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ti!MO~UM POll THE P'R!SID!NT 

SUBJECT: JtecOIIDDended FY68-72 Strategic Offensive and Defenlive Forces (tl) 

,, 
l have reviewed our Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces for 

FY68-.72 in preparation for the FY68 budget. The tables on pp. 3-4 aum
aarize our force goals. Detailed force and financial summaries are. 
displayed in the tables attached to thia Memorandum. l recommend that 
ve: 

1. Complete development of and deploy a KIRVed 
POSEIDON, for an incremental $705 million in 
FY68, and $3.3 billion in FY68-72. Plan on a 
total of 31 POSEIDON aubmarines. . . 

2. Maintain 1000 MINUTEMAN missiles, consisting 
by FY72 of 600 KINIJTEMAN lis and 40Q.. Ills, the 
latter with tmproved third atages and Multiple 
Independent Re-entry Vehicles (KlRVs), for 
$1.2 billion in FY6B, $3.6 billion in FY68-72. 

3. Procure area penetration aids for all MINUTEMAN 
and terminal penetration aids for MINUTEMAN I~I, 
at an FY68 investment coat of $55 million and a 
total of $95 million in FY68-72 investment. Com
plete development of POLA!tiS penetration aids and 
preserve a 1970 Operational Availability Date (OAD), 
but disapprove a JCS recommendation for procure
ment in FY68 of penetration ·aids for POLARIS. Pro
curement of these would coat $300 million in in
vestment in FY68-72. 

4. Adopt a 1.5 crew-to-aircraft ratio and a 43% 
alert rate for the strategic bomber force in-
atead of continuation of JCS recommended 1.8 
crew ratio and 53% alert rate; approve in prin
ciple a bomber dispersal plan and an increase in 
the uumber of B-52s per base to 30 Where savings 
will result. The estimated aavings are $100 million 
in FY68, and about $0.5-$1.0 billion in FY6B-72. 

aSupe~~· ..-a dated 
8apta.bar 22, 1966 
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5, Disapprove the JCS recommendation for full acale 
advanced follow-on bomber development in Ft68; dis
approve the JCS recommendation to obtain firm con
tractor proposals for system develo~ent at an PT68 
coat of $40 million: approve, after completion of 
concept formulation, continuing component develop
ment at an PT68 cost of $11 million. Development, 
deployment and 5 year operation of 200 of these 
aircraft would coat about $8,5 billion. 

6, Extend the approved Civil Defense 11r0111ram, at an 
Ft68 cost of $186 million, including $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-12s in FY72 at a FY68 cost of $80 
million and a PT68-72 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-llls and an Airborne 
Warning and Control System (AWACS) • 

B. Continue to develop NIXE-X at an FY68 cost of $420 
million. Disapprove a JCS recommendation to deploy 
a light Nike-X defense against the USSR offensive 
force for a FY72 IOC at an additional FY68 cost of 
$806 million, a total denloyment cost of $10.0 bil
lion and an annual operating cost of $250 to $350 
million. 

9. Approve a JCS recommendation for a new military 
aurvival 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 
Ft68-72 cost of $190 million. Approve the more 
limited, high priority elements of the program at 
an FY68-72 cost of $47 million. 

The financial implication of these recommendations are as follows: 

Prev. App'd 
JCS Prop, 
SecDef Rec. 

Ft67 
7:2 

'--

7.2 
7.1 

' ' 

FY68 
"""'7:6 
1.4 
8.1 

(Billions of Dollars) 
FY69 FY70 FY71 
7:2 """6.3 '4.9 

9.3 10.3 9,8 
8.1 7.0 5.5 

FY72 
5.0 
10.0 
4.8 

Ft68-72 
31.0 
47.8 
33.5 
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I. THE GEN!IW, JruCL!Al!. WAR PROBLEM 

Our strategic nuclear forces ahould deter attack on the U.S. and 
its Allies and, if deterrence fails, limit damage to our aociety and 
those of our Allies. To accomplish these objectives, we design our 
forces around tvo related concepts; Assured Destruction- that is, the 
clear and unmistakable ability to destroy the aocieties of the USSR and/ 
or the Chiaese People's Republic (CPR) even after a surprise attack; and 
Damage Limiting, which entaila the ability to reduce by both offensive 
and defeasive means the damage an enemy can inflict on the u.s. and its 
Allies. · 

Deterrence IIIUBt work over a range of aituations. It 111U8t prevent 
aot only a massive aurprise attack, but also Soviet escalation to gen
eral nuclear war fr0111 local war. The Assured Destruction e&t>ability 
is designed to deter a potential aggressor, even in crisis situations 
when the alternatives to initiating nuclear war eight otherwise lead 
him to go to war. 

The Soviets seem to viev our forces, as we do theirs, aa a potential 
first strike threat, The recent deployment of the new, relatively small 

reflect their concern to protect their 
strategic: offensive forces against a u.s. first strike. Our force struc
ture planning should take account of the interactions implied by their 
interest ia having a protected retaliatory force. 

Three broadly different posture alternatives are available. Pirst, 
ve could seek only an Assured Destruction capability (although we would 
in any case achieve a substantial Damage-Limitin~ e&t>ability in the 
process of building an Assured Destruction cat>ability). Second, we 
might add a light 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. fatalities very lov against the heaviest possible Soviet 
attack, and regardless of Soviet force structure responses. 

Plainly, we must and will maintain whatever forces are needed to 
meet the Assured Destruction objective, while keeping flexibility to 
meet unpredictable changes in the threat. Under the second option, we 
would choose Damage Limiting programs that insure against the failure 
of deterrence under many, but aot all, circumstances. The third al
ternative is certain to be very expensive. Moreover, because its rigid 
objective is probably infeasible, I reject this option. 

5 
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~elative U.S.-USSR Strategic Capabilities. The following table 
compares estimated Soviet strategic offensive forces with those of 
forces the U.S. programmed for the aame years. 

U,S, VB SOVIET STRATEGIC NUCLEAR FORCES ~/ 

1966 1968 
u.s. USSR u.s. USSR 

.ICBMs ~_/ 
Soft Launchers 0 0 
Rard Launchers 934 1054 
Mobile 0 0 

TOTAL 934 lo54 

MRliRBMs 
Soft Launchers 0 0 
Bard Launchers 0 0 
Mobile 0 ~ 

TOTAL --0 0 

SLBM lnventon: 
Launchers 512 656 

,Bombers and Tankers s.l 
Heavy 600 510 
Medium 80 76 
Tankers 620 620 

TOTAL 'i3oO ·~- 1206 

a/ From National lntelli~ence Estimates and 
-- National Intelligence Projections for 

Planning (NIPP) • 

1~71 
u.s. ~ 

0 
1045 

0 
lo45 

0 
0 
0 

--0 

656 

255 
210 
620 

loBs 

b/ Excludes test range launchers, havin~ some opera
- tional capability, of which the Soviets are esti-

mated to have · in mid-1966, · in mid-1968, 
and in mid-1971. 

c/ We estimate that the Soviets could send somewhat 
- over heavy bombers and no medium bombers over 

the continental United States on two-vay misaions. 
U.S • .adium bombers are FB-llls in 197~, with ranRe 
and payload markedly greater than those of the Soviet 
.adi\1111 bombers. 
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In addition to the offensive forces shown, tvo relatively large
lcale Soviet defensive progr£mB 

The CPR Nuclear Threat. The earliest operational Chinese ICBM is 
not likely to appear till the mid-l970s. Given the utility to the CPR 
of being able to threaten her neighbors and U.S. far Easterr. bases, it 
seema likely that the Chinese would try first to develop and deploy an 
MR!M, Indeed, 1ome test firin~s of .edium range missiles have been in 
progress over the past several years. 

As a force to retaliate for a [.S. atrike aga:nst the 
CPR, bovever, this rystem is vulnerable, since 

7 
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The CPR also bas 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 undertake the costly develop
ment of a long range bomber to attack CONUS. 

II. ADEQUACY OF THE PROGRAMMED OFFENSIVE FORCES FOR ASSURED DESTRUCTION 

Against the Expected Threat. Our Assured Destruction capabilities 
baaed on programs approved last year or on the programs I am now recom
mending can survive a well-coordinated Soviet •urprise attack, even if 
the Soviets used all their available •trategic offensive forces against 
our own. 

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

Miuiles 
Number of Weapons 
Megatons (MT) 
1 Ml' Equivalent 

Weapons 

Bomber Weapons 
Number of Weapons 
Megatons 
1 MT Equivalent 

Weapons 

Previously 
Programmed Forces 

Total Expected Surviv. 
Forces Reliable Forces 

Recommended Forces 
TotaJ Expected Surviv. 
Forces Reliable Forces 

As shown, even after a •urprise Soviet first strike, •ome 
equivalent 1 MT U.S. weapons could be reliably launched against the USSR. 
by either the programmed or recommended forces. 

8 
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SOVIET POPULATION AND INDUSTRY DESTROYED (1972) 
(Assumed 1972 Total Po~ulation of 247 ~illion; Urban 

Po~ulation of 130 ~llion) 

One Megaton 
Delivered 
Warheads 

100 
200 
400 
800 

1,200 
1,600 

Population 
Urban 

Percent Millions 

Fatalities 
Total 

Percent Millions 

Percent 
Ind. Ca~. 
Destroyed 

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 
ita Allies. Even if the Leningrad associated sites are an effective 
ballistic missile defense, or if the Moscow defense were de~loyed at 
other cities as well, the programmed U.S. missile force, with the pene
tration aid program of this and ~rior years, could inflict more than 
35% fatalities after a surprise attack in 1972. 

Although the Chinese may attain the ca~ability to threaten U.S. 
bases and Asian neighbors, the CPR nuclear forceR, between now and 1972, 
will not pose a threat either to U.S. retaliatory ea~ahility 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 society would not be 
an a~ro~riate response, Rather, selective attacks on governmental, 
military, or industrial targets would be called for. 

Nevertheless, since 1 MT warheads denotated over 
CPR cities would destroy half of China's urban po~ulation 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 imoortant, these forces 
give us an Assured Destruction capability against the Soviet Unition during 
the execution of limited nuclear attacks on China. 

Against Righer-Than-Ezpected Threats. We cannot now be sure that 
the USSR would not de~loy a very heavy ABM in the FY68-72 time period. 
The effect of adding a very extensive Soviet ABM (which would cost them 
the equivalent of $25 billion over a five year ~eriod) is summarized 
GD the following page: 

9 
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.Soviet ABM 
Reliable Area Interceptors 
Reliable Terminal Interceptors 

Percent Soviet Fatalities Inflicted by 
Recommended U.S. Missile Forces 

Boveaber 9, 1966 

Thia illustration ahowa that the procurement of POSEIDON to replace 
POLAlUS A-3 on 31 ~iating SSBNs cd of MINUTEMAN uin-
tains our Assured Destruction capability at an adequate level. I am 
recommending that ve include both these meaaurea in the ciasile force, 

Against a strong Soviet miaaile force with accurate MIRV but in the 
absence of Cl extensive ABM the Assured Destruction capability of the 
recommended missile force would not fall below In fact, our sea-
baaed forces alone could inflict •atalitiea against auch a Soviet 
threat. 

The worst cue against which ve might have to hedge - unlikely, but 
possible in the early 1970s - is one in which the Soviets deployed 

The Soviet AIIM 
could destroy our offensive re-entry vehicles directly, cd alao force 
us to equip miasiles.vith penetration aids at the expense of lethal pay
load, The Soviets might also defend preferentially, protecting aome 
targets with more interceptors than expected, thus complicating our tar
sating problem. 

Each is assumed to carry MIRV with a yield of 
per re-entry vehicle, with a CEP of in PY 1971 and 

thereafter. Against the combined threat with both the 

cd the recommended force therefore would include 31 SSDNs 
converted to 
aa well aa the other elements of the previously approved missile force. 
If the Soviets do not employ sophisticated tactics auch as preferential 
defense, the Soviet fatalities that could be inflicted by the recommended 
aiasile force against the combined threat are as follows: 

Soviet Fatalities 

10 



l. 

( 

lecord of Decilion Rovember 9, 1966 

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 
.uch forces, that they do not warrant taking now any actions in addition 
to those included in the recommended U.S. force. I will, however, dis
cuss below aome available hedging actions for our missile force. In 
any case, even against the most extrer.te threat, the combined Assured 
Destruction capability of the Recommended U.S. Missile Force and the 
Programmed Bomber Force is clearly adequate, and would amount to over 
35% 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 incremental 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, as a Soviet planner might do, this Soviet missile 
force with only these SLBMs, and the older missiles would inflict 
less than 10% fatalities on the U.S. after· a pre-emptive strike by pro
grammed U.S. forces. If 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
bility to the very accurate programmed U.S. offensive forces, by ex
pensive measures such as further dispersal of missile payload, 

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

Of course, ·the Soviets could increase their strategic budget. But 
ve can, in planning our forces, foreclose any aeemingly "easy" and cheap 
paths to their achievement of a aatisfactory Assured Destruction capa
bility and a satisfactory Damage Limiting capability at the same time. 

Ill. MISSILE HEDGES AGAINST A SOVIET MIRV-ABM THREAT 

If it became desirable to aupplement our planned strategic offensive 
forces, we could either (1) add hard, fixed-based missiles - auch as an 
undefended advanced ICBM - with relatively low cost per unit of alert 
payload in inventory, but high coat per unit of payload surviving an 
attack; or (2) add aea or land-based mobile systems or fixed-site mis
ailee with hard point defense, all of which have relatively high costs 
per unit of alert payload in inventory, but are relatively tnaensitive 
to the Soviet offensive threat. 

11 
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This distinction is illustrated 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 10% 
damage on U.S. land-based forces and the high attack inflicts 90% damage. 

TEN-YEAR COSTS PER THOUSAND POUNDS OF PAYLOAD 
(Millions of Dollars) 

Reliable and Surviving 

MINUTIIKAN II 
POLARIS A-3 

In The 
Inventory 

On Alert & 
Reliable 

Low Soviet 
Attack 

High Soviet 
Attack 

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. If long 
lead time itema were ~itched from the SSN to the SSBN programs in FY67, 
10 new POSEIDON submarines could be constructed and delivered, 5 each 
in FY71 and FY72, at $1.46 billion in FY6B and $2.4 billion in FY6B-72. 

2. Advanced ICBM: We are studying new ICBMs of increased 
payload, including basing schemes to protect them against the MIRV threat. 
These studies are essential to determining the utility of an advanced 
ICBM as part of the force mix. Definitive rresults are not expected in 
t:lme 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 coat $1.8 billion to develop and $15 million per missile to 
deploy. Annual operating costa for 300 missiles would be about 
thousand per missile, including flight testing. Ten year coats of a 
.obile or defended ICBM might be approximately twice as hi~h. 

3. Interim MINUTEMAN Defense: Although hard point ballistic 
missile defenses would be intended for an advanced ICBM, they could be 
deployed aa an inter:lm measure in FY71 or FY72 to Jtrotect MINUTEMAN, if 
the extreme Soviet threat appeared. For $240 million in FY67-68 NIKE-X 
production funds, MINUTEMAN could be defended on the following schedule: 

MINtn'EMAN Squadrons with Term1nal Defense 
SPRINT Interceptors 
ZEUS Interceptors 

The ?!68-72 coats of this defense would be aJIJtroximately $5.3 billion, 
and the defenses could also be useful for an Advanced ICBM. 

12 
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4. Ba11iatie Missile Ships (BMS): A ballistic:. aieaile ahip 
vas studied extensively in eonneetion with various proposals for an 
Allied Nuelear Foree. Built to look like a merehant vessel, aueh a 
ahip would rely on deeeption, &peed, or fleet defense for proteetion. 
The vulnerability of this 8J&tem !s, of eourse, the prineipal reserva
tion. Long lead t:lme funding of acme $86 million would maintain the 
option of proeuring ballistic:. missile ahips on the same aehedule as 
that of new POSEIDON submarines. If the option were exereised, 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 1s for POSEIDON missiles, vbieh eould 
be later used in POSEIDON submarines. 

I believe that it' is not neeessary to eommit ourselves now to ex
ereizing our options on any of these hedges. 

IV. THE MANNED BOMBER PORCE 

Strategic:. bombers might be called on in the future to support eon
ventional operations on a mueh wider seale than they are doing now in 
Southeast Asia, Moreover, the Assured Destruction eapability of our 
strategic:. missile foree will almpst eertainly deter the Soviets from 
a surprise attaek exeept, perhaps, in an extreme erisis or an escalating 
war. In these eases we would have received sufficient warning to put 
the strategic bomber force on high alert. Our bombers should therefore 
be primarily designed for such situations, rath~r than for all-out im
mediate uae in spasm 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 needed 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 erew ratio. At this 
rate, our alert bombers eould deliver more than 1 MT equivalents 
against present Soviet defenses, and against the projected, improved 
FY71 defenses. Location in the interior of the U.S. is desirable, where 
auitsble bases exist, to protect against a future sea-launched missile 
threat, In general, B-52s ahould have the ability to diperae 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 eoneepts. 

Sueh operating adjustments will provide a large enough aurviving 
bomber fleet to meet the entire Assured Destruction payload requirement, 
vill aave $200-400 million ennually, and will probably make it possible 
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to extend the B-52 G/H's life to FY77 without additinnal modification. 
This will allow an added margin of safety in the timing of some of our 
strategic missile development and procurement decisions. 

V. STRATU.IC FORCES M'D DAl!AGE Lil!ITINr. 

Damage Limiting.forces, unlike those for AsRured De~truction, 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 
reactions for our own choices of Damage Limitin~ forces must also be 
taken into account. 

Evaluation of Damage Limiting Programs Against the Soviet Threat. 
So long as we have secure retaliatory forces, any kind of nuclear war 
with the Soviets is unlikely. Of the ways in which one might start, a 
surprise attack in normal times is especially unlikely; it would be 
much more likely to arise from a crisis or limited war, giving both 
aides 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 non-alert ICBMs) going to urban targets. The Soviets 
might not allocate any ICBMs 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. cities. after a U.S. counter-military response. 

3, A U.S. pre-emptive, counter-military strike in which Soviet 
ballistic missiles are assumed to ride out the u.s. ballistic missile 
attack, and Soviet bombers are launched with tactical warning. This ease 
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1a used u an example of a calculation the Soviets might make to test their 
Assured Destruction capability. The U.S. fatalities in an all-out counter
urban atrike by the Soviets are ahown in the table below. 

The Soviet damage potential against the U.S. in three kinds of var 
1a depicted, with the Soviet threat in 1976 assumed to consist of 
lCBMs, aubmarine launched missiles, and heavy bombers. 

UNITED STATES FATALITIES 

u.s. Comb. Military- Withheld Urban Attack 
Urban Attack "Co,.-:.1=-ls"'t"'e!:r:.::a'=l~Rem~!!!a!.,i,-!n~i~n~g:::,U;;.r..,b-. 

--~B~y~US~S~R~ ___ Fatalities Damage Potent. 
Pre-emptive 

Strike 

1971 ·u.s. Approved 
Program 

1976 
---u;-S • Approved 

Program Extended 

Two factors tend to decrease U.S. fatalities between 1971 and 1976: 
the gradual decline in the Soviet bomber threat, and improved U.S. counter
military capabilities. Without programmed u.s. defenses, however, the 
USSR's damage potential could be over 100 million (50%) U.S. fatalities 
in a mixed Soviet attack. 

We have also analyzed the effects if the U.S. initiated either of 
tvo balanced Damage Limiting programs, usuming at this point that ve 
evoked no response from the USSR except for provision of penetration 
aida for projected Soviet missiles. (Soviet responses are considered 
below.) Posture A includes NIKE-X with a limited Sprint defense at 
cities, an improved bomber defense using F-llls, and ~panded civil de-
fense. Posture B includes a heavy Sprint defense of cities. In-
cremental expenditures for these postures, measured from the Approved 
Progr~ as a base, are ahown in the following table. 

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE DEFENSE POSTURES (In $ Billions) 

Civil Defense 
lflXI!-X 
Air Defense 

TOTAL 

Approved Program 
Level-off 

Dev+Inv Annual 
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The table below compares the performance of the Approved Program with 
that of Poatures A and B. 

UNITED STATES FATALITIES IN 1976 

Combined Mil 
Urban Attack 

Appr Prog (extended) 
Posture A 
Posture B 

Withheld 
Collateral 
Fatalities 

Urban Attack 
Remaining Urb. 
Damage Potent. 

u.s. 
Pre-emptive 

Strike 

The higher fatality estimates ahov the Soviet damage potential in a 
well-coordinated mixed Soviet attack, the urban portion of which is de
aigned to maximize fatalities. The ranges reflect variations in Soviet 
allocations between counter-military and counter-urban attacks, in the 
apecific targets chosen, in the technological sophistication of Soviet 
penetration aids, in the extent of errors or lack of intelliRence 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 light 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 is 
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 capability, 
exert,pressure on the Soviets to protect their retaliatory forces. The 
effect of U,S, defensive measures - aay, an AD~! - on the Soviets, almost 
aurely, 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
liance of SLBMs. The long term viability of these ~easures, and their 
implications for ASW force requirements are under atudy. 

The following table ahows the results if the Soviets choose to re
atore their Assured Destruction capability against v.s. ~ge Limiting 
Poaturea A and B; , possible 
Soviet land-baaed responses are aaaumed. The assumed reaponae to Posture 
A ia procurement of large mobile missiles at a 10 year cost of about 
$10 billion; to Posture B, missiles at a cost of about $20 billion. 
Jesults of equal expenditures on defended missiles would be aimilar. 
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A-3 boata. Only an unexpe~tedly aerious Soviet ASW threat that vould re
quire dispersal of our for~es on a larger number of SSBNs ~ould ~hange 
this, Disposition of the last 10 submarines, whi~h ~annot e~onomically 
be ~onverted to POSEIDON, need not be de~ided now. We are also atudying 
the option to deploy new POSEIDON aubmarines after the last ~onversion 
of the 31 now planned. 

We plan on an operational availability date (OAD) in 1970 for the 
POSEIDON missile ~arrying Mark-3 re-entry aystems. I am tentatively 
re~ommending an all-MK-3 POSEIDON force for maximum effe~tiveness against 
atrong ABM defenses. However, a capability to deploy a ·on 
POSEIDON will be preserved, and possible Hark-3 mixes will be re-
evaluated yearly as new estimates of the Soviet ABM are made. The total 
FY68 ~oat of the POSEIDON program is $705 million; and the PY68-72 R&D, 
investment, and operating ~oats are $3.3 million. 

Last year I ~ommented on aome of the ~ommand and ~ontrol vulnera
bilities of the FBM for~e. To solve these problems, at least for the 
next few years, I have approved the TACAMO radio relay aircraft program, 
which has the ability to maintain one aircraft ~ontinuously airborne in 
the Atlantic and one in the Pacific. 

MINUTEMAN. I have approved ·the inclusion in the MINUTEMAN Ill pro
gram of an improved third stage, increasing MINUTEMAN Ill payload by 

at an additional PY67-72 cost of $400 million. When MINUTEMAN 
Ill becomes operational, there will already be 600 MINUTEMAN lls in the 
force. Rather than replace these with MINUTEMAN Ills prior to the com
pletion of the Foree Modernization Program in early 1972, ve will take 
as a tentative planning objective a force consisting of 600 MINUTEMAN 
II and 400 MINUTEMAN Ill. 

Since all 600 MINUTEMAN lis will be available by July 1969, I am 
also recommending a rate of per month, 
which will lead to the complete repla~ement of all Mark-llAs by end 
PT70, The production rate ahould be set for PY68 to pro-
Yide for each MINUTEMAN Ill aa it becomes operational. 

By buying full complements of warheads and de
coys nov, ve will maintain the flexibility to tailor MINUTEMAN Ill re
entry packages to Soviet defenses and target systems. In succeeding 
years ve will adjust production quantities to avoid having eseess re
entry systems. 

To free our Assured Destruction capability from a long term depend
ence on terminal decoys, I am also approving development of a small re
entry vehicle, called the Mark-18, for MINUTEMAN at an PY68 cost of 
$25.6 million and an FY68-72 development cost of $288 million to a~hieve 
an IOC by end FY71. 
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TITAN_. As newer missiles phBse into the forcr., TIT A!': 11 will lose 
its unique advanta~es. While remainin~ ex~ensivc to oper~te. The end 
FY66 TITAN II inventory can support a follow-on test (FOT) pro~ra~ of 
6 launches per year without cuttin~ into thP oneratio~al force until 
the end of FY7Cl, at Which tir.~e it uoulr' he necessarv to nh:tse drnm 
approximately one squaclron per year. I recommend that the $18 million 
in FY67 funds for G new TITANs not be rcleaseu. 

Missile Flight Test Programs. ~1e have re-examined our ballistic 
missile fli~ht test programs, with two major conclusions: 

The number of missiles in operational fli~ht 
tests (OT) should be determined on the basis 
of the number of si~ificantly different mis
sile configurations, rather than as a fixed 
percentage of the total force. 

FOTs should be viewed as providinr, data for 
updating our estimates. 

These considerations suggest an optimum OT rate of anproximately 
launches per configuration, and an FOT rate of per confi~uration per 
year, yielding savings of approximately $330 million durinr, FY66-71, 
without appreciable loss to our knowleclge of systerns effectiveness, cam
pared with the previously approved prof!:ral" .• 

Strategic Bomber Forces. A study of B-52r./H lifetime based on the 
recommended lower crew ratio and conRiderinr possible modifications, 
suggests that our B-52s will be able to operate effectively even after 
1975 against projected or even better-than-expected Sovi.et air defenses. 
Therefore, I do not believe that an Al'ISA development !'rop;ram 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, 
I have started concept formulation to define and evaluate a auitable bomber 
design. 

I recommend that 3 squadrons of HOUND-DOG A be retired in FY67, and 
the remaining 6 squadrons in FY68; HOUN~nor, B should be retained pending 
the outcome of the Terrain Matching Guidance (T'ERCOM) development proF.ram. 
This pro~ram will maintain enough HOUND-DOGs for their SlOP mission, pri
marily to attack area bomber defenses and lower-priority airfields, while 
resulting in FY67-71 savings of approximately $30 million. 

The recommended strategic bomb inventory for the B-52 and FB-111 
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-SlOP nuclear operations without 
compromise of SlOP loadings. Maintenance of additional weapons stocks 
above this level ia no longer warranted. 

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

Radars 
TACHAR Radars 
•fAR Radars 
VHF Radars 
Missile Site Radars 

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

Limited Defense Posture 
No. of Units $ Billions 

Heavy 'Oefense 
No. of Units $ Billions 

A system designed against the early CPP threat and providin~ only 
an area defense covering the entire CONUS would consist of 4 VBF 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 RDT&E costs). 

A defense designed against the early CPR threat could have an ini
tial operational capability about 4 1/2 years after a deoloyment decision 
and be completely in place between one to two years later. Civen our 
estimates of the likely development of thP. CPR threat, the decision to 
deploy this system against this threat can be safely deferred even if we 
vere to match our deployment to the IOC of a Chinese ICIItl. 
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In view of the uncertainty of Soviet targeting and force structure 
response, and given the substantial cost and rP.lative ineffectiveness 
of either Posture A or Posture D, I disannrove the JCS recommendation 
to deploy NIKE-X for a FY72 IOC, 

.Deployment of a New ~lannt!d Interceptor. ThE' Soviet A would prohahly 
use their bombers primArily in attacks on urhan areas rAther than on 
time-urr,ent military tar~ets, since the tirnP. to reach target is so much 
longer for bombers than for ballistic missiles. Therefore, air de~ense 
is an iMportant component of a D~a~e Limiting posturP., 

The F·l2 and F-111 interce!'tors, ertuippP.d >>ith the il'!l"roved 
fir!! control anrl missilP. 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 
attac~~. operating independently of a vulnerahle fixed ground environment, 
and dealing with bombers attackinp: at low-altitude or carrying air-to
surface missiles. 

With strategic warnin~ we estimate that 32 UE F-12s or 48 UE strP.tched 
F-lllAs 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 suhstantially more efficient 
than the F-12s apainst the currently pro1ected threat. Supplementary cal
culations indicate that it is comparable in efficiency to the F-12 force 
against possible future threats. 

The 48 UE F-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, ~round 
support equipment, spares, and personnel to support the F-111 tum-around 
at the recycle bases. With 42 AWACS aircraft to provide airborne control, 
ve could reduce the present ground environment, retainin~ only enough 
radars and BUIC centers for peacetime control. 

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

Given the advantage of the F-111 inte.rceptors·- an aircraft already 
in long term production - and in the absence of a decision to deploy NIKE-X, 
the decision to modernize our air defense structure can be deferred for one 
year. 
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1be F-12 development program will be reoriented in FY67 and FY68 
to include further design studies for the F-111 interceptor, cost studies, 
and adaptation of the Navy AWG-9 fire control system for ADC use, using 
the YF-12 as a test bed. 1be AWACS development program which supports 
both tactical and CONUS defense missions, will be continued as a 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. 
1bese efforts will define a building block approach to the system, and 
reduce costs. At this stage of development, s 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 shelters in new non-federal 
public and private construction in addition to the shelters resulting 
from the present shelter survey and stocking program, but no 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 shelters and limits on the movement of population. 

1be Approved Program extended to 1976 would cost $1.5 billion. Last 
year ve began a one year, $10 million experimental program to evaluate 
shelter development in new construction. 1bis program would give us 
information on the feasibility of incorporating dual purpose shelters in 
new construction, and on the necessary incentive schemes to stimulate 
shelter development. Although this proposal vas not approved by the 
Congress, continued study indicates that such a program would provide for 
an efficient, controlled Expanded Civil Defen~e 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 is presently estimated that for $800 million 
ve could add 50 million useful spaces, and save an additional 3 to 4% 
of our population over the approved program. An additional $1 billion 
spent on special purpose shelter construction, to meet the res~dual 
deficit, would save less than one percent of the population, and would 
not be warranted. 

1966 
1971 
1976 

Approved Program 

Number of 
Shelter Spaces 

In Millions 
140 
230 
280 

Percent of 
Population With 

Protection Factor 
of 40% or more ~/ 

35% 
64% 
67% 

!.1 1be protection factor is the 
radiation doae is reduced by 
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Expanded Program 

Nud>er of 
Shelter Spaces 

In Millions 
N.A. 
240 
330 

Percent of 
Population With 

Protection Factor 
of 40% or more !.1 

N.A. 
70% 
88% 

factor by which the outside 
tbe shelter. 
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Accordingly; I am recommendin~ $186.3 million for the FY68 Civil 
Defense program to include $10 million for an experimental ahelte~ de
velopment 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 • 

Militan Survival Measures. This year ve are introducing a new pro
sram to improve the fallout protection of our CONUS based military forces. 
Apart from providing personnel shelter to our Armed Forces as part of our 
seneral Civil Defense effort to shelter our citizens, our military organ
ization would be an important national resource after a nuclear exchange. 
Survivins forces could be called on to prosecute conflicts after an initial 
exchange and to assist in the national 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 
ahelter resources at an FY68 cost of $9 million and an FY68-72 cost of 
$47 million. The program that I am recommending will make maximum use 
of dual-purpose fallout shelters in existing buildings and new construction; 
it allova for dispersal of units and provides for construction of a limited 
number of special purpose shelters where dual-purpose shelter is unavailable. 
Most of the Service proposed construction of special purpose shelter is ex
cluded. This will achieve about 3/4 of the service proposed increase in 
aurvival rates at about 1/4 of the cost of the Service recommended programs. 
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE DRA1'X MEMClRAND!JM TO THE PRESIDENT ON STRATEGIC 
OFFENSIVE AND DEFENSIVE FORCES 

I. POSEIDON Deployment. 

As the following arguments show, a pure POSEIDON force is more effec
tive per dollar than a mixed force of POSEIDON and POLARIS A-3. Damage 
Limiting considerations and the possibility of a POSEIDON payload con-
sisting 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 warhead, re-entry vehicle, and MIRV technology 
available for POSEIDON compared to the A-3, the lllargin of POSEIDON capa
bility is greater. The POSEIDON bas 

The ten year recurring costs of an A-3 submarine are approximately 
$240 million. For 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 a new POSEIDON 
submarine, 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 3l submarines the new construction cost 
would be relevant. However, disposition of these last ten submarines 
need not be decided now. 

Thus the cost of converting a submarine 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 a Soviet missile defense. To inflict 30 percent Soviet 
fatalities from a condition of normal alert through a defense that cannot 
discriminate penetration aids, which is the most favorable case for 
POLARIS A-3 requires: 
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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 absence of ballistic missile defenses. ~is 

year we have re-evaluated the desirable mix of characteristics of the 
MINUrEMAN 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 small 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 
6oo MINUTEMAN II/400 MINUTEMAN III at February 1972, and all new MINU1EMAN 
boosters after MINUTEMAN III roc should carry the improved third stage. 
Very soon thereafter it wi+l probably be necessary to replace the earliest 
MINUTEMAN II missiles because of their age. At that time they can be re
~laced by MINUTEMAN III if it is desired. 
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c. Re-entry Vehicles 

Tb~ production of will be 
for each MINUTEMAN III. 

tained until FY 1969, 

geared initially to make available 
This initial rate will be main-

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 MINUTEVJUj 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 ICBMs, 
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 Mih'U~~ 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. 
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rv, Ti te..'l Force Posture 

At the present the 54 U,E, TITAJi II missiles make a unique ccr.tribu-
ticn to cur ballistic missile force, Their allows the:: to be 
prcgr~ed against target complexes consisting of several scf" targe~s, 
in such a 'Wa::f that as ma..'lY as l'.IliUTEI'.AJi or POLARIS missiles are re-
leased fer ether tasks; their long range (6,100 n.mi,) allows the:: to 
rea~h targets cut of the range of l'.IllUEl'.AJI, However, "i th the introduc
tior. of Y.DfUTEl'.AJ'' III-KIRV in 1969 the high TIWi II target-t.o-weapc:-. 
ratio 1;ill no longer be unique; and the need fer TITANs to rea~h very dis
tant targets will diminish 
as POSEIDOli, 
and as l'JNUTI::l'AN III •1-th the e.bili ty to ranges •·itr, 
reduced p~·lcac become available. Toe TIWi is very to operat.e 
(at least $.6 millicr. per missile pe::- year and probably close:- to $1 million, 
when indi.rect costs of this very s:r.c..ll force are considered). Consequentl:o, 
no oew TII?Ji boosters should be procured in FY 1967 for follc•-on tests 
(FO'Is), e.t an FY 1967 savings of $19 Itillion, and the recu:-ring e.n:: other 
investment not needed if the force is to be phe.sed do•-:: in the early 1970s. 
Operating the TITPJ; II force •~thin the prese~t inventory ~~11 res~: in 
no deg:-a:.e-:ion until the end of IT 197:~, a.fter .... -t.icl: a:ppro~e.tely o:;e 
squadron (9 missiles) per year w'~J..l be phased dc•-r•, in part to p::-ovide 
missiles fer FOTS. 

V. Strategic Bomber Forces 

a. qpere.tion of the Presently Prcgr~ed Force 

Toe costs of operating the p~ogre~ed boffi~er force are ~~:tions of 
t ·oe c~.e·• to "'~r_ ....... .,~- r"'-..~0 (c-e·· -a-~~).,,...,:. •ht::. .,~.,.. ... .,...,of'- a::::c:.-i---.~..: ~~·be.« 

- Q.-. ,_,.c;........,. .......... ... ., ... ..... -,g..,._.., __ c;....o.. ................ '""--e.---- r-- --· 

The ne>:': te.ble sho•·s the five year costs for the B-52 G/H flee-: an: 2lC· ::=-llls 
fer va.:-io-..:.s ere-..; ratios, alert re.tes, e.:d. e.ir:re.f't pe:- be.se. Ea:t cf tbese 
h.e.s a disperse..l capability e.nG eac:: ass~es a ere·.; vork wee!. of 74 bc·.:.rs :.o 
achieve the indicated alert rate.~1 

Tcis is the length of the current work week for SAC crews, Ttes worY. 
wee!'. includes abou-;, 14 hours of non-alert duties e.nd scoe hours aslee;:o 
at alert buildings. 
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FIVE lEAR RECURRING COOTS, 255 B-52 G/Hs AND 210 FB-llls FOR 
VARIOOS CREW RATIOS AND BASE EQUIPAGE 

(Dollars in Billions) 

6 

Number of Aircraft Per Base 

Crew Ratio Alert Rate 15 20 

Dispersal. ~e Air Force has proposed a plan for dispersal during 
periods of tension. The cost of this capability is relatively very low, 
ranging from $ll.O to $15.0 million five year costs. 

The next table below shows the number of strike teams (one bomber 
and one tanker) which survive &D ICBM attack with and without dispersal 
after various amounts of strategic warning followed by tactical warning 
from the ballistic missile early warning system (BMEWS). In all cases, 
it is assumed that all dispersal bases are targeted. It is evident that 
survivability is ~bstantially enhanced, about ~ at the longest warning 
time, by dispersing the aircraft. Dispersal can be achieved at all crew 
ratios shown in the previous table. 

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

Without Dispersal 

With Dispersal 

BMEWS 
Only 

10 Hrs + 
BMEWS 

20 Hrs + 
BMFNS 

30 Hrs + 
BMEWS 

40 Hrs • 
BMEWS 

In the early to middle J.970s the Soviets may present an effective sea 
launched missile threat with longer range missiles and a higher number of 
routinely deployed submarines than is presently the case. This threat can 
be countered, however, by basing the bomber force on interior bases, i.e., 
those located generally in the Central u.s. Such basing with a dispersal 
capability can provide nearly 100 percent survivability tor the generated 
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bomber force in an attack by the projected sea launched missile threat. 
In the event of deployment of a longer-range Soviet StEM, tactical warning 
could be provided to protect bombers at interior bases. 

This discussion of basing options leads to three clear conclusions: 
(l) dispersal capabilities should be developed as soon as practicable for 
the B-52 G/H fleet and for the FB-111 fleet as it comes into the inventory. 
Large survivability payoffs result and the five year costs are relatively 
very low; (2) a longer term objective should be to relocate the strategic 
bomber fleet at interior bases, where existing interior bases are available. 
This would result in interior basing with dispersal by the early 1970s, 
which is as early as significant Soviet sea based capabilities are now pro
jected; and (3) the B-52 G/H and FB-llls should be based 30 per home base. 

Cre~ Ratios, B-52 Life, and Alert Rates. Tbe B-52s of all series have 
bad structural problems that arose for a number of reasons: age, operation 
outside their design envelope {low-level flight), and clear air turbulence 
a phenanenon 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
ample, under the usage previously predicted by SAC, it is estimated that the 
wing of the G-H series will last 25 years. It is currently estimated that 
the present modifications will extend the life of other parts 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 past 1975 by continuing modifications 
similar to the type implemented in the past. Decreasing the crew ratio would 
help extend their life, 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 a crew to aircraft ratio of which permits about percent 
alert rate at the current SAC crew work week of about 74 hours. 

Tbe 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 1> OF mE B-52 G/H FORCE FOR VARICXJS CREW 
TO AIR CRAP"!' RATIOS AND CREW WORK WEEKS: . DATE OF ACCUMUlATION OF 

5500 HOURS PER B-52 G/H FOR VARIOUS CREW RATIOS 

CREW WORK WEEK 

CREW RATIO 50 HRS 60 HRS 70 HRS 74 HRS 80 HRS 

DATE OF 
ACCUMULATION 
OF 5500 HRS/ 
B-52 G/H 

As shown in the following table 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, 

AIRCRAP"l' DELIVERABLE SURVIVING RELIABLE PENETRATING ONE MEGATON 
EQUIVALENTS IN RETALIATION, FOR VARIOUS BOMBER CREW TO AIRCRAFT 

RATIOS AND CREW WORK WEEKS 

FB-111/B-52 G/H 
Crew Ratio 50 Hrs 60 Hrs 70 Hrs 74 Hrs 

It is evident that an analysis based on alert rates only (planning 

So Hrs 

for a "one dey" war) cannot justify crew ratios in excess of ; however, 
"planning for a one dey w&f 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 a high level 
of dispersal and alert of part of the bomber force, If crew ratios were 
once reduced, it would probably take several years to build up and retrain 
additional crews. Before the developnent of an ICBM threat and the main-
tenance of a 15 minute alert posture, SAC operated at a crew ratio, 
A crew ratio of is sufficient to maintain the maximum number of conventional 
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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 
next table shows the percent of Soviet fatalities that could be inflicted 
by the alert bomber force if both the B-52 G/Hs and the FB-llls were 
maintained at a crew ratio of • 

Percent Soviet 
fatalities 

50 Hours 
Crew Work Week 

60 Hours 70 Hours 74 Hours 80 Hours 

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-llls 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 l 
support an alert rate of ) • It may, however, 
be desirable to reduce both the work week and the alert rate. crew 
ratio provides a B-52 G/H life 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. Tbe 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
nificantly past 1975, and that significant and greater-than-expected im
provements in Soviet air defenses will be required to degrade the penetratior 
capability of a B-52/FB-111 force to the point of ineffectiveness in the 
role assigned to the bombers. Therefore I do not believe that developement 
of an AMSA must be geared to an IOC 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 bomber will be 
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called on to tultill in the future. It is presently estimated that the 
time tram start of Contract Definition to IOC would be on the order of 7~ 
~ars tor an advanced bomber. Jn order to reduce this long lead time if 
this should appear desirable in the fUture, a special competitive advanced 
development contract formulation stage bas been recommended at an FY 68 
cost of $34 million. A more detailed description of this development 
program appears in T1fY BDT&E memorandum. 

d. Hound-Dog 

The present Hound-Dog missile, with a CEP that may exceed 
and a low reliability, is a weapon of very little utility in the present 
SIOP. Until its accuracy is improved its use is incompatible 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 tor 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 tbe B-52 
G and H. Instead of this program, the Secretary of Defense bas recamnended 
that three squadrons · ot Hound-Dog A be phased out in FY 1967, 

that the remaining six squadrons be phased out in FY 1968, and that the Hotiod
Dog B be retained. pending 
This phase down will retain enough Hound-Dogs for their primary SlOP. 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 w1l1 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"requirements for support of whatever 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 
ot the ~111 force · 

' plus 55 for reconnaissance support. The remaining Bo 
tankers will be earmarked for Tactical Air Command. 
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VI. New Manned Interceptor 

The Soviet attack patterns in the calculations of Damage Limiting 
effectiveness have assumed that the Soviets would use their bomber force 
primarily to supplement missile's 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 calculations indicate that air 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 substantial reductions in 
the present Century interceptors and ground control environment. 

We have been studying the F-12.and F-lll 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 bomber attacks; an aoility to operate independently 
of a vulnerable fixed ground.environment; and a greater effectiveness 
against bombers attacking at low-altitude or carrying, air-to-surface 
missiles. 

Studies 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-lll 
small force studies examined a new option: the stretched F-lllA. This 
version doubles the combat radius and loiter time of the unstretched model 
(to 18oo n.mi. and 10 hours). The smallest force to match the current 
Century force was 48 U,E. F-llls. 

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-lll force, Therefore the 
F-lll force now appears substantially less expensive than the F-12 
force, against the currently projected threat. and , su~lementary cal
culations indicate, is comparable in cost to an F-12 force of equal ef
rectiveness ag~nst more sophisticated fUture threats. 

The operatioQ&l feasibility of a small combat force kas also been 
carefully studied in this past year. The 48 U.E. F-lll force is planned 
to operate from 4 main bases, 8 dispersal bases and 30 recovery/recycle 
bases. Sixteen combat support aircraft, Which can be flushed with the 
interceptors, vould be used to carry missiles, AGE, spares, and p2rsonnel 
to support the F-lll turn-around at the recycle bases, 
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With the introduction of 42 AWACS aircraft to provide an airborne 
control environment, ve could also make substantial reductions in the 
present ground environment, retaining su~~i~ient radars and BUIC centers 
for peacetime control. 

Tbe funds required fol' an advanced interceptor program include ap
proximately $10 billion in li&D and investment costs for the F-lll inter
ceptor and $775 million in investment for the AWACS system. 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 aircraft operating costs, the additional. investment costs 
will have been recouped by FY 1978. 



STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE F<ltCES 

(Service Proposed in Parentheaea vbere Different from Recommended) 

ISC4L t:4U 

"" .... .... ... .... .... "" . ... .... '"' lt11 lt12 '" '" '" Bo:abers 1n Combat Unita (UE) 
~EB-47 900 810 585 450 2"5 
~52C·J' 375 375 375 375 375 345 300 255 180 75 
~52Q..H 180 """ 255 255 255 255 25~ 255 255 255 255 255 255 255 255 

(195) (165) 
B-58 4o 80 80 80 Ill 80 78 76 74 72 
r-uu 15 105 210 210 210 210 210 
AilSA 

1'0'W.llE ........ lli9r 1505 l29J"" lmi" n- liBO m- 5llb 'l2lf 5or li05 li05 li05 iW fW" 
Air Launched Missiles 'UE~ 

Hound Do1 A 216 220 220 220 220 180 120* -· (180) (180) (16o) (16o) 
Hound nos B 24o 36o 36o 360 36o 360 36o 36o 36o 36o 36o 36o 36o 36o ..... 150 450 525 525 525 525 

'l'OTAL liB AIR LAUHCHID ltlSSILES 2il) 1iW"" 5!10 5!10 5!IC w IiilO 300 300 
(200) (~ (~ (~) (~) (~) 510 

···) Ballistic Misa11es 
Atlu 28 57 126 113 
Titan 2l 67 loB ,. 54 54 54 54 54 45 36 27 

(54) (54) (54)• 

llioutiiiiiAn (*) I 16o 6oo Boo 80o 700 550 4oo 250' 100 
MK-5/ll (Non~) 16o 6oo 66J 66o 56o 410 260 110 
Ml-114 ,_ Ad<l) 1/oo 140 14o 140 140 140 100 

Ill II t.j 80 300 450 6oo 6oo 6oo 6oo 6oo 6oo 6oo 
(550) (570) (700)• (650) (550) (450) 

IIIIll!/ 150 300 4oo 4oo 4oo 4oo 
(50) (180) (300) (300) (300) (300) 

TOTAL MIHU ...... 11;0 600 BO.l B8o- 1000 1000 lOOo- 1000 1000 1000 iooo 1000 1000 

Advanced leal 
(50) (150) (250) 

I'Olarh 'E./ 
A-1/A-2 (~aa1lea/SSB1a) 
A-3 (111aa11es/888Na) 

80/5 96/6 128/8 192/12 224/14 192/12 112/7 80/5 128/8 128/8 
176/11 240/15 400/25 448/28 416/26 336/21 

1'0'W. I'OU8I8 807J 1$10 t.2!IJ8 1~ loliil/'25 432ffl 5Im2 521!]!3 51ili73'o ~ -.... _,_ 

.. 
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S'l'RA'IEGIC OFFENSIVE fORCES 
(cont'd) 

'"' .... 
Poael4on ~ 

MK- 3 (lion Add)!/ 
MK·17 !/ 

!O'W. Ill BW.l&flC III88WI:S 108 174 

Otber 
--~u 224 392 

!ank.era 
IC-97 6oo 5&> 
IC-135 4CC ...., 

Reece 
RB-47 90 45 
RC-135 
SR-71 

PACal (Po at Att.k eo. • Coot) £1 
B-47 18 
IIC-135 

Regulu. M1aau .. 
...,..., sJ 17 17 

Hon-UI Aircraft 939 974 

Alert Force We!i2n• ....... 
•aatona 

TOlAL ACTIVE IHVU'l'CilY 
BOOIERB 1713 1622 
01HEB. BTR.l1'EOIC AIBCRU'l' 1811 1940 

!OW. AIRaw'r 3524 3562 

Bal1iatlc Miea11e Bubmarlnea !BBBN) 
In operation 5 6 
In Converaion/OYerbaul 

1'0TAL .&.C'f1W SSBIIa 5 -.-

"" .... .... 

481 1013 1?54 

392 392 392 

34C 24C 120 
500 5&> 620 

30 30 27 

36 36 
17 18 24 

17 1 

891 84C 570 

1387 1298 1015 
1722 16o6 121!1 
3109 2904 2296 

8 12 25 
1 _l_ 4 

9 15 29 

~ The aervlcea did not propose any apecitlc reentry ventcle poature, 'fJ POIARlB/PCI:IEIDON reccamended force above tbe mnber ot launcbera 
on lioe, exc1udina launcher• in converalon or overhaul. 
n'15, POOJ:IOON carrlea 720 MK·l7 MIRV and 2016 MK·3 MIRV. 

By 

sJ PA.CCS and TACAMO abov prevloualy approved force atructure, 
Qanent 8ecDet reca.aeodationa will be aade bJ Oct. 11 1966, 
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•.. ... 

.... 

1]66 

390 

620 

14 

13 

27 

4 

46o 

747 
1071 
1818 

27 
10 

37 

I"IIC4L YEARI 

"" .... .... ,,. 1111 lt12 "' "" '" 
112/7 

(&>/5) 
1568 

208/13 320/20 3~/'22 38J</24 
(176/11)(272/17) (352/22) 
201~ 2016 2016 2016 

192 521! 6211 120 

1'jl;6 15112 1598 1518 1509 1500 1523 1521! 1512 

390 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 390 

620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 620 

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

27 27 27 27 21 27 27 27 27 
(32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) (32) 

~ 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
(10) (10) (10) (10) (10) (10) (10) 

436 422 422 391 354 374 374 374 374 

699 649 598 517 509 534 534 534 534 
1056 1045 1034 1007 996 991 991 991 991 
1155 1694 16~2 1584 1505 1525 1525 1525 1525 

32 33 34 29 29 29 31 31 32 

.t- 8 .t- 12 12 12 10 8 .t--u- -u- -u- -u- -u- -u-

• Errata in tirat draft ot tbe MeDor&Ddua to ttle Pnli4ent 



S'mATEOlC IEFENSIVE P'(IICE8 
(Service Propo1ed lD Parentbe1e1 where different traD RecammeDded) 

I AL • 
"" , ... '"' "" , ... 

'"' '"' "" '"' "" '"' " '" 

]811 3l2 3l2 3l2 2'10 2'10 2'10 198 loB loB loB loB loB loB lo8 
(264) (252) (252) (234) (198) (J.Bo) (loB) (90) 

r-102 393 293 ~ 235 235 lll ~ 
r-104 "" 36 36 36 ... 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 
F•J.06 2'10 Z/6 """ 240 2]1> 2211 2lli 210 204 198 192 1116 1110 l'llo 1.68 

(2lli) (210) (198) (J.Bo) (162) (162) (144) 
F·l2 

(12) ( ... ) (1,8) (72) 
F-6 25 27 

Air National Biard 
f-86 250 200 150 100 
F-89 250 250 225 225 J.8o 100 
r-100 66 67 72 "" ~ 
F•l02 130 127 152 191 2o8 313 40J 403 403 403 403 40] 403 403 403 

(385) . (367) (367) (3'>9) 
r-104 61 
F·l06 

(18) (36) (36) (54) I 
Surface to Air Mhe1lee I 

IOJWIC 238 3UI 383 200 1110 172 164 156 1li8 140 132 124 116 loB 100 
IIIU-IIIRCUUS (Bq) 2340 2340 2154 1764 1548 1152 1152 1152 1152 1152 1152 1152 1152 1152 1152 

(1098) (666) (234) 
IID·IaCUUS (.&11110) lo8 lo8 396 756 936 936 936 936 909 8]2 1102 712 7112 712 

(936) (936) (936) (936) (936) (936) (936) 
IIIKB-AJ.AX (AIUIO) 1520 1440 720 
IIAIIIC(Ba,.U..) 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 
IIIU-1 

Sprint Niuile (192) (li8o) (876) (lo881 
lfulti·P'Unction Azrq Radar 

("rACMAB) Dlfenee Center (2) (4) (7) (7) 
~eeile Bite Radar (NBB) 

(12! (19! (26! Dateou Cellter (5) ...... (288 (1440 (25912 

Vuni211 Control and SW"Veillanc:e S~t•te.u 
Combat Center• B 8 8 7 7 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 ' 5 
DirectioA Ce.nt.ere 20 21 1.8 15 15 13 13 11 11 11 11 ll 11 ll 11 
IIJIC 14 12 14 19 19 19 

(20) (20) 
19 

(20) 
19 

(20) 
19 

(20) 
19 

(20) 
BAM Fin Coor4.cte. 10 28 28 26 25 19 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 
llearclllodon(Baa) 1.82 179 169 1.68 162 158 151 151 151 151 151 151 151 151 151 

lw 
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STRATEGIC llEFENSIVE FORCES 
(cont'd) 

Warn in Control and Surveillance S 
Search Radars ANG 
Cap Filler Radars 112 103 
DEW Radar 67 67 
DEW Extension 

Aircraft 50 4.4 
Ships 5 5 

Offshore Radar 
Al1fi/AU!I/Actt, 60 60 

AWACS Aircraft 

Sbips 21 22 

~ssile and S~ace Defense 
Surveillance and WarniBS S~stems 

BMEWS-474L 2 2 
OVer-tbe-Horizon Radar{Transm/Rec) 
Spaaur Radar (Tranam/ll<c) -
Space Track Radar 

FISCAL YEAR$ 
196S .... '"' .... "" .... 

6 6 6 6 6 6 
96 100 92 91 91 91 
67 39 39 39 39 39 

45 43 20 

67 67 6"( 67 67 67 

22 22 19 

3 3 3 3 3 3 
2 2 3 4 

3 4 4 ,, 4 4 
3 3 3 4 

. ... \970 1971 1972 1tU ,.,. ltJS 

6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
91 91 91 91 91 91 91 
39 39 39 39 39 39 39 

67 67 67 67 67 67 67 
(40) (0) (0) (0) 

- -
(24) (42) (42) (42) 

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

TOTAL ACTIVE IIIVEWrORIES 
TOTAL ACTIVE AIRCIIAJ'T 
TOTAL ACTIVE 8IIIPS 

2384 2296 2195 2127 1875 1745 1609 1484 1339 1336 1321 l3ll 1301 1291 1281 
26 27 22 22 19 

• 
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BtDIWtY 01' PBEVIOOBLY APPROVED (PA) 1 SERVICE PROPam:l (BP1.AKD lriiXM«tN!"CJ) 
!Ill 1'<11 BTIWSOlC ~ J'<IICIS (IN MILLlOB .) Y 

I 
Bombera and Air Launctled Mi .. u .. 
&:58 .. P.l., s.P., Rec. 
~52 .. Previoualy Appl"CJY'ed 

.. Service Propoe~ 
- hc:CIIIIendod 

ft.olllA .. Previoua}¥ ApproftCS 
.. BervJ.ce Propel• 
- bca!Ditoded 

AIIJA - P'revlaualy Appi"'ft41 Rec. 
- Service Proposed 

.Ur Launcbed Mluilee lNon-A.d~ 
HouDd Do& - Previoua]¥ iiF'O• • au. -·o 

- Recca~ended 
BlWI .. Previoua}¥ Approved., Bee. 

- Service frop:)H4 
Btrate.d.c Nbdlee 
fti1li 

Previoualy Approvecl 
S.rvice~ 
Rec~ 

IIIIIU'IDWI 
Previaua}¥ Approved . 
Service ~.o4 !/ 
RIICOIIDinded 

POW!IB/P<IIEIDOII 
Previoualy Approved. 
Service Propo"ed. 
bcmn·Med 

Otber 
IC-135 tanker 

Previoud¥ App.,, Berrice PJopoee4 
Bee ""-4 

Reccmnaiaaance 
BB/IB-47- P.A., s.r., Bee. 
BC-135 • P.A. 1 B.P., Bee. 
88•71 - P.A., B.P., Bee. 

PACCB - Previou.}J' Approved, Bee rd ... 

.. Service ~led 
'fACAtl) (C-130 FO) - P.A. • S.cmnM1

ed 

- Servlee Propoeed 
Total (Pr"'"'T ....... !Ill) Prov-

Ber Pro 
Bee 

ec.., Coatrol, CU. • Support Support 
Pnv AiJpr 
Bon Pro 

Qraad 'total ... 
!/ lncludal Adnnced Icat BP 

-19-

PITU Yuii 
,,., ,... I '"' .. ,. '"' ltD 19@-lm 1);tW 

&1 88 65 57 28 0 238 
864 730 564 1M 353 )18 21t12 
864 730 594 ~53 lt86 ~91 275~ 
864 6&1 526 416 329 296 2256. 
23~ 588 &12 736 2ll 223 2630 
234 588 835 729 216 223 2591 
234 588 &/1 '125 181 183 2548 
u ~ - 40 
u II() 148 279 396 67~ 1539 

32 33 22 19 18 14 106 
3l 22 1~ " 14 1~ 78 
50 70 96 51 15 l~ 248 
50 70 Sll 50 143 •<n 551 

'16 69 '12 '12 78 78 !69 
76 69 ~ '~ 6o 6o 2'TI 
58 '~ "' 52 sa 35 ""' 1076 1o65 929 770 396 205 3367 

10&1 1099 1021 1265 U02 1610 6o'TI 
1094 1089 95~ 736 lt86 350 3615 

1126 13~ 1272 1041 1265 ~ 5766 
U22 1709 18&1 1779 1~38 963 m6 
1oe, 1709 18&1 1779 11105 1228 8oo8 

282 276 ~ 2611 262 262 1330 
1182 259 228 228 226 226 1167 

5 
12 20 17 17 17 1 88 

200 127 121 -09 101 100 558 
50 28 2~ 23 25 25 125 
50 3l 29 28 3D 3D 1~ 
2 2 2 2 2 2 10 
2 ' 8 8 8 8 rr 

W7 ~~9 ~202 3538 23~ 2090 16919 
~32 ~~ ~3 ~ 41~ ~38 23453 
3~ 4688 ~149 41~ 2902 2414 llllm 

92~ 923 904 &18 884 
942 940 901 &15 883 888 ~ 

~951 5272 51o6 ~16 3221t 
~ '""' 5971 5917 5029 5326 1'19110 



'!i4 

.. 

~ 

-- • , • •. 
"" " 

SUMMAHY OF PREVIOUSLY APPROVED (PA) 
SERVICE PROI'OOt:D (SP) AND RECQ.\MENDED 

TM rut STRATEGIC DEFENSIVE FC.taCEB (MILLION $) 

Air Defense 
Manned Interceptors 
~101 RecOIIIIDended 

Service Proposed 
r~102 Recommended • Service Proposed 
P~lOit Rec<X~~Dended 

Service Propoaed 
P-lo6 Rec0111110nded 

Service Proposed 
r-12 Rec01111ended 

Service Proposed 
Air National Guard 

P-102 Recaaended 
Service Proposed 

P-lo6 Recommended 
Service Proposed 

Surface to Air M1sailes 
BOMARC Recaaaended 

Service Proposed 
Nike~Herculea (Re~ar) RecOIIIDended & 

Service Proposed 
Nike~Herculea (ARNG) Recommended & Service Proposed 
Hawk (Regular) Recommended • Service Propoaed 
llike~X Reccmmended 

Service Propaaed 
S.IM-D RecC~~~~Dended 

Service Propoaed 
Warning, Control & Surveillance Systems 

Co>loat Center a RecCXD~~~ended 

Service Proposed 
Direction Centera Recoamended 

Service Propoaed 
BJIC Raca=ended 

Service Propoaed 
SAM Fire Co-ordination Centers Rec~ed&Serv.Prop. 
Burveillaace Rad&ra Recoa~~~ended 

Service Propoaed 
111Wlla4aro Recoa~~~~~nded 

Service Proposed 
ABV Alrcr&ft • EC 121 ReCD:IIIMnded 

Bonlee Propoaed ..,/o£8 RecoaDended 
Service Proposed 
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,!,CAl YEAR5 .... I .... I .... "" 1111 '"' TOTAL U 12§6:'R 

"" 90 60 41 45 45 281 
lOl 113 lo8 99 "1 102 519 
23 3 3 
22 8 7 7 7 7 J6 
22 8 7 7 7 6 35 

122 ll5 95 95 95 95 495 
122 117 '71 '71 96 131 544 

10 10 
10 80 445 583 534 511 2153 

104 lo8 113 121 125 125 592 
104 loti 113 121 125 l22 589 

2 2 

'3 13 13 12 12 ll 61 
13 13 ll 12 12 9 59 

119 123 119 u.s U4 114 588 

66 66 67 66 66 66 331 
15 ll lO lO 10 10 51 

446 402 2'19 '"" 122 100 1120 
446 639 877 1575 2037 1900 7028 

20 74 103 59 300 554 1090 

13 12 ll ll ll ll 57 
13 12 11 ll ll ll 56 
59 56 51 51 51 51 26o 
67 63 57 56 55 55 286 
27 l2 22 17 19 19 109 
27 J6 JO 28 28 26 150 
16 J8 47 14 14 14 l27 

213 224 233 205 194 201 1057 
224 244 211 207 196 190 1048 

40 41 41 41 40 4o 203 
35 35 35 35 34 34 173 
49 50 49 49 49 49 246 
55 57 57 56 55 41 266 
3 41 85 60 20 206 
3 41 185 519 180 T1 lo:l2 



SUIIWIY (coat 'd) 

Mlseile and Siace Defense 
Surveillance and Warning Systeaa 

BMBW8 - 474L Rec01111ended 59 
Service Propoaed 59 

Bomb Alum Byat• Recoaaended & Service Propoaed ~ 
BPABUR Radar Reccmaended & Service Propoaed 7 
Onr-tt..-Horl&OD (IMOL) ltecam.ended 23 

Service Propoaed ~ 
.,........ llod&r 496L ltecc:amended ~ 

Service Propoae4 38 

< 
f 
I 

Ci vll Detenae Recaaaended 1~ 
Service Proposed !1~ - i 

1 

PrO&tiiD. Il ( 

' 8®-Totala PA \ 1757 
SP 1781 .... ' 1731 

l Coallland, Control Coaaun.laation. PA ~5 
Support, Adv. l}¥1ng SP ~ 
Training 

Graad Total PA 

I 
2222 

SP 22~ 

I 
J 
' 

./ 

' ' / 

~ '·· I 
l~~ ... 2}..-

. ·~ .1 ( 

i 
( 

,,. 

58 61 55 
611 61 56 
~ ~ ~ 
5 5 5 

28 1~ 10 
28 7 8 
29 27 25 
29 "' 28 

201 183 157 
250 335 309 

1&>7 1628 1~2 
2273 3047 ~ 
1769 1627 1381 

~ ~70 ~ 
~ 314 315 

2289 2098 1866 
2682 3361 ~ 

'"' 

55 
56 
~ 
5 
8 
8 
~ 
28 

153 

"" 

1273 
~388 
1253 

453 
327 

1726 
~715 

'"' 

55 
56 
~ 
5 
8 
8 .. 

28 

1~4 
296 

1210 
4391 
1208 

327 

~7lS 

284 
293 
20 
25 
68 
59 

129 
1~3 

7320 
18193 
7238 




