To improve the capebility to control and conduct
emergency operations in damsged areas;

(4) To develop an effective thermal countermeasures
system; and

(5) To establish an adequate technical base for pOSt-
attack survival and recuperation.

i. Punds for civil defense management are projected at the
latest epproved manpower ceiling, with adjustments for the recent
civilian pay increase; the annual management costs will be about
$15 million.

DECLASSIFIED
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! .J+ ‘The public information program is maintained at & level of
: --$1#.0~.m1n;on ‘a year. e '

k. The training and education program is held to about the FY
© 1965 level ‘pending assessment of the degree of success of the new
education program. :The annual cost of thig -program will be main-

" tained at $20 million beginning in FY 1967. .
1. Army manpower will be increased by 36 officers and 18 civilian .
spaces at en annual cost of $400,000 to provide more effective direc-
; - tlon of civil defense support ‘activities.by the active military ser-
i viges and the Nationsl Guard. In addition, the Army has sgreed to
fund for 214 more National Guard versonnel at ‘State NG Headquarters
and three officers and cne civilisn for the Nationel Guard Bureau.

The following table presents a more detailed breakdown of the
cogts of the recommended civil ‘defense program:

. Recammended . Civil Defénse Progrem

FL65 FY 66 FY 67 FY 68 FY 65 FYT0 FY 66-FY 70
) (Total obligational authority, in miliions)

Program Element

|
|

Shelter Survey 1.7 36.3 36.3° 31.1 8.6 8.6 120.9
Shelter Development 5.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 15.0
Shelter in Federal
Buildings - 7.8 7.8
Shelter Provisions 2.7 52,6 " 43.T 417.9 36.2 36.5 216.9
_ Warning 2.4 1.3 .7 .3 3 .3 2.9
g Emergency Operations 12,2 13.1 13.5 13.5 13.5 "13.5 67.1
' Financial Assistence .
to States ) 27,0 30.5 33.0 35.5 37.0 37.0 173.0
Research & Development 10.0 15.0 15.0 15.0. 15.0 15.0 75.0
Manegement - 4.5 1hT  1k,9 15,1 15.3 15.5. 75.5.
Public Information 3.3 bho 40 Lo - ko Lo - 20.0
Training & Educstion  15.6 15.7 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 95.7
Total Federal Cost . . '
Recommended 105.2 19k.0 18k.1 185.4 152.9 153.4 869.8
Prev. App'd 358 341 T3k 351 333 333 kN (o7 4
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