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APPENDIX I TO THE MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
SUBFECT: Recommended Long Range Nuclear Delivery Forces 1963-1967 (&)
- This Appendix surmarizes the main factors I have taken into
coneiderstion in determining United States' requirements for long
- Renge Nuclear Delivery Forces in the yeers 1963-1967. The Appendix
includes:
I. Recommended Force levels and their Fiscal Implications;
II. The General Besis for My Recommendations on Force levels;
III. The Basis for My Recommendstione on Specific Weepon Systems.
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I. Recommended Force Levels and Their Fiscel Implicetions

I recommend that you approve, for inclusion in the FY 1963 budget,
the procurement of the following operational missiles and aircraft to
supplement our Long Range Nuclear Delivery Forces:

Total
Purchase
_ Cost to FY 1963
Be Funded NOA
(Millions of Dollars)

a. 100 Minutemen Herdened & Dispersed $ L6l $ 284

b. 50 Mobile Minutemen 935 270
c. 6 Polaris Submarines 1,072 963
d. 92 Skybolt Missiles 34T 200
e. 100 KC-135 Tankers ¢ 287 - __ 270
Total for FY 1963 Decisions $3,102 $1,987
Total Funding Requirementss from
Prior Years' Decisions 6,232
Total for FY 1963 $6,926

Moreover, I recomrend that we adopt, for planning purposes, the.

force structure summarized in the table on the next page. In those cases
in wvhich the forces I am recommending differ from those recczmended by the

Kavy and Air Force, the latter are shown in red beneath mine.
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RECCMULIRIED PﬁRCiE .:'.'.-’.
2xd-¥iseal Yaar

1651 1962 1953 195% 4555 106 1967

Sobers

B-52 555 630 630 630 630 - 630 €30
B-47 1,126 855 585 50 285 - --
B-58 : Lo 30 80 89 80 80 80 _
Potel Besbers 1,720 1,565 21,295 1,60 935 T T0 .
Adr-Leunched ¥issiles
Eound Dog 226 ks0 522 522 522 522 336"_’/ a
Erybalt _ - - -- -- 322 €50 1,150
Total GAM!'s 216 k50 522 522 Bhs 1,212 1,%
ICEM end Polerisg Misgiles . '
Atlas 36 75 135 135 135 126 17
Titah 6 51 78 1h 1k 1k nk
¥imotemen E&D - - 150 620 700 800 500 e/
Erotenen Mobile - - - o 50 100 100
Polerds 80 o6 1kk 288 k80 580 €56

Totsl ICEM/Poleris 122 222 . 507 1,131 .L519 1,700 LB87

Other | - -
Quell 2k 392 392 392 3%2 392 3R
EC-135 Yoo b 520 620 6k 6k &R0
KC-97 60 ko' 3k 20 120 - --
EB-4T 45 k5 ks k5 == -- --
RC-135 -- -- 3 13 23 23 23

Mert Force Weavnons Q'/ o
No. of Weepons 1,390 2,350 2,k50 3,050 3,440 3,870 k,1B0

Magetons 1,530 2,750 3,300 4,350 &,7h0 5,330 5,350 .

&/ Hmbers of eircraft and mdssiles are derived by multiplying suthorized
squadron unit equipment by the mxmbers of squsdrons. They do not inclode
BLD, Cogbat Training Leunch or mainterance pipelins migsiles or coomsnd
support sireraft. Effective 1 huguet 1961, approximately 50% of tha
b=bers ¥411 be cn 15 mirmte gromd elert, ICEX maxbers represent oper-

gtionel lspnehers. Fumbers of Poleris missiles represent the total mmxber

of missiles in operationsl submsrines, Jjpprordmataly 5T% of these sud-
xerines will be on stetiom or &t sea. The table exclules 17 Begnlus
rissiles in-:cperational submeripss from end-FY €1 to end-FY 64 and 5 st

end-FY 65.
b/ This difference Lis & consequence of the difference in recamended B-32 for
e/ 1,000 by exd-FY 68, 1,100 by end-FI 69, and {thereafier,
d/ Boebers heve flexibiliity in cholce of weepcne axd yields, For purposas

o this copariom, it was aazumed thst B-52's caxryi =bs,

plus zir-lxunched missiles. 2




The estimated Total Obligetional Authority required to procure and
operate these forces over this period is shown in the following table.
The diff{erence between the Total Obligational Authority required to
fipance the forces I am recommending and that required to finance the
forces recommended by the individual Servicee is shown on the second
line. Over the five years, 1963-67, the cost of the aircraft and
missiles recommended by the Air Force and the Polaris recommended by
the Navy exceeds the cost of the forces I em recommending by approxi-
mately $10 billion. As will be shown later in this paper, the extra
capaebility provided by the individual Service proposels runs up egainst
strongly diminishing returns and yields very little in terms of target
destiruction. In my judgement, it is an increment not worth the cost
of $10 billion over the five year period.

Total Obligational Authority
¥Y 62 FY 63 FY 64 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY63-67
(Billions of Dollers)

Secretary of Iefense

Recommendations 9.3 8.9 8.0 5.6 L.t .1 31.3
Service Proposals over

Secretary/Defemse +.6 +1.5 +1.6 +3.0 +2.2 +1.k +9.7

The forces I am recormending for procurement in FY 1963 are compared
with the recommendetions of the Service Chiefs in the follcwing table.
The numbers represent operational aircraft or missiles.

Secretary Initisl Recommendetions of Chiefs JCs

—_ of Chairman Navy & Air g-11-61 ef- '
Defense JCS Army USMC . Force Recoms.
B-52 Afrcraft 0 0 o o s/ - s
Skybolt g2 G2 0 0 g2 g2 |
KC-135 & _ 100 100 100 100 120" 1og
Titan 0 18 o] 0 18 18-,
Minuteman H&D 100 3002/ 1008/ 100/ 600 . 300
Minuteman Mobile 50 50 0 o] 50 50 .
Polaris 96 95 96 160 0 128

g/ b5 B-52's recommended by the Air Force for 1962 procurement. .

1_)/ The Chief of Staff, USA, agrees "to & lirmited procurement of the system .
to minimize engineering and economic risks." The CNO and Cormandent, USMC,
believe "regearch and development should continue”, and "budgetary planning
should proceed, but the decision to allocate substantial funds for productic
should be delayed . . .". :

¢/ The Secretary of Defense, along with the Chief of Staff, USA, the CNO,’

end Commandsnt, USMC, recommend & total sirength of 640 aircraft; the

CICS recommends T&0, the Chief of Staff, USAF, 800. In each case,

command support eircraft would be in addition to the numbers shown.

These recommendations are for "at most" the stated number of missiles.

During & discussion between the Secretary of Defense and the Chiefg, on

September 11, 1961, they stressed their concern sbout the reduction in our

nuclear cepability as the B-LT's were phased-out. The Secretary of Defense

therefore added 5 Wings of B-4T's to his recomrendation for FY 1963 and

FY 196k, bringing it to the level shown oa page 2.

ale;




The aircraft end missiles recommended fox procurczent in Y 1963 hy
the Air Force and the Poleris submarines recommenued for rrecurement ir
FY 1963 by the Navy would cost epproaimately $3.1 billion. rore vo buy
than the aireraft and missiles I am recczending. O0f this, approximately
$2 billions would require funding in FY 1962 end FY 1963.

As vwell as these forces, I will recormend at a later date that the . 7
Air Force be muthorized to procure and operate a secure comzerd and control’
system for SAC. ZExcept for 20 KC-135's which will be available for use '
as mirborne command posts, the cost of this system has not been Included
in the figures on page 3.

II. Geperel Pasis for Force Level Recommendations

The forces I am recommending have been chosen to provide the United
States with the capability, in the event of e Soviet nuclear ettack, first,
to strike back against Soviet bomber bases, missile sites, and other
installations mesocisted with long-range nuclear forces, in order to reduce
Soviet power and limit the dsmage that can be done to us by vulnerable
Soviet follow-on forces, vhile, second, holding in protected reserve forces
capable of destroying the Soviet urban society, if necessary, ina controlled
and deliberate way. With the recommended forces, I am confident that we
vill be able, at all times, to deny the Soviet Union the prospect of either
a militery victory or of knocking out the U. S. retaliatory force. If the
most likely estimates of-Soviet forces prove to be correct, the forces I am ..
recomeending should provide us a capability to achieve a substaential millitery
superiority over the Soviets even after they have sttacked us.

The recommended forces are designed to avoid the extremes of a "minimum
deterrence” posture on the one hand, or a "full first strike capability" on
the other. A ™minimm deterrence" posture is one in which, efter a Soviet
attack, we would bave e capebility to retaliate, and with a high degree of
assurance be able to destroy most of Soviet urban socilety, but in which we
would not have a capability to counter-attack against,Soviet military forces.
A "ful1 first strike capability" would be achieved if our forces were so
lerge and 50 effective, in relation to these of the Soviet Unlon, that we
would be eble to ettmck and reduce Soviet retaliatory power to the point
at which it could not cause severe damage to U. S. population end industry. -

We sbould reject the "minimm deterrence"” extreme for the following
Teesons:

a. Deterrence may fail, or wer may break out for accidentel or
unintended reamsons, and if it does, a capabllity to counter-
attack ageinst high-priority Soviet military targets cen make
e major contribution to the objectives of 1imiting demage and

terminating the wer on acceptable terms; - Rty e e

b. By reducing to a minimum the possibility of a U. 8. nuclear
attack in response to Soviet aggression against our Alliles,
a8 "minimm deterrence" posture would weeken our abllity to .
deter such Soviet attacks.



Or: the other hand, we should rejlect the atiempt to achieve & "full
Tirst slrike capability” for the follewing reasons:

€. It is almost certainly infessible. The Soviets could defeat
such an attempt at relatively low cost. For exemple, we do
noT now have any prospect of belng sble 14 destroy iu a sudden
attack Soviet misslile submarines 6L ses. Kor would we be able
to destroy 8 sufficiently high perceniags of & large hard and
dispersed ICEY force.

b. It would put the Soviets in & position which they would be
likely to consider intolersble, thus risking the provocation
of an arms race;

c. It would be very costly in resources that are needed to
strengther our theatre forces.

The forces I am recommending will pravide msjor improvements in the
quslity of our strategic posture: in its survivability, its flexibility,
and its ability to be used in & controlled ard delibersie way under &
wide range of contingencies.

Target Destruction Requirements

—The following list of high priority tergeis (2im points) in the
Soviet Union has been derived from studies perfermed in June 1901 by the
Staff of the Ket Eveluation Subcommititee, under the direction of Lieutenant
General Thomas Hickey. (The estimstes heve Pteern rzunded to the nearest
50 in each category to avoid a risleading imprezsion of accuracy.)

End-Fiscel Year

1965 T 2967
Urban-Industrial Aim Points 200 200
Borber Xeses a5¢ ) 150
Support Airfields = 50 - 50
Defense Suppression FULE 300
Nueclear Storage and Production ‘ 50 .. 5 . . ...
Neval and Submarine Bases | 50 . 50
Soft IR Sites (4 missiles per site) 100 100
Soft ICEM Sites (2 missiles per eite) 1060-300 50-200
Hard ICBM Sites (1 missile per site)  200-500 400-1100
Total 1200- 1700 1350-2200
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especinily ebout details, when looking so for into the fukere. Fowwer,

talen &5 & vhale, I ez cotisfied with this target qysten 2 a boois for -

force plomming.

The 20 Urban-Industrisl targsts and the 150 boedar teses bate the
highest priority in the seomse of required dsgree of esfuranss tut w0
cen destroy thex., The capability to destroy the Wrban-Indnetrial A
is ouwr pover to deter atizcks cn our owm citiss, mam@m“cm
ths part of the Borist Forces that can cause ws the ecsf damge 1T not
stiacked, and also the part most vulnerchle to attack. In the event of
theresaueleer war, it is ixpartent that ve dastroy the mrimn poesibla
nubder of Soviet lomg rmngs baabers. The 150 tergets listed bexe
z feirly genercus cllowpance for this purpose. Thay include ebout 50 teoss
nov Inoxn or estizmxted to be supporting long-range air operations, sbout
60 nov Inowm or estimated to be supporting light boaber cperatioms, most -
of vhich would be usable a8 recovery bases for the long-range boxbers,
and about 30 staging beses on vhich the w=diux ba=bers depend for renge
enough to resch the United Btates.

Eowever, the other targets are also potentielly impartant end warth
attacking. The Supporting Adrfields (potentisl recovery snd disperpel
bases), Fuclear Btorsge snd Froduction sites, end Fxval snd Bubzsrine
bases a1l can support delivery of muclear weapons on the [hited States.
The IKX sites represent a threst to our Allies end cuxr theatre forcas,
and are most econcxically sttacked by & system such as Minuvtezan, The
Defense Eugrression targets, sir defense coxgtrol centers, interceptar
bases, and surface~to~air miosile sites, can be cﬁ‘ectin.r attacked by
tke air-launched =migsiles Eound Dog end Skybolt. Thair dastruction
would érastically reduce the defense oppositicn faced by our mzoned
borbers. The nu=ber 300 showm here is probably s generous allomgnce
for the pupore. Yor exsnple, BAC is now estimting s requiremsmt to
destroy 160 Jdefense suppression targets in 1658,

The size and baging (f.c. degree of bardsning end digporsel) of
ths Boviet ICEL force in 1955 xnd 1957 it now o mtter of ccasidrrehle
uncertainty. IEverything we know sbout the Borlet long-rengs maclear
delivery posture to date euggests that the most 1ikely configuration
for first-generaticn ICB{ sites will be 2 ximgiles per site and soft.
Buch sites would precent attrsctive tergets for our forees. However,
bard and disperssd basing for their next geperstion of ICE!'s would
be suszh a logical choice for the Borviets that the possibility must e
considered reasomably likely even though there is no evidence now to
suggest that the Boviets are bardening their xlssiies.



There are slso uncertainties about the performance of our forces in
striking back after a Soviet ettack--uncerteinties associated with the
wveight and effectiveness of possible Soviet attacks, the ability of our
forces to survive under attack, the reliability of our misgiles, and the
ability of our forces to penetreate Soviet defenses. But these uncertainties
ere pot unbounded. One can place reesopeble guantitstive limite on them
and estimate the effectiveness of our foreces under alternatively optimistic
and peseimistic assumptions.

This is what hes been dome in the followirng snalysis. The survival
reliability, and penetration factors used are 1l based on the general
essumption that the wer begins with a well planned and vell executed
Soviet attack, with limited warning, ageinst our forces in e state of
normal peacetime alert, end that w2 ere hitting pack after being attacked.
Thus the following estimates do not represent waximum cepabilities under
the mcst favorable circumstances. For example, they exclude cases in which
we strike first, or cases in which we ere gttacked during & period of tension
and alert. These ceses have been excluded because We are testing the
adeguascy of our forces, and therefore must look at unfavorable circumstances.

Within the general assumption of & well planned Scviet attack, opti-
mistic, medien, and pessimistic survival, relisbility, and penetration
factors have been chosen to reflect the renge of uncertainty. It is
possible to imagine outcomes lying outside this range, but their likelihood
appears small., The optimistic factors represent favorable, but attainable
perTormance. The great weight of 1ikelihood eppeers to be between the
optimistic and median cases. The combination of all of ihe pessimistic
factors descrides a very unfavorable and relatively improbable case. For
exarple, it is essumed that in 1967, only 1-1/4 per cent of the manned
bombers reech the bomb release line and 90 per cent of the Titans and
70 per cent of the fixed Minuteman missiles are destroyed before lesunch.
These factors were chosen to produce an enswer to the question "What happens
if everything goes badly"? (The details of the essumed fectors, together
with en explanation of their choice can be found in Annex 1 to this
Appendix.)

The pessimistic factors do not include &n allowence for ettritiom by
Soviet anti-ICB{ defenses. We recognize that the Soviets dc have & large
R&D program in this aree,, However, we are pursuing a vigorous program of
development of penetration aids {decoys end mitiple warheads) end we
expect to be able to penetrate Soviet defenses in this period. Moreover,
i1 attrition by Soviet ICBY4 defenser appears at &1l likely, we will be able
to compensate for 1t in large measure by concentrotiing our forces on the -
top priority targets. '

The following results sre shovn ir terms of expected percentages of
the targets or value in each categery destroyed. In the case of Urban-
Industrial Floor Space (and Urban Blast Fatalities), the estimates are
of demage to the contents of the 170 lergest cltles (down toa Eopulation

£



ef 90,000) vhich contains spproximately 80 per cent of the total industrisl
floor space of the Soviet Union and approximately 50 milijon out of a total
of 210 million pecple.

The estimates of total populaticn fatalities are percentages of the ‘
Soviet total. The "Unsheltered" cese corresponds to the effects expected .
in a population without extensive civil defense preparation, but taking ;..
adventage of what shelter is normally sveailable. The "Sheltered"” case .
corresponds to fellout shelter for 40 per cent of the wrban population and::i:
20 per cent of the rural. The "At Least" reflects the fact that the esti-."
metes do not include fallout from attacks on isolated militery targets.

(The effects on surrounding cities of atiscks on naval bases are included
in the estimates.)

The essumed number of Soviet ICEY sites varies between the optimistic
cases (in which the low end of the range is used) and the pessimistic cases
(in vhbich the high end is used). Therefore, the percentages showa should
pot be interpreted as representing fractions of the same numbers .

Tvo forces and two years are shown on pages 9 and 10.

I. Those forces T em recommending for End-Fiscal Year 1965 and
1967, end

II. Those forces proposed by the individual Services (though mot
— jointly by the JCS) for the same years. .

The calculations suggest that either force would provide us with 8
powerful cepebility to carry out the objectives mentioned earlier.
Bowever, as I indicated earlier, the extra capabillty provided by the
individual Service proposals runs up egminst strongly diminishing returns
and yields very little in terms of extra target destructicn.

Moreover, the theatre forces were not included in these calculatlons,
though SIOP '62 includes ebout 270 alert aircraft and missiles from these
forces. On the other hand, with the exception of the defense surpression
targets, no targets in.China or the other satellltes were included.

Eowever, we do not now expect China 4o deévelop & significant long ramge . .._
nuclear delivery force in the time period under consideration. It she

does, and a change seems indicated, there will be time for us to increase

our forces eppropriately.

————— — e . =



COMPARLBOR OF TARGED DESIRICTIUZ CAPABILITIES OF
ALTERRATIVE FORCES
EXD FIBCAL YEAR 1965

Percent Expected K111

‘ e s s 5
Fopulaticn and Industry
Urben-Intustrial I;lnor Epace
(or Urben Blast Fotelities) " 83 88 8o 8o ) 69
Totel Fopulsticn Petelities, |
bt Sl e B 8 % B B
¥ilitery Tergets
Ba=ber Bzses 9 %9 83 93 58 &0
Support Airfields 9T 99 52 76 T 3T
(' _ Defense Buppression 76' 8T 38 38 T T
- Fuclear Storege & Froduction 96 98 6 69 6 5
Favel & Bubmarine Fases 8/ 98 98 62 62 T T
Boft IKRM Sites 9% 100 Ls 8o 5 5
Soft ICEM Sites 99 100 L5 88 1k 59
Eard ICEM Bites . 75 16 19 "1 1
Alert Force
m"; .. Mcg‘tﬁﬁrce mimiatﬂ.(:Deli.mr&ff@E__li.iil"cé{rI = Fesgizistic
A AL A S e SN ¢ 4 ik S # 5

Weapons B 3G A0 2482 2993 1107 1467 399 691
Megatons - LB 5600 3386 L1z 1560 2077 5T 951

a/ Buccessful attack would render the bases inopersble but, of course,
would leave untouched missile subm=rines at Bes.

{ : ( / There sre 1,705 Lleat tleeping el o i Klart Viepatens in 516P-02.



ALTERIATIVE FORCES
EXD FIBCAL YEAR 1007

Percent Dipscted K411
Optixistic ¥odign Pessigistic: -
I I I I B I O

Bomletioa end Industry

Urban-Infustriel Floor Epace

(or Urbcn Elzst Frizlities) 8y B84 9 79 63 68
Total Populeticn Fstalities,
Unsheltered, et lesst 3T 37 32 32 25 25
Pertly Bhaltered, at lesst 30 30 25 25 19 19
Hi{litery Targets
Boober Ezses 98 99 ol 9 81 99
Bupport Adrfields 9 9 T2 96 T T8
Defense Suppression 88 95 50 67 9 .10
Buclear Btorage & Production 95 95 L6 79 0 3
Ezval & Subesrine Ezses gr 97 5k 54 2 12
Boft IREM Bites 99 99 85 R 2 96
Soft ICIM Bites % 9 g2 97 k3 g7
Eard ICE: Sites o sk T T 25 1 5
Alert Force
¥eapons Alert Force "7 ~Deldvercd o Terget -
Suzmary Total Optimistic Median Peapizistic
1 11 T 1l & B
Veepons 1180 5865 3028 LS8 1508 3826 638 1912

Kegatons skse 7620 31T 5295 1726 3320 ThO 2272
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R lutionshivr of Recormended Forees 15 Sovietr Forou

Tne direci co-sarison of force pimivers es such ie less i—portant
than the weys in vwhich we bese end opereie our forces. TFor exe—ple, we
could oui-mmzber the Soviets three to cme in IC3L's end still heve an
inedeoueie deierrent posture 1f cur missiles were soit and concentirated.
However, the force increments waich I em recomrending ere ell in a
protected mode, herd end dispersed, or msbile.

Given a well protected posture, relaiive pumbers ere still irporient
for severel reassons:

a. A lsrge Soviet superiority in ITZ4's zouvld overcome the protection
efforded our ICR4's by herdening end &ispsrsel end mz¥e il possitle for the
Soviets to desiroy mosi our fixed-tese forces n e miseile atieck.

b. A large Soviet superiority in missiles would worsen ihe ouicome
of a2 thermonuclieer wEr.

c. A lerge Soviet superiority iz ICR{'s would be likely to heve & very
wnfevoreble iwpact on Soviet aggressivepess in the cold wer.

Therefore, we beve no intention of letting ourselves be seriously out-
nucbered in ICPM'e by the Soviet Union.

How meny ICEM's will +he Soviet Union have in the mid-1980's? The
answer is intrinsicelly uncertein because it is still subject to Soviet
decisicns which may not yet heve beer rade, end wnick will be influenced
by aur own decisions. BFHowever, we do ¥mow & good deel about thelr posture
+oday. We are eble to estimete that the Sovieis now have froz 25 to 50
operational ICEM launchers. Their ICRY build-up eppears to be deliberately

paced, not & crash progrem. On the begis of what hes been observed so far,

the Soviets will have from 200 to 400 ICEM's in mid-1954.
But even if the most pessimistic (Air Forre) estimetes prove to be velid,
in mid-196% we will s:ill eguel the Sovie: Union in ICBM's et ebout 850
each. This will be combined wiih e subsientiel U. S. superiority inm all
cther categories of long range nuclear delivery systems.

Moreover, if the Soviet Union exceeds our most pessimistic estimates
znd builde up e muck lerger foree by 19E5 or 1867, we ere confident that
we will find out sbout it in time to exoe=md ou- progrem approrriately.
te 8 hedge egainst this unlikely possitility, we eare expending our
Minutemen production cepacity to over 60 rigeites a month. When this is
done, the lead time for berd and dispersed Minutemzn ICE{‘'s will be ebout
25 months. Therefore, we will have & greet deet of Ilexibility to expsnd
the program at a leter dete if it should prove to be necessary to do so0.

In other categories of long reange nuclesr delivery systexs, we will
heve a substentiel superiority. Soviet long range eviation novw comprises
ebout 1,000 medium bombers (or te.nlcers), exnd gbout 150 heavy bombers (or
‘.mkerss, equipped with air-to-surface missilies. The heavy bozber category
is fer more significent then the medium bomber cetegory. We will have 630
heavy boxbers, plus slmost es m=ny tenkers. ISecause the Soviets would have
+o use some of their bombers es teankers, this will meen an effective U. S.
heevy bomber force epproxrimetely four or more times £5 lerge as that of
tne Soviets.
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The UBEX now bhas about 20 comventionally powered subzarines vhich
are probebly capable of launching short-range bellistic xmissiles
{(cpproxizntely 150-300 pautical miles), though not while submerged.

Sy 1953, the Boviete could probebly introduce nuclesr powered sub-
ciripsg with a gubmerged lsunch system erploying m=dium rang= ballistic '
1 “csileg, There i no evidence to suggsest that the Boviets bave &
[rogran spproaching our FPolaris progrem, either in sire or qu=lity.

III. IEeis for Rrcormrendaticns on Spacific Weepon Bystem Choices

¥ithin the gereral guantitative requiremsnts for edditicnal leong
renge nuclesr dslivery systexs, sugzested by the above considerations,
tbe follovwing sre the ressons for By Epecific program recomendstions:

Bub2's

Tha Afr Yorce has proposed the procurement of 52 edditionsl B-S2's
(45 ving unit equipesnt plus T commend support) with FT 1552 funds. Thbs
cost of procuring end opersting these aircraft, with (30) escocixted
tenrers snd Bkybolt missilep, for a 5 year period would be sbout £l.%
billions, My reascns for recommending agzinst this procurement sre
the following:

a. We alrezdy bave a large force of intercontinental bombers.,
In mid-1555 it vill coeprise 630 B-S2's, 80 B-58's end, 1t
we do not deeids to phese them out soonmer, 225 B-47's., The

—. eglert B-S2's and B-58's alwne will be able to carry about '
1500 boxbs plus 1,000 air launched missiles. The alert B-kT's
will be able to carry another 200 bombs.

b. An exmmzination of the target system shows tbat most targets,
‘and ell of those of the highest priority, are bect attacked
by missiles; firat, because the targets are soft, fired, apd
of knowvn location, and therefore vulnerable to misgile attack;
second, in the case of the military targets, the missiles
reach their targets much faster th=n do bombers, and tharefore
vould be more effective in catching ency bombers and missiles
on the ground; and third, ocur missile syeter have e gmch
greater survival potential snd eéndurance in the wartime
environment, and therefore can be.used Witk mwore ¢onirol
and deliberation.

c. The bombers ere soft and concentrated and they depend upon
varning and quick response for their survivel under zttack.
This is a less reliadble mesns of protection than herdening
and dispersal or mobility. Moreover, it mesns that the
bozbers must be comitted to attack very e6rly in the war end
cannot be bald in reserve to be used in & controlled and
deliberate way.
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d. ZEosbers are expensive, TFor the saz= cost (in total five
year systen costs) es u wing of B-527x vith tmpkers znd
Ekybolts, we can by 250 Minutessn hardensd and dicpergad,
or 6 Polaris sulzsrines,

GAM~-87 Srybolt :

Air defense ptudies indicate that the most effective mrans for
pzoetraiing zir defenpes &re lovw altitvde pemetretiom and d2femse
suprreesion, both of ¥aich are rore effective tten oiterpting to oot-
nm the d=feases at high altitude. The Elybalt is intendsad to provide
A& yajor irgroveesnt in the pesstreticn cepelpility of the mograre=d
B-52 fores st & relstirely low cost. The 600 Biyiolt xisgiles o
alery barders cught to be edle to overcome s2lmst exy Soriet dafense
end pakes it poseihle for the basdsrs to go into their terzets exd cttack
then with gravity bashs. The totsl cost far 1150 Skybolts for the
period FT 1562-1957 is ectirzted to be £1..6 billica.

EC-135

Twenty~-seven sguadroms of K0-135's (550 cpersticmal sircraft) hove
been procured through FY 1952, Adr Faree studies indicpte thet 8O0
EC-135's are required, with most of the increment going to suppert the -
B-52 force. (About TO EC-135's cre required to suppart TAC, 20 for
coomand posts, and 80 to suyport the B-58 fleet.) HEowsyer, beymd
spprocizately AT0 tankers, more KC-135 are not required to ensbls the
B-52's to reach their targets. Bstber, the basis for the Air Farce
stated requirememt for mare tankerr is to improve the sbility of the
bezbers to penstrate enexy defenses by ellowing thaa to choss xore
favorzble routes or to f1y more st lov altituds, Igxoved penstration -
capability achieved this way and Bigbalt for dcfemss suprcessica are
not both required. Moreover, Bkybolt appears Lo e mur: effective,
Therefare, in my judgement, the expenditurs of spprosimately $1.1
bﬂlimstoprocmlﬁommbznmdcpmtetheanrSM
ie not required. The force of 540 tankezs vhichk I recocomend will
provide LT0 to support the B-52's; &0 for the 3-58's; 70 %o support
TAC; and 20 for cammand posbE,. .. .. . _._ _.___ . _._._._ ..

Titan IT
Tbelacztraﬁunmissmépopaaedbytbeﬁ.irmmmt

Titan IT has a substantially larger payloed thsn Hingbemn, It will

be gble to dsliver|  _ rather then[ " vmcheads now
prograrmed for Kinutermn.  Bit the totxl s¥sten cost of a Titan IT -
is about four times that of = Kinubteman h=rd and disperazed. At equal .- %,
cost, four Minutemen xre to be preferred to cme Titan becsuse, first,

they are less vulnerable, and secomnd, they provide sore targst coverszge.

- =

approxirately $372 millicms to procure mod operate for § yeers., The — ~ 77



Kortuver, w= already plan to have a substantial force of Atlcz &nd
Titan vhich should be adequate for those speci=l purposes requiring
large payloads, Therefere I do not recoz==nd procurer=nt of
additional Titans.

Minutem=n Eard snd Dispereed

Hinuteran H & D has the lowest system cost of amy of our ICEi's
at about $5.5 rd1licns per missile in 5 year costs. It is clearly
the preferred way to scquire more ICB{'s. Eowever, I am not
recammending that we procure more than 100 in FY 1963 beceuse our
over-all force requirements do not meke it necesssry. The difference
between the Afr Force proposed procurement of €00 rdssiles in FY 1953
&nd the 100 I ga recomending, in 5 year system costs, is approcimstely
$2.75 bi1licns,

¥obile Minuteran

¥obile Xinuteman vould serve as & hedge against our being basvily
outnumbered by the Boviet ICE{ force, a lovw Boviet CBEP, or unexpected
feilure of the hardsned Kinutemsn to meet estimated blast resistance--
conditions lowering the survival potentisl of hard and dispersed
Minuteman. It would also serve &z a hedge egainst unexpected sdvences .
in Boviet anti-submarine warfare capability that would reduce the secwrily
of Polaris. However, Nobile Ninuteman may bave troubles of its owm, -
including wartime fallout (which may reduce substantially its warties
endurance), peacetime sabotage and espionage and operaticnal problexs
associated with the transport of explosives and atterpted randca
operation. Moreover, if we were to complete the Air Force reccemended
rrogram of 300 Mobile Minutemen, ¥obile Minuteman would cost about
2.5 times as much per migsile asg Minuterman hard and disperggd.

Therefore, we sre not yet certain that Mobile Minuteman will de
required. The action I am recomrending is in the natizre of lead ,
itime reduction on the missile production progrem. If the coasbination of
contingencies favoring Mobile Minutemsn does not occwr, I sball recomsider
the decisior and recommend cencellation of the production program.

Polaris

This system has the most swurvival potential in the wartime
environment of any of our long range nuclear delivery systems. Folarls
missiles do not have to be launched early in the wmr, they can be held
in reserve and used in & controlled and deliberate way to achieve our
wartime cbjectivee. ZFor example, Polaris is 1deal for counter-city
retaliation. However, as the calculations shown above indicate, the
fores already programmed 48 large and can cguse great dammge to the
population and industry of the Boviet Union. This reduces the urgency
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of more Polaris »figgiles, Conse , I recozend thet ve procure 6
rore Foloris sulssrines in FT 1653, The cost, on & 5 yuar besia,

of the 6 submrines will be sbout $530 »f1licns legs thon ths coxt of
{hs 10 sultr.rines proposed by the Ezvy.

15



APPERDIX I

ASSUMED OPERATIORAL FACTORS FOR 1965 ARD 1967 TARGET
DAMAGE CALCULATIONS

All essumptions are characterized elternatively as Optimistic,
Median, or Pessimistic. .

I. Assumed Soviet ICEM Force.

Optimistic Medisn Pegpimistic

1965 1967 1965 1957 1955 1997
Fuxzber of:

ICRM!s '. 400 500 750 1000 1100 1500
Soft Sites (3 psi) 100 50 . 200 125 300 e |

Herd Bites (200 psi) 200 Loo 350 T50 500 1100

Yield TMD  10MT THT  10MT THT  1OMT

__CEP 1 n.mi, .-8 npi. .To.mi, 6nmi. Snmi. 51

Relisbility T J5 .T5 .8 .é 85

The Soviets are assumed to epply their forces egainst ours in a roughly
optimsl fashion., Thus, for example, Titen I will beve & consicerably lower
survivel rate than Atlas F of equal blast resistance because the concen-
tration of missiles makes it & more attractive target. Only the effects of
& Soviet missile attack are included in our force survival rates. It is
gseumed that we launch our surviving missiles before Soviet bombers arrive.
The validity of this mesumption does depend op our beving & survivable
high level comsend end control system.

REC




II. Aspumed Survivel, Reliability, and Penetration Faciors

The probability of & nisslle or aircraft delivering its weapon
to the target can be thought of as the product of three Iactors:

Survival Rate under enemy attack or SR,
Relisbility Rate or 1R,

Penetration Rate through enemy defenses or PR.

For any given Soviet force level, the Survival Rete of our forces will
vary with our foree size. 'The forces wroposed ¥y the individuel
Services will therefore have hizher survivel rates then the Jforces
recazmended vy the Secretary of Defense because they ere larger. In
those cases in which thev 2ifTer, the Survival Rates assoclated with
the forces I am recommending ere designmated by (I), these associated
with the individusl Service proposals, by (II).

_ The sEsumed Tactors are shown in the tsbles which follow. To
avoid a misleading impression of spurlous scecuracy, all factors
have been rounded to the nearest .05. An explanation of the tasis for
the assumptions follows the tables. ’
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Tepiz I - Aspu=ed Survivel. Relfsbilicy gnd Penei~airinn Faeiors, by Weapon

dert Bahers

&

b

Syetern, Ind-rY 1955

e §}

5
3
#H
b
¥

Yielg/CEP
Titam I |
.

G

FR

¥ield/CEP

ven IT\

RR
PR

Yield /CEP

L L

utessn (Avg. of EiD & Mobile)

SR(I1)

SR(II) -

RR

PR

114 /CEP
Polaris A-3

L‘-R

R

5

Yie1d /CEP

Bourd Dog on Alert B-52is

o
KR
F}.
Y:eld /CEP

Skybclt on Alert B-G2's

SH
e
'R

Yield fCEF

2

. if"\ N

Median Pesgirmistic
.50 .10
.90 .30
.50 . .25

J
.05 05
.70 3%
1l - 1
20 .10
.TO 55
1 - 1l
.60 .30
.65 -50
1 - 1
.30 .10
.65 .50
1 ‘—i 1
0 Lo
65 - .50
1 - 1
.15 >
.85 om
.65 .50
1 - L
)]
1 i
.60 .50
1 1 1
.50 .10
15 15
0 o .60
N
50 10
.55 40
1 l



JII. BRasgis for Assumed Cperaticnal Faciors

No great precislon can be nlsimed i'or these factors. The use of
an optimistic-pessimistic range is intencded to indicate the exigtence
of uncertainty. However, the ranges can be taken to include g1l values
baving e substantlal likelihood.

Alert Pomber Survival Rate

In the optimistic cese, we receive teactical wvarning and act on it
fest enough to launch all of the alert bombers. 1In the pessimistic
case, Tor any of & rumber of pcssible reasons, G0 per cent of the alert
bomters are caught on the ground. In the medien case, half the alert
bombers get off. This cen be teken es an epproximation to the results
of & 25 per cent alrborne alert, though in the case of an airborne
alert, the fect that it is known vhich bombers ywill survive attack
should make more efficient targeting possible.

Borber Penetrstion Rate

The range .75 - .50 is roughly consistent with SAC estimetes,
The improvement to .80 in 1967 is ecsocimted with effective air defense
suppression. The .25 pessimistic assumpticn descriles a ncase in which
the Alert Force haes been mostly caugiit on the ground, in which only a
small force survives, penetrates in an uncoordinated way, and without
effective alir defense suppression.

ICBM Survivel Rstes

These are expluained by the assumed Soviet Forces.

Misgsile Relisbility Rates

The optimistic numbers sre Service estimates or deslan objectives.
The pessimistic numbers are hased on estimates made in WSEG Study No. 50.
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