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(
MEMORANDUM FOR TEE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Recommended PY68-72 Strategic Offensive and Defensive roéce- (m

1 have reviewed our Strategic Offensive and Defensive ?orc;B for
¥768-72 in preparation for the FY68 budget. The tables on PpP. 34 sum-
marize our force goals. Detailed Yorce and financial summaries are. -
displayed in the tables attached to this Memorandum. 1 recommend that
ve:

1. Complete development of and deploy a MIRVed
POSEIDON, for an {ncremental $705 milliom in
Y68, and $3.3 billion {n YY68-72. Plan on &
total of %1 POSEIDON submarimes.

2. Maintain 1000 MINUTEMAN nissiles, consisting
by FY72 of 600 MINUTEMAN I1s and 40Q IIIs, the
latter with improved third stages and Multiple
Independent Re-entry Vehicles (MIRVs), for
§1.2 billion in FYEB, $3.6 billion in FY68-72.

3. Procure area penetration aids for all MINUTEMAN
and terminal penetration aids for MINUTEMAN III,
at an FY68 investment cost of $55 million and 2
total of $95 million in FY68-72 investment. Com-
plete development of POLARIS penetration aids and
preserve a 1970 Operational Availability Date (0AD),
but disapprove a JC5 recommendation for procure-
ment in FY68 of penetration aids for POLARIS. Pro-
curement of these would cost $300 million in in-
vestment in FY68-72. .

7,

&4, Adopt a 1.5 creu-to-aircraft ratio and a 432
alert rate for the strategic bomber force in-
stead of continuation of JCS recommended 1.8
crew ratio and 531 alert rate; approve in prin-
ciple a bomber dispersal plan and an increase in
the pumber of B-52s per base to 30 wvhere savings
will result, The estimated savings are $100 million
in PY68, and about $0.5-5$1.0 billion in FY68-72.
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S. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for full scale
advanced follow-on bomber development in FY68; dis-
approve the JCS recommendation to obtain firm con-
tractor proposals for system development at an FY68
cost of $40 million: approve, after completion of
concept formulation, continuing component develop-
ment at an FY68 cost of $11 million. Development,
deploymeht and 5 year operation of 200 of these
aircraft would cost about $8.5 billion.

6. Extend the approved Civil Defense program, at an
FY68 cost of $186 million, fncluding $10 million
for an experimental shelter development program
for low-cost dual purpose shelter in new non-
Federal public and private construction.

7. Disapprove a JCS recommendation to develop and
deploy 12 UE F-125 in FY72 at a FY68 cost of $80
willion and a FY68-72 cost of $420 million. Dis-
continue further F-12 development and defer until
next year decision to modernize our air defense
by introducing interceptor F-111s and an Airborne
Warning and Control System (AWACS) .

8. Continue to develop NIKE-X at an FY68 cost of $420
millfon. Disapprove a JCS recommendation to depley
a 1ight Nike-X defense against the USSR offensive
force for 8 FY72 10C at an additional FY68 cost of
$806 million, a total deployment cost of $10.0 bil-
1{on and an annual operating cost of $250 to $350
million.

9. Approve a JCS recommendation for a new military
survival measures program to develop increased fall-
out protection capabilities for Army, Navy, Air
Force and Marine Corps personnel. Disapprove the
full scale program recommended by the JCS at an
PY68-72 cost of $190 million. Approve the more
limited, high priority elements of the program at
an FY68-72 cost of $47 millioen.

The financial implication of these recommendations are as follows:

(Billions of Dollars)
67 68  FYES FY70 FY71 FY72 FY68-72

— S——

Prev. App'd 7.2 7.6 7.2 6.3 4.9 5.0 31.0
JCS Prop. 7.2 8.4 9.3 10.3 9.8 10.0 47.8
SecDef Rec. 7.1 8.1 8.1 1.0 5.5 4.8 33.5
2 |FOICASENO.
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Bremtegic Retaliasto orces Suxma

-~ TISCAL VEARE
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Bowbars, In Combat Units (UE)

B-EB-47- 900 aLn 585 450 2125 - - - - - - - - - -
B-52 555 615 $30 630 830 600 553 510 435 kX 255 53 133 253 253

B-58 0 BO 80 80 80 80 14 16 74 72 - - - - -
B-1114A el - - - = = = - 13 105 210 210 210 210 210
TOTAL UE ACMBERS 1495 1505 129 116 933 680 [XE] 586 524 307 463 4653 465 463 Fri

Aly Launched Missiles (UB)

Hound Dog AbR 216 460 580 580 560 340 480 340 30 30 W0 0 340 340 o
SRAM - = - - - - - - - 150 450 525 525 525 523
TOTAL UE AIR LAUNCHED MISSILES 21 460 580 380 560 540 480 MO 30 490 750 [T 863 855 [T11
1listic HMiseiles (UR) .
tlas tan ] 18 193 2 54 54 54 54 4 4 45 [} ] % 7 17
Miputeman I ° - - 160 500 800 - 800 700 530 400 250 100 - - - -
Hinuteman I1 - - - - - ] 300 450 600 600 600 600 00 00 600
Miputeman II1 &/ - - - - - - - - - 150 300 400 400 400 400
POLARIS b/ 80 9% 128 191 400 432 512 544 544 464 352 256 176 176 128
POSEIDON b/ - - - - - - - - - = 112 208 320 3152 184
TOTAL UE SALLISTIC NISSILES 68, 136 %81 1678 71254 1366 1366 1598 T899 1518 1509 1509 1331
Other
Quail 124 392 392 392 92 390 3%0 '3%0 3% 390 3% 3% 350 %0 3%0
Tankers \ 1000 1020 840 820 TaD . 820 615 615 619 513 615 615 619 413 613
RB-47/RC-113 90 43 i} 30 1 14 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
se-71 ¢f - - - - ] 18 30 29 29 i} 27 27 26 bi 15
PACCS (Post Attk Com & Cont) - 18 53 54 13 17 2 n 1 32 32 1 32 n b} ]
Ragulus 17 17 17 7 - - - - - - - - - - -
TACAMD ¢/ - - - - - - 4 [} 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Won-UE_Adrcraft 939 974 891 84D 510 460 436 422 412 91 54 374 374 34 I7e
Alart Force Wespons d/
thamber
(NIRV)
Magatons
Sallistic Missile Bubmarines (SSEW) .
In Commission 3 [] [ 12 3 17 i 3 34 29 2% 29 n k) 32
in Conversion/Overhaul - = 1 4 Eg 9 1 b 12 12 12 10 8 9
TOTAL ACTIVE ZHIPS (88MNe) 3 L] E] 29 [Y} § 1 [Y3 i1
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r TITEAL TEART
| I i oot
e 1
Int evcapto:
Ry "
Catury Sariee 1047 [ 3} {11 [} s (23] 356 438 k) 10 324 318 111 306 oo
1 (504) (A88) (474) (434 (402) (MY (1%} (1%0)
y- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
(1 _{3 _(8 O
TOTAL 1047 [T} [T1) [}1] m 643 536 11 % 130 4 ns 312 30 o0
(304) (A88) (474} (436) (414} (390} {}D) (330)
ARG tL (20 b1 358 mm 413 [0 N ) ) 403 A0} A03 (1)) 40) A0 403
(383 (367} (M]) (349)
U 13 2} - - - - - - - - - - = - -
TOTAL UR INTERCEPTORS 182y 1552 TaaB 1387 1161 1058 (213 [T}} m 3 127 7 713 10 763
(907) (B8%) {817} (85%) (re9} (737} (09 (619)
fSurveillance and Warning
USAF [ ] &0 [ 1) 7 87 7 (1} »”? 7 7 [ 1] [ [} L1 &7
(64) (42) (A1) (4D
usn %0 (1Y ) [y 20 - - - - - - - - - -
TOTAL UE SUEY. & WARNING 110 104 12 11n [} 7 [1 [§] [5) [} [1] [1] 67 [3} 1]
(64} (42} (&1) (A1)
YOTAL UR ALRCRAFT 1938 16% 1360 1497 1230 1123 1028 ' 928 806 800 1% 788 2 76 "0
(9783 (936) (%A} (914) (363} (799) (151} (UnL)
Ron-UR Alrerafe 545 840 o, 430 [13] 420 583 2 L2 3) > ) 318 313 521 e 31é
Sugfacs to Misgil a
[T by a7 343 00 180 j o 184 1% 148 140 131 1 11¢ 108 100
WIRE (NERCULES amd AJAX)
UsA 1333 1391 14B0 LMD JI9Y 1043 1071 1071 lon 10M wn Wyl o7l 107 1071
' (1021) (619) (1)
ARG 1591 1312 ;e 304 162 19¢ M 791 192 1 M m b H 2 m
LA {URA) - - m me m 18 ms 188 188 b 88 F ] . FL ) 0
LA - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
{200) (1440} (2591}
TOTAL BiMe o33 M1 ETETI 7] 379 1114 191y 107 17y 1M 28) 117 167 113y )
) (2303) (3A7) (390}
Contyol § Sucveil, Syscems
Contral & Commm Camters n 7 34 (1] a7 51 31 a2 57 37 5! 37 37 L1 37
(Ba (B (W) () (8 (W
Radars
Tined Bites 367 353 3 1l 199 9% FLH i 87 mr 187 t H w7 m? nr
Active Shipe 2 27 12 19 - - - - - - - - - -
TOTAL COWTROL & SURVEIL. SITES [$}1 4 414 3 »5 I 3% 1% pTYY ET1Y 3é Wt LYY ETYY i
(343)  (343) (345) (343) (M3) (W)
ce _Dafense
Anti-Satallite (fissiles)
Surveilimce & Uarning (S1tss) ] 2 H 12 b 2] T 6 7 28 28 28 ] n P H ]
Wike I
SPAINY Mssiles - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
{192) (480) (878) (1089)
TOTAL WISSILE & EFACE DYF STSTHMD 1 ] F 20 n - 3 3l n E7] 1] 32 32 n 3
(660) (1392) (2088) (2)00)
TOTAL ACTIVE IWVENTORIZS
TOTAL ACTIVE AINCRAFT 1384 2396 1194 1117 IATA 1743 111 1810 13 13 131 1) 1301 1% 1281
TOTAL ACTIVE SnIPE 2% 27 11 12 19 - - - - - - - - - -
TOTAL ACTIVE Bide 323 ¥ NP W 3T ITY MY MO 1307 3221 MY 049 193 2877 M)

g/ Yorcas shown sre SN sissiles deployed om site.
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3. THE GENERAL NUCLEAR WAR PROBLEM -

Our strategic nuclear forces should deter attack en the U.S. and
{ts Allies and, if deterrence fails, limit damage to our society and
those of our Alldfes. To accomplish these objectives, we degign our
forces around two related concepts: Assured Destruction - that 1s, the
clear and unmistakable ability to destroy the societies of the USSR and/
or the Chinese People's Republic (CPR) even after a surprise attack; and
Damage Limiting, vhich entails the ability to reduce by both offensive
and defensive means the damage an enemy can {nfiict on the U.S. and its
Allies. '

Deterrence must work over a range of situations. It must prevent
pot only a massive surprise attack, but also Soviet escalation to gen-
eral nuclear war from local war. The Assured Destruction capability
{s designed to deter a potential aggressor, even in crisis situations
when the alternatives to {nitiating nuclesr war might othervise lead
him to go to war.

The Soviets seem tO view our forces, &8s we do theirs, as &8 potential
first qtrike threat. The recent deployment of the new, relatively small

reflect their concern to protect their
strategic offensive forces against 2 U.S. first strike. Our force struc-
ture planning gshould take account of the interactions {mplied by their
{nterest in having & protected retaliatory force.

Three broadly different posture alternatives are available. First,
we could seek only an Asgsured Destruction capability (although we would
in any case achieve a gubstantial Damage-Limiting capability in the
process of building an Assured Destruction capability). Second, we
might add a 1ight Damage Limiting increment that would give some pro-
tection against probable types of Soviet attacks, and more complete pro-
tection against small attacks that the CPR may be able to mount in the
1970s. Third, we might try to add a major Damage Limiting capability
to keep U.S. ¢atalities very lov against the heaviest possible Soviet
attack, and regardless of Soviet force structure vesponses.

Plainly, we must and will maintain wvhatever forces are needed to
meet the Assured Destruction objective, wvhile keeping flexibility to
meet unpredictable changes in the threat. Under the second option, Ve
would choose Damage Limiting programs that insure against the failure
of deterrence under many, but not all, circumstances. The third al-
ternative is certain to be very expensive. Moreover, because its rigid
objective 1is probably i{nfeasible, I reject this option.
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Relative U.S.-USSR Strategic Capabilities. The following table
compares estimated Soviet strategic offensive forces with those of
forces the U.S. prograrmed for the same years.

U.S. va SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES af

1966 1968 1071
U.S. USSR U.S. USSR vU.S. USSR
1CBMs b/
Soft Launchers 0 0 )
Rard Launchers 934 1054 1045
Mobile 0 0 0
TOTAL 934 1054 1045
MR/IRBMs
Soft Launchers 0 0 0
Hard Launchers 0 0 0
Mobile 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 [i]
SLEM Inventory
Launchers 512 656 . 656
Bombers and Tankers ¢/
Beavy 600 510 255
Medium 80 76 210
Tankers 620 620 620
TOTAL 1300 >-- 1206 1085

a/ From National Intellipence Estimates and
National Intelligence Projections for
Planning (NIPP).

b/ Excludes teat range launchers, having some opera-
tional capability, of which the Soviets are esti-
mated to have ~ in mid-1966, .- in mid-1968,
and . in mid-1971.

€/ Ve estimate that the Soviets could send somewhat
over heavy bombers and no medium bombers over
the continental United States on two-way missions.
U.S. medium bombers are FB-1llle im 1971, with range
and payload markedly greater than those of the Soviet
medium bombers.
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In addition to the offensive forces shown, two relatively large-
scale Soviet defensive prograns

The CPR Nuclear Threat. The earliest operational Chinese ICR¥ is
not likely to appear till the mid-1970s. Given the utility to the CPR
of being able to threaten her neighbors and U.S. Far Eastern bases, it
seems likely that the Chinese would try first to develop anmd deploy an
MREM, Indeed, some test firings of mediur range migssiles have been in
progress over the past several years.

As & force to retaliate for a r.S. strike against the
CPR, however, this system 4s wvulperable, since
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The CPR also has almost 300 bombers capable of delivering nuclear
weapons against Asian targets., But only 15 of these have ranges beyond
600 miles, and the Chinese are unlikely to undertske the costly develop-
ment of a long range bomber to attack CONUS.

1I, ADEQUACY OF THE PROCRAMMED OFFENSIVE FORCES POR _ASSURED DESTRUCTION

Against the Expected Threat. Our Assured Destruction capabilities
based on programs approved last year or on the programs I &m nrow recom=
mending can survive a well-coordinated Soviet surprise attack, even if
the Soviets used all their available strategic offensive forcec against
our own.

U.S, WEAPONS SURVIVING A SURPRISE SOVIET FIRST STRIKE, 1972

Previously
Programmed Forces Recommended Forces
Total Expected Surviv. Total Expected Surviv.
Yorces Reliable Forces Forces Reliable Forces

Missiles
Number of Weapons
Megatons (MT)

1 MT Equivalent
Weapons

Bomber Weapons
Number of Weapons
Megatons
1 MT Equivalent

Weapons

As shown, even after a surprise Soviet first strike, some
equivalent 1 MI U.S. weapons could be reliably launched against the USSR -
by either the programmed oY recommended forces.
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SOVIET POPULATION AND INDUSTRY DESTROYED §19722
Urban

(Assumed 1972 Total Population of 247 Million;
population of 130 Million)

One Megaton , Population Fatalities Percent
Delivered Urban Total Ind. Cap.
ﬁhrheads Percent Millionms Percent Millioms Destroyed

100
200
400
800

1,200
1,600

1 believe that a clear and unmistakable ability to inflict 20-30%
Soviet fatalities will deter a deliberate Soviet attack on the U.S. or
{ts Allies. Even {f the Leningrad associated sites are an effective
ballistic missile defense, or if the Moscow defense were deployed at
other cities as well, the programmed U.S. misgsile force, with the pene-
tration aid program of this and prior years, could inflict more than
357 fatalities after a surprise attack in 1972, '

Although the Chinese may attain the capability to threaten U.S.
bases and Asian neighbors, the CPR nuclear forces, between now and 1972,
will not pose a threat either to U.S. retaliatory capahility or to the
viability of our society. A U.S. nuclear attack upon the CPR during
this period would therefore be in retaliation for some lesser act of
aggression, and extensive destruction of Chinese gociety would not be
an appropriate responsé. Rather, selective attacks on governmental,
military, OF 4ndustrial targets would be called for.

Nevertheless, since 31 MT warheads denotated over
CPR cities would destroy half of China's urban population and more than
half of her industry, the strategic missile force recommended for FY68-
72 provides an Assured Destrouction capability against the most likely
Soviet and CPR threats simultaneously. More important, these forces
give us an Assured Destruction capability against the Soviet Unition during
the execution of 14mited nuclear attacks on China.

Against Righer-Than-E ected Threats. We cannot now be gure that
the USSR would npot deploy a very heavy ABM in the FY68-72 time period.
The effect of adding a very extensive Soviet ABM (vhich would cost them
the equivalent of §25 billion over a five year period) is sumnarized
on the following page: :
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PY60 FYI0 ¥YI1  FII2

Soviet ABM
Relisble Area Interceptors
Reliable Terminal Interceptors

Percent Soviet Fatalities Inflicted by

Recommended U.S. Migsile Forces

This illustration shows that the procurement of POSEIDON to replace
POLARIS A-3 on 31 existing SSENs and of MINUTEMAN ' main-
tains our Assured Destruction capability at an adequate level. I am
recommending that we include both these measures in the missile force.

Against a strong Soviet missile force with accurate MIRV but 4in the
absence of an extensive AEM the Assured Destruction capability of the '

recoumended missile force would not fall below In fact, our sea-
based forces alone could inflict catalities against such a Soviet
threat.

The worst case against which we might have to hedge - unlikely, but

possible in the early 19708 - is ome in which the Soviets deployed
The Soviet ARBM

could destroy our offensive re-entry vehicles directly, and also force
us to equip missiles with penetration aids at the expense of lethal pay-
load. The Soviets might also defend preferentially, protecting some
targets with more interceptors than expected, thus complicating our tar-
geting problem.

FY60 FPYI0 FY71l ¥Y72 FYI3

Each is assumed to carry MIRV with a yield of
per re-entry vehicle, with a CEP of {n FY 1971 and
- thereafter. Against the combined threat with both the

~ and the recommended force therefore would include 31 SSBNs
converted to .
as well as the other elements of the previously approved missile force.
1¢ the Soviets do not enploy sophisticated tactics such as preferential
defense, the Soviet fatalities that could be inflicted by the recommended
missile force against the combined threat are as follows:

FY69 FYI0 FYI1L ¥¥72 I3

Soviet Fatalities

10
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More extreme threats are possible, but. they are so unlikely, given
the state of Soviet technology, and the high cost to the USSR of mounting
such forces, that they do not warrant taking now any actions in addition
to those included in the recommended U.S. force. 1 will, however, dis-
cuss below some available hedging actions for our missile force. 1In
any case, €ven against the most extreme threat, the combined Assured
Destruction capability of the Recommended U.S. Missile Force and the
Progranmed Bomber Force is clearly adequate, and would amount to over
357 fatalities.

Our offensive forces make it dangerous and expensive for the Soviets
to move in the direction of extreme threats to our Assured Destruction
capability. The {ncremental 5 year cost to the USSR of the depicted

and ABM threats would be about $30 billion, approximately a forty
percent increase in the present Soviet expenditure rate on strategic
forces. Yet, evaluating the Soviet Assured Destruction capability with
extreme conservatism, 88 a Soviet planner might do, this Soviet missile
force with only these . SLBMs, and the older missiles would inflict
less than 107 fatalities on the U.S. after a pre-emptive strike by pro-
grammed U.S. forces. 1f this was an unsatisfactory Assured Destruction
capability for the Soviets and they reoriented their planning at the same
budget level to maintain Assured Destruction, they would have to reduce
their spending on ABM or MIRV. The USSR would have to reduce vulnera-
bpility to the very accurate programmed U.S. offensive forces, by ex-
pensive measures such as further dispersal of missile payload,

, by hard point defenses
(8PD), or by adoption of mobile migsile basing schemes - thereby reducing
the total Soviet missile payload that would otherwise be available at a
given budget level. The reduction in Soviet missile payload, in turn
would make the U.S. Assured Destruction task less expensive or, alter-
patively, the development of higher-than-expected threats even less likely.

Of course, the Soviets could increase their strategic budget. But
we can, in planning our forces, foreclose any seemingly "easy” and cheap
patha to their achievement of a satisfactory Assured Destruction capa-
bility and a satisfactory Damage Limiting capability at the same time.

I1I. MISSILE HEDGES AGATNST A SOVIET MIRV-ABM THREAT

1f 1t became desirable to supplement our planned strategic offensive
forces, we could either (1) add hard, fixed-based missiles - such as an
undefended advanced ICBM - with relatively low cost per unit of alert
payload in inventory, but high cost per unit of payload surviving an
attack: or (2) add sea or jand-based mobile systems oT fixed-site mis-
siles with hard point defense, all of which have relatively high costs
per unit of alert payload in inventory, but are relatively insensitive
to the Soviet offensive threat.

11
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This distinction s 1llustrated in the following table with MINUTEMAN
representing the first class of offensive forces and POLARIS representing
the second class. In this calculation the low Soviet attack inflicts 107
damage on U.S. land-based forces and the high attack inflicts 907 damage.

TEN-YEAR COSTS PER THOUSAND POUNDS OF PAYLOAD

(Millions of Dollars)

Reliable and Surviving

In The On Alert & Low Soviet High Soviet
Inventory Relisble Attack Attack
MINUTEMAN 11
POLARIS A-3

Future candidate systems in these two classes are considered below:

1. POSEIDON: To hedge against an extreme threat, we could
consider construction of new POSEIDON submarines in addition to the
recommended conversion of POLARIS A-3 to POSEIDON submarines. 1f long
lead time items were switched from the SSN to the SSBN programs in FY67,
10 new POSEIDON submarines could be constructed and delivered, 5 each
4n FY71 and FY72, at $1.46 billion 4n PY6B and $2.4 billion in FY68-72.

2. Advanced ICBM: We are studying new 1CBMs of increased
payload, including basing schemes to protect them against the MIRV threat.
These studies are essentisl to determining the utility of an advanced
ICBM as part of the force mix. Definitive rresults are not expected in
time for the FY68 budget. A decision on an Advanced ICBM before comple—
tion of these studies would be premature. By end FY73, 50 Advanced ICBMs
could be available in a mobile or defended configuration. Undefended,
they would cost $1.8 billion to develop and $15 million per missile to
deploy. Annual operating costs for 300 missiles would be about
thousand per missile, including flight testing. Ten year costs of a
mobile or defended ICEM might be approximately twice as high.

3, Interim MINUTEMAN Defense: Although hard point ballistic
migsile defenses would be intended for an advanced ICBM, they could be
deployed as an interim measure in PY71 or FY72 to protect MINUTEMAN, 1f
the extreme Soviet threat appeared, For $240 million in FY67-68 NIKE-X
production funds, MINUTEMAN could be defended on the following schedule:

7l FY72 FY73

MINUTEMAN Squadrons with Terminal Defense
SPRINT Interceptors
ZEUS Interceptors

The FY68-72 costs of this defense would be approximately §5.3 billion,
and the defenses could also be useful for an Advanced I1CBM.

12
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4. Ballistic Missile Ships (BMS): A ballistic missile ship
was studied extensively in connection with various proposals for an
Allied Nuclear Force. Built to look like a perchant vessel, such a
ship would rely on deception, speed, or fleet defense for protection.
The vulnerability of this system {s, of course, the principal reserva-
tion. Long lead time gunding of some $86 mi1lion would maintain the
option of procuring ballistic missile ships on the same schedule as
that of mew POSEIDON submarines. 1f the option were exercised, FY68-72
costs would be $1.4 billion for 10 ships and $2.6 billion for 20. About
$0.8 billion of the $2.6 billion is for POSEIDON missiles, which could
be later used in POSEIDON submarines.

1 believe that it’ is not mecessary to commit ourselves now to ex-
ercizing our options on any of these hedges.

IV. THE MANNED BOMBER FORCE

Strategic bombers might be called on in the future to support con-
ventional operations on & mch wider scale than they are doing novw in
Southeast Asia, Moreover, the Assured Destruction capability of our
strategic missile force will almpst certainly deter the Soviets from
a surprise attack except, perhaps, in &n extreme crisis or an escalating
war. In these cases we would have received sufficient warning to put
the strategic bomber force on high alert. Our bombers ghould therefore
be primarily designed for such gituations, rather than for all-out im-
mediate use in spast nuclear exchanges.

Our bomber threat appears to affect enemy force planning, just as
do our missiles. Bombers force the enemy to divert resources to defend
against aircraft as well as against ICBMs. In this role, they have their
chief advantage; and in this role, they are not peeded in large numbers.

Reduction in manned aircraft operating expenses would be consistent
with this view of the bombers role. A ~alert rate, down from
will be sustainable with the recommended new crew ratio. At this
rate, our alert bombers could deliver more than 1 MT equivalents
against present Soviet defenses, and against the projected, improved
PY71 defenses. Location in the interior of the U.S. 4s desirable, where
suitable bases exist, to protect against & future sea-launched missile
threat, In general, g-528 should have the ability to diperse in times
of crisis and be distributed with per home base where economies will
result, By May 1967, the Air Force will have completed a basing study
to determine the feasibility of these basing concepts.

Such operating adjustments will provide a large enough surviving

bomber fleet to meet the entire Assured Destruction payload requirement,
will save $200-400 million smnually, and will probably make it possible

13
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to extend the B-52 G/H's life to FY77 without additional modification.
This will sllow an added margin of safety in the timing of some of our
strategic missile development and procurement decisions.

V. STRATEGIC FORCES AND DAMAGE LIMITIRG

Pamage Limiting forces, unlike those for Assured Destruction, can-
not and need not work with near perfection under all conditions, but
should insure against the most probable risks, including those posed
by the growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The implications of Soviet
yeactions for our own choices of Damage Limiting forces must also be
taken into account.

Evaluation of Damage Limitinp Programs Against the Soviet Threat.
So long as we have secure retaliatory forces, any kind of nuclear war
with the Soviets 1s unlikely. Of the ways in which one might start, &
surprise attack in pormal times is especially unlikely; it would be
mch more likely to arise from a crisis or limited war, giving both
sides enough strategic warning to increase their alert status. The
Soviets might start a nuclear war for fear of a pre-emptive strike by
the U.S., as part of a massive attack on Western Europe, or to prevent
the loss of a limited war. In each case, the Soviets could be expected
to try to preserve as much as possible of Soviet society and military
power, Thus, they might devote a large part of their strategic offensive
forces to reducing the U.S. offensive threat.

The Damage Limiting ability of various U.S. postures will be eval-
uated under the following kinds of wars:

1, A Soviet first strike against both military and civil targets,
with the most reliable, controllable, and effective Soviet weapons going
to military targets, and slower or harder-to-coordinate weapons (such as
SLBMs, bombers, and mon-alert ICBMs) going to urban targets. The Soviets
might not allocate any 1CBMs to our hardened missiles, however, and we
will therefore show a range of results depending on whether the Soviets
target U.S. hard missiles or put extra weight of attack on U.S. cities.

2. A Soviet counter-military first strike, with the most sur-
vivable, controllable, and reliable weapons held in reserve as a threat
against U.S. cities to deter U.S. attacks on Soviet cities. We show:
(a) the U.S, fatalities from the Soviet counter-military strike {col-
lateral fatalities), (b) the residual Soviet damage potential against
U.S. eities after a U.S. counter-military response.

3. AU.S., pre-emptive, counter-military strike in which Soviet

ballistic missiles are assumed to ride out the U.S. balljstic missile
attack, and Soviet bombers are launched with tactical warning. This case
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4s used as an example of a calculation the Soviets might make to test their
Assured Destruction capability. The U,5. fatalities in an all-out counter-
urban strike by the Soviets are shown in the table below.

The Soviet damage potential against the U.S. in three kinds of war
is depicted, with the Soviet threat in 1976 assumed to consist of
ICBMs, = submarine launched missiles, and heavy bombers.

UNITED STATES FATALITIES

Comb. Military- __ Withheld Urban Attack _ - U.S.
Urban Attack Collateral Remaining Urb. Pre-emptive
By USSR Fatalities Damage Potent. Strike
1971
U.S. Approved
Program
1976

U.S. Approved
Program Extended

Tvo factore tend to decrease U.S. fatalities between 1971 and 1976:
the gradual decline in the Soviet bomber threat, and i{mproved U.S. counter-
military capabilities. Without programmed U.S. defenses, however, the
USSR's damage potential could be over 100 million (50Z) U.S. fatalities
in a mixed Soviet attack.

We have also analyzed the effects if the U.S. initiated either of
two balanced Damage Limiting programs, assuming at this point that we
evoked no response from the USSR except for provision of penetration
alds for projected Soviet missiles. (Soviet responses are considered
belov.) Posture A includes NIRE-X with a limited Sprint defense at
cities, an improved bomber defense using F-111s, and expanded civil de-
fense. Posture B includes a heavy Sprint defense of cities. In-
cremental expenditures for these postures, measured from the Approved
Program as a base, are shown in the following table.

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE DEFENSE POSTURES (In § Billions)

Damage Limiting Increment

Approved Program Over Approved Programs
Level-off Posture A Posture B

pev+Inv  Annual Dev+inv Annual DewtInv Annusal

Civil Defense

RIXE-X

Alr Defense
TOTAL
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The table below compares the performance of the Approved Program with
that of Postures A and B.

UNITED STATES FATALITIES IN 1976

Withheld Urban Attack v.S5.
Combined Mil Collateral Remaining Urb. Pre-emptive
Urban Attack Fatalities Damage Potent . Strike

Appr Prog (extended)
Posture A
Posture B

The higher fatality estimates show the Soviet damage potential in a
well-coordinated mixed Soviet attack, the urban portion of which 1s de-
signed to maximize fatalities, The ranges reflect variations in Soviet
allocations between counter-military and counter-urban attacks, in the
specific targets chosen, in the technological sophistication of Soviet
penetration aids, in the extent of errors or lack of intelligence in-
formation in attack planning, and in attack coordination. Without the
Civil Defense improvements assumed in Postures A and B, fatalities in
a Soviet military-urban attack would be - for Posture A, and
for Posture B. These figures underscore the importance of improved civil
defense,

The 1light defenses of Posture A are sensitive to large Soviet counter-
urban attacks, although they keep the damage level below that of the Ap-
proved Program. The heavier and much more costly Posture B defense 1is
less sensitive to the size of the counter-urban attack.

Interaction of U.S., and USSR Force Planning. U.S. offensive forces,
apparently viewed by the Soviets as a potential first strike capablility,
exert ,pressure on the Soviets to protect their retaliatory forces. The
effect of U,S. defensive measures - 6ay, &n ADM - on the Soviets, almost
surely, would be to move them to offset the U.S. defense by expanding
their offensive force. Our encouraging prospects in the development of
U.S. anti-submarine defenses, however, may discourage major Soviet re-
1iance of SLBMs. The long term viability of these measures, and their
implications for ASW force requirements are under study.

The following table shows the results if the Soviets choose to Te~
store their Assured Destruction capability against U.S. Damage Limiting
Postures A and B; , possible
Soviet land-based responses Aare assumed. The assumed response to Posture
A 18 procurement of large mobile missiles at a 10 year cost of about
$10 billion; to Posture B, missiles at a cost of sbout $20 billion.
Results of equal expenditures on defended missiles would be similar.
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A-3 boats. Omnly an unexpectedly serious Soviet ASW threat that would re-
quire dispersal of our forces on a larger mumber of SSBNs could change
this. Disposition of the last 10 submarines, wvhich cannot economically
be converted to POSEIDON, need not be decided mov. We are also studying
the option to deploy new POSEIDON submarines after the last conversion
of the 31 now planned.

We plan on an operational availability date (OAD) in 1970 for the
POSEIDON missile carrying Mark-3 re-entry systems. 1 am tentatively
recommending an all-MK-3 POSEIDON force for maximum effectiveness against
strong ABM defenses. However, a capability to deploy & " on
POSEIDON will be preserved, and possible Mark-3 mixes will be re-
evaluated yearly as nevw estimates of the Soviet ABM are made. The total
¥Y68 cost of the POSEIDON program 1s $705 million; and the FY68-72 RE&D,
fnvestment, and operating costs are $3.3 million.

Last year I commented on some of the command and control vulnera-
bilities of the FBM force. To solve these problems, at least for the
next few years, 1 have approved the TACAMO radio relay ajircraft program,
which has the ability to maintain one aircraft continuously airborme in
the Atlantic and one in the Pacific.

MINUTEMAN, I have approved ‘the inclusion in the MINUTEMAN III pro-

gram of an improved third stage, increasing MINUTEMAN 111 payload by
at an additional FY67-72 cost of $400 million. When MINUTEMAN

1I1 becomes operational, there will already be 600 MINUTEMAN 1ls in the
force. Rather than replace these with MINUTEMAN IIls prior to the com-
pletion of the Force Modernization Program in early 1972, we will take
ag a tentative planning objective a force consisting of 600 MINUTEMAN
11 and 400 MINUTEMAN I11.

Since all 600 MINUTEMAN I1e will be available by July 1969, 1 sm

also recommending & rate of per month,
which will lead to the complete replacement of all Mark-11As by end
FY70. The production rate should be set for FY68 to pro-
vide for each MINUTEMAN III as it becomes operational.

By buying full complements of warheads and de-
coys now, we will maintain the flexibility to tailor MINUTEMAN III re-
entry packages to Soviet defenses and target systems. In succeeding
years we will adjust production quantities to avoid having excess re-
entry systems. :

To free our Assured pestruction capability from a long term depend-
ence on terminal decoys, 1 am also approving development of a small re-
entry vehicle, called the Mark-18, for MINUTEMAN at sn FY68 cost of
$25.6 million and an ¥Y658-72 development cost of $288 million to achieve
an 10C by end FY71.
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TITAN. As newer missiles phase into the force, TITAM II will lose
its unique advantages. while remaininp expensive to operate. The end
FY66 TITAN II inventory can support a fellow-on test (FOT) progranm of
6 launches per year without cutting into the operatioral force until
the end of FY70, at which time it would he necessary to rhase devm
approximately one squadron per year. I recommend that the 518 million
41 FY67 funds for G new TITANs not be rcleased.

Missile Flipht Test Programs. We have re-examined our ballistic
migsile flight test programs, with two mator conclusions:

— The number of missiles in operational flight
tests (OT) should be determined on the basis
of the number of significantly different mis-
gile configurations, rather than as a fixed
percentage of the total force.

— POTs should be viewed as providing data for
updating our estimates.

These considerations suggest an optimum OT rate of approximately
launches per configuration, and an FOT rate of . per configuration per
year, yielding savings of approximately $330 million during FY66-71,
without appreciable less to our knowlecdge of systems effectiveness, com-
pared with the previously aprroved program.

Stratepic Bomber Forces. A study of B-52G/H lifetime based on the
recommended lower crew ratio and considering possible modifications,
sugpgests that our B-52s will be able to operate effectively even after
1975 against projected or even better-than-exvected Soviet air defenses.
Therefore, I do not believe that an AMSA development program must meet
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an initial operational capability date of FY74, even if it is decided that
the B-52 should be followed by an AMSA. However, as an insurance program,
1 have started concept formulation to define and evalugte a suitable bomber
design.

1 recommend that 3 squadrons of HOUND-DOG A be retired in FY67, and
the remaining 6 squadrons in FY68; HOUND-DOG B should be retained pending
the outcome of the Terrain Matching Guidance (TERCOM) development program.
This program will maintain enough BOUND-DOGs for their SIOP mission, pri-
marily to attack area bomber defenses and lower-priority airfields, while
resulting in FY67-71 savings of spproximately $30 million.

The recommended strategic bomb inventory for the B-52 and ¥B-11l
force in the 1970s provides " loads per UE aircraft; this stockpile
contains more than enough weapons to reload the force after a major strike
on China, or to carry out extensive non-S10P nuclear operations without
compromise of SIOP loadings. Maintenance of additional weapons stocks
above this level is no longer warranted,

NIKE-X Deployment. The following table ghows the components enter-
ing the NIKE-X defenses of Postures A and B, and their cost, in addition
to the $1.4 billion of RDTSE funds yet to be spent:

Limited Defense Posture Heavy Defense
No. of Units $ Billions No. of Units § Billions
Radars
TACMAR Radars
MAR Radars
VHF Radars

Migsile Site Radars

Sprint Interceptors
TOTAL INVESTMENT COST
FY67-76 OPERATING COST
AEC COSTS

A system designed against the early CPR threat and providing only
an area defense covering the entire CONUS would consist of 4 VEF radars
at $200 million, 16 Missile Site Radars at $2.4 billion and
interceptors at $400 million for a total investment cost of $3.0 billion
(excluding $1.4 billion in RDTSE costs).

A defense designed against the early CPR threat could have an ini-
tial operational capability about & 1/2 years after a deployment decision
and be completely in place between one to two years later. Given our
estimates of the likely development of the CPR threat, the decision to
deploy this system against this threat can be safely deferred even if we
were to match our deployment to the IOC of a Chinese 1CBM.
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In view of the uncertainty of Soviet tarpeting and force structure
response, and given the substantial cost and relative ineffectiveness
of either Posture A or Posture B, I disapprove the JCS recommendation
to deploy NIKE-X for a FY72 JOC,

Deployment of a New Manned Intercepter. The Soviets would probably
use their bombers primarily in attacks on urban areas rather than or
time-urgent military targets, since the time to reach target is so much
longer for bombers than for ballistic missiles. Therefore, air defense
i an important component of a Darmape Limiting posture.

The F-12 and F-111 interceptors, equipped with the improved
fire control and missile systems, and used with an effective Air-
borne Warning and Control System (AWACS), would be better than the present
force in operating from degraded bases, countering concentrated bomber
attacks, operating independently of a vulnerahle fixed ground environment,
and dealing with bombers attacking at low-altitude or carrying air-to-
surface missiles.

With strategic warning we estimate that 32 UE F-125 or 48 UE stretched
F-111As could achieve the same number kills before weapons release as the
current force which has a 10 year cost of $3.0 billion. The 10 year systems
cost for the 32 UE F-12 force have increased from the previously estimated
$1.9 billion to $2.9 billion., Estimates for the F-111 force remain at $1.5
billion. The F-111 force therefore appears substantially more efficient
than the F-12s apainst the currently projected threat. Supplementary cal-
culations indfcate that it is comparable in efficiency to the F-12 force
against possible future threats.

The 48 UE P-111 force would operate from &4 main bases, 8 dispersal
bases and 30 recovery/recycle bases. Sixteen combat support aircraft,
that would be flushed with the interceptors, would carry missiles, ground
support equipment, spares, and personnel to support the F-111 turn-around
at the recycle bases. With 42 AWACS airecraft to provide airborne control,
we could reduce the present ground environment, retaining only enough
radars and BUIC centers for peacetime control.

The investment costs for this force include $676 million for the F-111
and $790 million for AWACS. Since the modernized force would ultimately
have operating costs about $250 million per year lower than the present
posture, the additional {nvestment costs would be recoupred by FY78.

Given the advantage of the F-1ll interceptors  ~ an aircraft already
in long term production -~ and in the absence of & decision to deploy NIKE-X,
the decision to modernize our air defense structure can be deferred for one
year,
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The F-12 development program will be reoriented in FY67 and FY68
to include further design studies for the FP-111 interceptor, cost studies,
and adaptation of the Navy AWG-9 fire control system for ADC use, using
the YP-12 as 2 test bed. The AWACS development program vhich supports
both tactical and CONUS defense missions, will be continued as & high
priority effort.

SAM-D. We have a new surface-to-air missile system (SAM-D), in
Advanced Development oriented primarily toward Field Army air defense
and Fleet air defense but with potential application to CONUS defense.
These efforts will define a building block approach to the system, and
reduce costs. At this stage of development, a deployment decision would
be premature. We are also examining the utility of NIKE-X in a surface-
to-air role. Preliminary results are encouraging.

civil Defense. The Damage Limiting Postures A and B include an ex-
panded Civil Defense Program with dual purpose ghelters in new non-federal
public and private construction in addition to the shelters resulting
from the present shelter survey and stocking program, but mno special pur-
pose shelter construction. The table shown below summarizes the protection
offered by this program and compares it with the Approved Program, con-
sidering the location of ghelters and limits on the movement of population.

The Approved Program extended to 1976 would cost $1.5 billion. Last
year we began a one year, $10 million experimental program to evaluate
shelter development in new construction. This program would give us
information on the feasibility of incorporating dual purpose shelters in
pew construction, and on the necessary incentive schemes to stimulate
shelter development, Although this proposal was mot spproved by the
Congress, continued study indicates that such a program would provide for
an efficient, controlled Expanded Civil Defense Program over time by in-
corporating shelters in new public construction and that this expansion
can be matched to the deficits that will remain after conclusion of the
shelter survey program. It ic presently estimated that for $800 million
we could add 50 million useful spaces, and save an additional 3 to 42
of our population over the approved program. An additional $1 billion
spent on special purpose ghelter construction, to meet the residual
deficit, would save less than one percent of the population, and wvould
pot be warranted.

Approved Program Expanded Program
Percent of Percent of
Number of Population With Number of Population With
Shelter Spaces Protection Factor Shelter Spaces Protection Factor
In Millions of 407 or more a/ __In Millions of 40% or more af
1966 140 35% N.A. K.A.
1971 230 642 240 702
1976 280 67% 330 8e2

a/ The protection factor 4s the factor by which the outside
radiation dose is reduced by the shelter.
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Accordingly, I mm recommending $186.3 million for the FY68 Civil
Defense program to include §10 million for an experimental shelter de-
wvelopment program. Pending completion of the experiment, I am including
a nominal $25 million for shelter development in FY69. The further
development of this program will depend on the results of this experi-
mental program,

Military Survival Measures. This year we are introducing a new pro-
gram to improve the fallout protection of our CONUS based military forces.
Apart from providing personnel shelter to our Armed Forces as part of our
general Civil Defense effort to shelter our citizens, our military organ-
f{zation would be an important national resource after a nuclear exchange.
Surviving forces could be called on to prosecute conflicts after an initial
exchange and to assist in the pational recovery effort and might also be
required to conduct residual military operations. Accordingly, I am rec-
ommending a new program, designed to supplement the existing Services
shelter resources at an FY68 cost of $9 million and an FY68-72 cost of
$47 million, The program that 1 am recommending will make maximum use ’
of dual-purpose fallout shelters 4n existing buildings and new construction;
it allows for dispersal of units and provides for comstruction of a limited
pumber of special purpose shelters where dual-purpose shelter 1s unavailable.
Most of the Service proposed construction of special purpose ghelter is ex-
cluded. This will achieve about 3/4 of the service proposed increase in
survival rates at about 1/4 of the cost of the Service recommended programs.
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRAFT MEMORANDUM TO THE FRESIDENT ON BTRATEGIC
OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE FORCES

I. POSEIDON Deployment.

As the following arguments show, & pure POSEIDON force ip more effec-
tive per dollar than & mixed force of POSEIDON and POLARIS A-3. Damage
Limiting considerations and the possibility of a POSEIDON payload con-
gisting of . would further accentuate the superiority
of the pure POSEIDON force.

In terms of payload one POSEIDON is worth A-3 missiles. Due,
however, to the advanced varhead, re-entry vehicle, and MIRV technology
aveilable for POSEIDON compared to the A-3, the margin of POSEIDON capa-
bility is greater. The POSEIDON has

The ten year recurring costs of an A-3 submarine are approximately
$240 million. ¥or a submarine converted to POSEIDON, the initial cost
of modification and missile procurement plus ten year operating costs
per submarine are approximately $355 million,

For s pew POSEIDON
submarline, the ten year costs would increase to $390 million per sub-
marine. It appears that the cost of converting the ten oldest SSBNs
to POSEIDON would at least equal the cost of new construction; hence
for POSEIDON forces in excess of 31 submarines the new construction cost
would be relevant. However, disposition of these last ten submarines
peed not be decided now.

Thus the cost of converting & gubmarine to POSEIDON, of procuring
the new missiles, and of ten years of operation is approximately 50
percent more than the cost of operating a POLARIS submarine for ten years,
while the effectiveness of the POSEIDON submarine is several times greater.

The POSEIDON also promises to be a much better hedge against per-
fection of & Soviet missile defense. To inflict 30 percent Soviet
fatalities from a condition of pormsl alert through a defense that cannot
discriminate penetration aids, which is the most favorable case for
POLARIS A-3 requires:



would carry the and the MINUTEMAN III would carry

MIRVs. This mix was arrived at by considering the Soviet military and
urban target system in the asbsence of ballistic missile defenses. This
year we have re-evaluated the desirable mix of characteristics of the
MINUTEMAN force in the light of requirements imposed by possible Soviet
ABM defenses.

b. MINUTEMAN II/MINUTEMAN III Mix.

The second effect of a possible strong ABM is to increase requirements
for smell MIRVs (MINUTEMAN III), at the expense of larger, single RV payloads.
We will, however, already have 600 MINUTEMAN II at the IOC of MINUTEMAN III.
Rather than replace these with MINUTEMAN III before the completion of the
Force Modernization Program in February 1972, we should build towards a
600 MINUTEMAN II/hOO MINUTEMAN III at February 1972, and all new MINUTEMAN
boosters after MINUTEMAN III JOC should carry the improved third stage.

Very soon thereafter it will probably be necessary to replace the earliest
MINUTEMAN II missiles because of their age. At that time they can be re-
placed by MINUTEMAN III if it is desired.
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¢. Re-entry Vehicles

The production of will be geared initiaslly to make available
for each MINUTEMAN III, This initial rate will be main-
tained until FY 1969,

By ap-
proving funds for initial production of both RVs and terminal penetration
aids, not all of which can be used simultaneously, we guarantee ourselves
the flexibility of carrying whatever payload combinations appear desirable
at the time. The production rates will be adjusted in FY 1969 to eliminate
unnecessary duplication of RVs and penetration aids.

The production rate of . _ RVs per month, approved last year,
was geared to permit the replacement of all RVs on MINUTEMAN II
by the end of the Force Modernization Program in FY 1972. However, there
is no reason to stretch out the replacement of MINUTEMAN II RVs that long,
in view of the rapid rate at which the USSR is building hardened ICEMs,
and the fact that all 600 MINUTEMAN II will be available for RV replacement
by July 1969. Accordingly, a production rate of . per month is
approved, which will allow the entire MINUTEMAN II force to carry
by end FY This will result in a single shot kill probability against
a psi target of . for a reliably delivered warhead, compared to
for MINUTEMAN II/ © and for MINUTEMAN I.




IV, Titen Force Posture

At the present the 5k U.E, TITAL 11 missiles make & unigue coniribu-

tion to our ballistic missile force, Their gllows the= to be
progremmed ageinst target complexes consisting of several soft targeis,
in such & way that as many &S MINUTEMAN or POLARIS missiles ere re-

lensed for other tasks; their long renge (6,100 n.mi.) allows thex 1o
reach tergets out of the range of MINUTEMAN, However, with the introduc-
tion of MINUTEMAN III-MIRV in 1950 the high TITAN II target-To-WeEDOL
retio will no longer be unigue; &nd the need for TITAls to reach very dis-
tant tergets will giminish r

es POSEIDOL,

and as MINUTEMAN III with the ability to reech greeter ranges Witk
reduced peyloac beccme gveilable, Taoe TITAN 1s very expensive 10 operete
(st leest $.6 million per missile per yeer and probsbly cleser to $¢1 million,
whern indirect costs of this very smell force are copsidered). Conseguently
nc new TITAN boosters gshould be procured in FY 1967 for follow-oz tesis
(FOTs), st an FY 1967 savings of $15 rillion, end the recurring and other
ipvestment pot needed if the force is to be phesed down in the eerly 1970s,
Opereting the TITAN II force within the present inventory will result in

no degralstion until the end of FY 1970, aefter whick approximetely Onf
squadron (9 missiles) per yeer will be phased dovn, ik pert to provide
missiles for FOTS.

3

V. Strategic Bomber ¥orces

a. Operstion of the Presently Progracaed Force

The cosis of operating the progre—zed bomber force are fuznc
the crew to aircreft retic (crew remic) and the gircrefs assigned
The nex- tsble shows the five yeer costs for the B-52 G/H fleet ani E
for VETiOus Crew ratios, plert retes, and eircreft per bese., Eezh cf these
hes a dispersel cepability &nd each assuDes B CIeW work weer of Tk bours <o

- . L
achieve the indicated mlert rate.*j

i] Tcis ie the length of The current work week for SAC crews, This wOrk

weel includes about 1L hours of nonealert duties mnd scme hours asleep
gt alert buildings.



FIVE YEAR RECURRING COSTS, 255 B-52 G/BS AND 210 FB-1115 FPOR
VARIOUS CREW RATIOS AND BASE EQUIPAGE
(Dollars in Billions)

Number of Aircraft Per Base

Crew Ratio Alert Rate 15 20 20

Dispersal. The Air Force has proposed & plan for digpersal during
periods of tension., The cost of this capability is relatively very 1low,
ranging from $11.0 to $15.0 million five year costs.

The next table below shows the number of strike teams {one bomber
and one tanker) which survive an ICBM attack with and without dispersal
after various amounts of strategic warning followed by tactical warning
from the ballistic missile early warning system (pEWS). In all cases,
it is assumed that all dispersel bases are targeted. It is evident that
survivability is substantially enhanced, about 26% at the longest warning
time, by dispersing the airceraft. Dispersasl can be achieved at all crew
ratics shown in the previocus table.

SURVIVING BOMBER/TANKER STRIKE TEAMS AFTER ICBM ATTACK, STRATEGIC
WARNING PLUS BMEWS TACTICAL WARNING .

BMEWS 10 Hrs + 20 Hrs + 30 Hrs + Lo Hrs ¢
Only BMEWS RMFES BMEWS BMEWS

Without Dispersal

With Dispersal

In the early to middle 1970s the Soviets may present an effective bB€&
launched missile threat with longer range missiles and & higher pumber of
routinely deployed submarines than is presently the case, This threat can
be countered, however, by basing the bamber force on jnterior bases, i.€.;
those located generally ino the Central U.S. Such basing with a disperssal
capability can provide nearly 100 percent survivability for the generated
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bomber force in an attack by the projected sea jaunched missile threat.
In the event of deployment of a longer-range Soviet SLBM, tactical warning
could be provided to protect bombers at interior bases.

This discussion of basing options leads to three clear conclusions:
(1) dispersal capabilities should be developed as soon as practicable for
the B-52 G/H fleet and for the FB-1ll fleet as it comes into the inventory.
Large survivabllity payoffs result and the five year costs are relatively
very low; (2) a longer tern objective should be to relocate the strategic
bomber fleet at interior bases, where existing interior bases are available.
This would result in jnterior basing with dispersal by the early 1970s,
vwhich is as early as significant Soviet sea based capabilities are now pro-
Jected; and {3) the B-52 G/H and FB-11l1s should be based 30 per home base.

Crew Ratios, B-52 Life, and Alert Rates. The B-52s of all series have
had structural problems that arose for a number of reasons: B&ge, operation
outside their design envelope (1low-level flight), and clear air turbulence -
a phenaxzenon about which little was known at the time the B-52 was designed. ,
Extensive investigations have resulted in a number of major modification
programs. These have appreciably extended the life of the B-52s, For ex-
smple, under the usage previously predicted by SAC, jt is estimated that the
wing of the G-H geries will last 25 years. It is currently estimated that
the present modifications will extend the life of other perts of the B-52
G/H structure to 1975. Nevertheless, our ability to predict fatigue life
with confidence is poor, and the rate of wear-out is markedly dependent upon
the type of mission being flown, which can change with changing circumstances.
It is therefore possible that additional modifications will be required be-
yond those now foreseen. Conversely, there is no reason that the life of
the B-52 Gs and Hs cannot be extended pest 1975 by continuing modifications
similar to the type jmplemented in the past. Decreasing the crew ratio would
help extend their 1ife, since this reduces the number of flying hours required.

The Air Force expects that the B-52 G/Hs will last until mid-1975, while
accumulating 5500 flight hours per airplane in 1956-1975. This result is
based on & crew to aircraft ratio of which permits about percent
alert rate at the current SAC crew work week of about 74 hours.

The next table shows the alert rates that can be maintained for various
crew ratios and crew work weeks. Also shown in this table are the dates by
which 5,500 flight hours would be accumulated at the various crew ratios.
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B-52 G/H NORMAL ALERT RATE IN § OF THE B-52 G/H FORCE FOR VARIOUS CREW
70 ATRCRAFT RATIOS AND CREW WORK WEEKS: .DATE OF ACCUMULATION OF
5500 HOURS PER B-52 G/H FOR VARIOUS CREW RATIOS

DATE OF
CREW WORK WEEK ACCUMULATION
OF 5500 HRS/
CREW RATIO 50 HRS 60 HRS 79 HRS Tk HRS 80 HRS B-52 G/H

As shown in the following teble the lower B-52 alert rates do not
compromise our Assured Destruction capability. This table shows the
number of alert one megaton equivalents that could be delivered to Soviet ’
targets in retaliation, BMEWS warning only, with both the FB-111 and B-52 G/Hs
at the alert rates shown earlier.

ATRCRAFT DELIVERABLE SURVIVING RELIABLE PENETRATING ONE MEGATON
EQUIVALENTS IN RETALIATION, FOR VARIOUS BOMEER CREW TO AIRCRAFT
RATIOS AND CREW WORK WEEKS

FB-111/B-52 G/H
Crew Ratio 50 Hrs 60 Hrs 70 Hrs Th Hrs 80 Hrs

It is evident that an analysis based on alert rates only (planning
for a "one day" war) cannot justify crew ratios in excess of ; however,
"planning for a one day way does not take into account support of large
scale conventional bombing requirements. This is especially serious since
conditions requiring use of SAC bombers for large-scale conventional
operations would probably be just those conditions requiring & high level
of dispersal and slert of part of the bomber force. 1f crew ratios were
once reduced, it would probably take several years to bulld up and retrain
additional crews., Before the development of an ICEM threat and the main-
tenance of a 15 minute alert posture, BAC operated at a erew ratio.
A crew ratio of jg sufficient to maintain the maximum number of conventional



sorties per B-52 squadron =-- approximately 180 per month -- that can be
sustained before aircraft maintenance becomes a limiting factor, Tactical
Air Command currently also operates at a crew ratio. This suggests
that until open questions such as the foregoing are better understood a
lower limit of on the crew ratio should probably be observed. The
pext table shows the percent of Soviet fatalities that could be inflicted
by the alert bomber force if both the B-352 G/Hs and the FB-1l1ls were
maintained at a crew ratio of .

-

Crew Work Week
50 Hours 60 Hours 70 Hours ‘T4 Hours BO Hours

Percent Soviet
fatrlities

This table shows that at work weeks of 60 hours or more, an increase
in the alert force would not significantly improve its value as a hedge
to our Assured Destruction capability.

In summary a crew ratio of for the FB-1lls and the B-52 G/H
appears reasonable based on current and past experience in conventional

and low alert operations. At SAC's current work week, this would 1
support an alert rate of ). It may, however,
be desirable to reduce both the work week and the slert rate. crew

ratio provides a B-52 G/H 1life extension of about 18 months and it provides
a force delivery capability that hedges against very substantial improvements
in Soviet air defense capabilities over those existing now. It will permit
high states of alert for 30 to 45 days and can provide a dispersal capability.

b. Penetration of Future Soviet Air Defenses.

Our work on penetration of future Soviet defenses is not complete but
some tentative conclusions are emerging. The problem can be broken down
generally into two parts, area (fighter) defense penetration and terminal
defense (surface-to-air missile) penetration. The latter of these is the
more tractable and will be discussed first.
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The Air Force is currently conducting a comprehensive study of bomber
penetration against defense with capabilities ranging from those present
now to advanced systems such as those touched on above,

c. Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft

The previous two sections lead to the conclusion that the B-52 G/H
force can be operated in such a way that its lifetime can be extended sig-
pificantly past 1975, and that significant and greater-than-expected im-
provements in Soviet air defenses will be required to degrade the penetratior
capability of & B-52/FB-111 force to the point of jneffectiveness in the
role assigned to the bombers. Therefore I do not believe that developement
of an AMSA must be geared to an 10C of FY 1974 at this time.

However, we do not know what the requirements will be on our strategic
. forces in the 1970s, nor do we know what role the manned pomber will be
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called on to fulfill in the future. It is presently estimated that the
time from start of Contract Definition to IOC would be on the order of T4
years for an advanced bomber. In order to reduce this long lead time if
this should appear desirable in the future, a special competitive advanced
development contract formulation stage has been recommended at an FY 68
cost of $34 million, A more detailed description of this development
program appears in my RDT&E memorandum.

do HOund-DOE

The present Hound-Dog missile, with a CEP that may exceed
and & low reliability, is a weapon of very little utility in the present
SIOP. Until its accuracy is improved its use is incompstible with selec-
tive targeting of our strategic forces.

the Hound-Dog CEP may be reduced to while the reliability
might be increased to more than It now appears that a production
decision on TERCOM will not be available until FY 1969,

The present Hound-Dog force consists of ~

Hound-Dog B, of which only the Hound-Dog B are suitable for The
previously approved program calls for Hound-Dog A to be phased down along
with the B-52 C-F series, and for maintaining Hound-Dog B with the B-52
G and H. Instead of this program, the Secretary of Defense has recommended
that three squadrons of Hound-Dog A be phased out in FY 19€7,
that the remaining six squadrons be phased out in FY 1968, and thet the Hound-
Dog B be retained pending
This phase down will retain enough Hound-Dogs for their primary SIOP tasks -

the attack of area bomber defenses and lower-priority airfields -
while resulting in an FY 1967-1971 savings of approximately $30 million.

e, Tanker Force Posture

The present force of 620 KC-135 tankers is shown in Program I and
managed by the Strategic Air Command, but it serves the needs of other
commands {principally the Tactical Air Command) under a pooled, single
manager concept, There appears to be no reason to change this form of
management now, and hence all 620 tankers will continue to be shown under
Program I.

Although tanker priorities can be changed as required, our present
planning is based on an average of one tanker for every bomber assigned
a mission in the SIOP, plus regquirements for support of vwhatever strategic
reconnaissance would be needed at the same time. The remaining tankers
are available for TAC to count on. At end FY 1971, for instance, this
will result in 255 tankers in support of the B-52 G/H force, 230 in support
of the FB-111 force ~

' plus 55 for reconnaissance support. The remaining 80

tenkers will be earmarked for Tactical Air Command.
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VvI. New Msnned Interceptor

The Soviet attack pstterns in the calculatlons of Damage Limiting
effectiveness have assumed that the Soviets would use their bomber force
primarily to supplement missiles in attacks on urban areas rather than on
time-urgent military targets in their combined attack, since .the time to
reach target is so much longer for bombers than for ballistic missiles,
Our eslculations indicate that alr defense in addition to that needed for
the peacetime air police mission, can contribute significantly to Damage

limiting.

Over the past several years we have been studying ways of modernizing
our air defenses with small forces of new interceptors and an Airborne
Warning and Control System (AWACS), permitting gubstantial reductions in
the present Century interceptors and ground control enviromment.

We have been studying the F-12 and F-111 interceptors, both equipped
with improved fire control and missile systems. When used with an effective ~
AWACS, these interceptors would have a number of advantages over the present
force: greater ability to operate from degraded bases, an ability to
counter concentrated bamber attacks; an aoility to operate independently
of & vulnerable fixed ground enviromment; and a greater effectiveness
ageinst bombers attacking at low-altitude or carrying, air-to-surface
missiles.

gtudies showed that the smallest F-12 force which could achieve the
same number of bomber kills as the current Century force was 32 U,E. F-12s,
sizing the force on the basis of strategic warning or alert. The F-111
gmall force studies examined a new option: the stretched F-111A, This
version doubles the combat radius and loiter time of the unstretched model
(to 1800 n.mi. and 10 hours). The smallest force to match the current
Century force was 48 U,E. F-1lls,

The ten year systems cost for the 32 U.E. F-12 force has increased
from the previously estimated $1,9 billion to $2.9 billion. On the other
hand recent studies have not significantly changed the estimate of $1.5
billion for 10 year systems costs for the F-111 force, Therefore the
F-111 force now appears substantially less expensive than the F-12
force, against the currently projected threat. and , supplementary cal-
culations indicate, is comparable in cost to an F-12 force of equal ef-
rectiveness against more sophisticated tuture threats.

The operational feasibility of a small combat force has also been
carefully studied in this past year. The 48 U.E. F-111 force is planned
to operate from 4 main bases, 8 aispersal bases and 30 recovery/recycle
bases, Bixteen combat support aircraft, which can be flushed with the
interceptors, would be used to cerry missiles, AGE, spares, and personnel

to support the F-111 turn-around at the recycle bases.
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With the introduction of 42 AWACS aircraft to provide an airborne
control environment, we could also make substantisl reductions in the
present ground envirooment, retaining suffirient radars and BUIC centers

for peacetime control.

The funds required for an advanced interceptor program include ap-
proximately $10 billion in R&D and investment costs for the F-1l1 inter-
ceptor and $775 million in investment for the AWACS systenm. Since the
modernized force will ultimately have operating costs about $250 million
per year lower than the present posture because of savings in ground en-
vironment and alrcraft operating costs, the additional investment costs

will have been recouped by FY 1978.



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

{Service Proposed in Parenthescs where Different from Reconmended )
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Boabers in Combat Unita |UE!
B-EB-L7

B-52C-F
B-520-H

B-58
F-111A
AMSA

TOTAL UE BOMBERS

Alr Launched Missiles ‘UE!

Hound Dog A

Hound Dog B
BRAM
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Ballistic Missiles

Atlas
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Miputeman (MM) I
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TOTAL MINUTEMAN
Advanced ICEM
Polaris b/
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STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES

{cont'd)
FISCAL YEARY
J veer T wer ] ieea ] ves ] ey | tees | we T wes [ iwr 1 v o [ 2 [ on | e |
Poseidon b/ - - - - - - - - - - 112/7 208/13 3120/20 35¢/22 3Bu/24
(8o/5) (176/11)(272/171) (352/22)
MX-3 (Non Add) &/ - - - - - - - - - 1568 201, 2016 2016 2016
x-17 o/ - - - - - - - - - - 192 58 &4 T
TOTAL UR BALLISTIC MISSILES 08 1Th 481 1073 175k 1366 1566 1582 1598 1518 1509 1500 1503 1528 1512
Other
mu =k 392 392 392 392 390 350 390 390 3%0 390 390 3% 3% 390
ers
KC-97 600 580 3O 240 120 - - - - . - - - - -
o KC-135 Loo Lo 500 5860 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620
cce
RB-47 90 W5 30 30 27 b - - - - - - - - -
RC-135 - - - - - - 1 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
3R-T1 - . - - - 13 o 23 25 25 25 25 23 25 5
PACCS (Post Attk Com & Cont) e/
B-47 - 18 k' 36 - - - - - - - - - - -
EC-13% - - 17 18 2h 27 27 27 27 44 27 44 21 21 27
(32) (32) (32) {32) (32) (32) (32) ({32)
Regulus Missilea 17 17 17 T - - - - - ‘- - - - - -
TACAHO ¢/ . - - - - N & & " [ 4 L b L 4
{19) (10) {1w0) (w0) (10) (10) (20)
Kon-UR Adrcraft 939 9tk B9l BLO 570 W60 436 422 k22 391 35%  3ThH 3TN 3TE ITh
Alert Force Hamna
Number
Magatons
TOTAL ACTIVE INVENTORY
BOMEERS 1713 1622 1387 1298 1015 Tu7 699 6Lg 598 STT 509 534 534 534 53k
OTER BTRATEQIC ATRCRAPY 1811  19%0 1722 1606 1281 1071 1056 1045 1034 1007 996 991 991 991 991
TOTAL ATRCRAFT 352k 3562 3109 290k 2296 1818 1755 1694 1632 1584 1505 1525 1525 1525 1525
Balliatic Missile Bubmarines ‘BSBN)
In operation 6 8 12 25 7 32 33 3 29 29 29 i1 i 3R
In Convernion/Overhaul - - 1 3 & 10 _59_ 8 1 12 12 L2 10 8 ?
TUTAL ACTIVE 88ENs 5 3 9 15 29 37 1 171 1 B LT L1 191 [y}

%/ The services did not propose any apacific reeatry vehicle poature,
B/ POLARIS/POSEIDON reccmmended force shows the nusber of launchers
on line, excluding launchers in conversion or overhaul.

Y75, POSEIDON carries 720 MK-17 MIRV and 2016 MK-3 MIRV,
y PACCB and TACAMO show previously approved force structure,
Current SecDef recomnendations will be made by Oct. 1, 1966,

* Errata in first draft of the Memorandua to0 the Presideat



BTRATEGIC [EFENSIVE FORCES
(Bervice Propossd in Farentheses whers different fram R-cmmd)

FIICAL TEARS

ey

Air Defenae

Manned Interceptors
Active U.E, Eqund.ron.l
B ST

F-102
F-104
¥-106

r-12
r-6
Adr National Guard
r-85
F-100
F-102

F-104
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Burface to Alr Missiles
BOMARC
NIXE-HERCULXE (Rag)

NIKE-HERCULES (ARNG)

HIKE-AJAX (ARNG)
HAWX (Regular)
NIXR-X

Bprint Missile
Multi-Punction Array Radar
{TACMAR) Defense Center
Missile Bite Radar (MBRH)
Dafenss Cantsr
8AM-D

Warning, Control and Burveillance Bxlt.m
Combat Centers 8

Direction Canters
BIC

BAM Fire Coord.Cts.
Ssarch Radars (Beg)
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STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCES

(cont'd)
——— _— S
' . FISCAL YEARS
, et | tesa | 1983 T wsed | 1945 T ises | 1987 T wes | 199 [ ero |91 T | 19n T s | 118
Warning, Control and Surveillance Systems {cont'd)
Search Radars (ANG) 6 [ 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Cap Filler Radars 112 103 96 100 Q2 91 g1 9l 91 91 g1 9l 91 9l gl
DEW Radar 67 67 67 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39 39
DEW Extenslon
Alircraft 50 Ly 45 L3 20 - - - - - - - - - -
Ships 5 5 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Offshore Radar
AEW/ALRI/Acft. 60 60 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 61 67 67 67 67
. (L) (o) (o) (0)
AWACS Alrcraft - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4y (u2) (w2) (42
Ships 21 22 22 22 19 - - - - - - - - - -

Missile and Space Defense
Surveillance and Warning Systems

BMEWS-LTHL 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Over-the-Horizon Radar (Transm/Rec) - - - 2 2 3 k b b L b b L b
Spasur Rader (Tranem/Ruc) - - - 3 L b b " L b b 4 b 4 b
Space Track Radar - - - - 3 3 3 b 4 b " L N L N
TOTAL ACTIVE INVENTORIES
TOTAL ACTIVE AIRCRAFT 238k 2296 2195 2127 1875 LTS 1609 1484 1339 1336 1321 1311 1301 1291 1281
TOTAL ACTIVE SHIFS 26 27 22 22 19 - - - - - - - - - -
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AUMMARY OF PREVIOQUBLY APPROVED (PA), BERVICE PROPOBED ‘apl RECOWMMENDED
TOA FOR STRATEQIC RETALIATORY FORCES (IN MILLION §)

1

iwer | wea | wes | e T wn [ vwn ] J90GA%2 Toted

Bombers and Air Launched Missilas
-~ P.A., B.P,, Rec.
B-52 - Provicualy Approved
~ Barvice Propossd
- Recommended
FB=111A - Previously Approved
- Sarvice Propossd
= Recommendad
MBA - Previously Approved, ERac.
- Borvice Proposed
Alr Launched Missilea {Non-Add
¥Hiound Dog - Previousiy Approved, Ber. Propo'd
~ Recommanded
BRAN - Previously Approved, Hec.
= Bervice Propossd

Btrategic Misalles

Previously Approved

Previously Approved ,
Service Propoged af
Recommanded
POLARIS/POSEIDON
Proviousaly Approved
Barvice Propossd
Recomuended
Other
XC-135 Tanker
Previcualy App., Barvice Proposed
Recomnended
Raconnalasance
RB/Eb=liT - P.A,, 8.F,, Rec,
RC-135 - F.A., B.P., Rec,
8R-~71 - P.,A., B,P., Rec,
PACCS - Previously Approved, HReccomanded
~ Bervice Pooposed
TACAMD (C-130 FQ) - P.A,, RBecomnanded
= Bervice Propoaed
Total (Pricary Forces TOA} Prev Appr
Ber Pro
Rec
Comm, Control, Cosm & Support Bupport
Prav Appr
Barv Pro

Grand Total PA
8/ Iacludes Advanced ICEM 8P
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TIICAL YEART
88 65
70 564
T30 594
&ar 526
=88 872
588 835
586 &M
W -
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3 22
22 b
0 98
0 n
69 T2
69 5h
51 54
1065 %29
1099 1021
1089 954
1348 1272
1709 1887
1709 1887
218 264
259 ol
20 17
127 121
28 24
1 29
2 2
5 8
Likg  hLao2
L8k 5043
(7T .
923 904
g A
5272 5106
ST 5971

8

1041
719
1779

17

23
28

3538

5042
bk

Lllb
97T

28

143

o
38
Lo
298
223

238
F
2754
2256
2630
2591
2548

L
1539

3367
6097
3613
5786

1330



SUMMAKY OF PREVIOUSLY APPROVED (FA)
SERVICE PROPOSED (SP) AND RECOGMMENDED
TOA POR STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FORCES {MLLLION $)

—

FilCalL YEARS

w7 ] ws | v [ e | wn ] n ] TOTALFY INS-TR
Air Defense
Manned Interceptors
E-101 Recommended 97 90 60 i1 L5 us 281
Service Proposed 101 113 108 99 1 102 519
F-102 Recommended & Service Proposed 23 3 - - - - 3
F-104 Recomended 22 8 7 T 1 7 36
Service Proposed 22 8 7 7 T ] 35
7-106 Recommended 122 115 95 95 95 95 Lg5
Service Proposed 122 17 97 a1 9% 137 Sl
F-12 Recommended 10 - - - - - 10
Service Froposed 10 B0 s 583 53 sSu 2153
Air National Guard
F-102 Recommended 104 108 113 121 125 129 592
Service Proposed 106 108 13 121 125 122 589
F-106 Recommended - - - - - - -
Service Proposed - - - - - 2 2
Surface to Alr Missiles
BOMARC Recommended 13 13 13 12 12 11 61
Bervica Proposed 13 13 13 12 12 9 59
Nike-Hercules (Regular) Recommended & 119 123 119 118 1Lk 11k 588
Service Proposed
Nike-Hercules (ARNG) Recommended & Service Proposed 66 66 67 66 &6 66 33
Hawk (Regular) Recommwended & Service Proposed 15 11 10 10 10 10 51
Nike-X Recosmended bhé ho2 299 197 122 100 1120
Service Proposed W6 639 BY7 1575 2037 1900 7028
SAM-D  Recommended - - - - - - -
Service Froposed 20 Th 103 59 300 554 1090
Warning, Control & Surveillance Systemg
Conbat Centers Recommended 13 12 11 11 11 11 57
Service Proposed 13 12 11 1 11 11 56
Direction Centera  Recommended 59 56 51 51 51 51 260
Service Proposed 67 63 5T 56 55 55 286
BICc Recammended 2T 32 22 17 19 19 109
Bervice Propoaed 27 k'3 30 28 28 28 150
SAM Fire Co-ordination Centers RecommendedAServ.Prop. 16 38 47 1k 14 14 127
Burveillance Radars  Recommended 213 22k 213 205 194 201 1057
Service Proposed 2ol 2Lk 211 207 195 190 w0oul
DEW Radars FRecommendad [ b1 L1 [ w0 ho 203
Service Proposed 3% k7 35 35 W 3h 173
AEW Alrcraft, EC 121  Recommended 49 50 49 (] b9 k9 26
Service Proposed 55 57 57 56 55 b 266
AWACB Recommended 3 Ly 85 60 20 - 206
Service Proposed 3 41 185 519 180 ™ 1602
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BUMMARY (coot'd)

FIICAL TEARS

| mr[uuluulnnlmnlunlmﬂlﬂ-'n

Misoile and Space Defenae

SBurveillance and Warning Systems
BMEWS - LTLL Reconmended 59

58 61 55 55 55 284
Service Propoased 59 64 61 56 56 56 293
Bomb Alarm System Recommended & Service Proposed & I L 4 b 4 20
8PASUR Radar Recormended & Service Proposad 1 5 5 5 5 ] 25
Over-the-Horizon (44OL) Recammended 23 28 11 10 a8 8 &8
Service Proposed 24 28 T 8 8 8 59
Bpacetrack Radar Y96L  Recommended kL 29 2T 25 24 28 129
Service Proposed B 29 0 28 28 20 143

{

I

/
Civil Defense Recommended 13 =201 183 157 153 14 838
Service Proposed fi3s 250 33 09 305 296 1495

{
!
Program I1 ¢
i
Bub-Totals FA \ 1757 180T 1628 1ko2 1273 1210 7320
sp ) 1781 2273 3047  Logh  L3B8  L3gl 18193
Roc ! 1731 1769 1627 1381 1253 l2o8 728
Command, Control Communications PA Lés u82 LT0 ek k53 - -
Buppert, Adv. Flying gp . W65 w09 3k s 32T 3T 1692
Training

Grand Total PA 2222 2289 2098 1866 1726 - -
8F } 2oL6 2682 3361 M09 715 LT18 19885





