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

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

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

2. 100 Minutemen Hardened & Dispersed $ Lé $ 284

b. 50 Moblle Minutemen 935 270

c. 6 Polaris Submarines 1,072 | 963

d. 92 Skybolt Missiles 347 200

e. 100 KC-135 Tankers 4 __ =287 2710 )
Total for FY 1963 Decisions $3,102 $1,987

Total Funding Requirementss from
Prior Years' Decisilons
Total for FY 1963

it

Moreover, I recommend that we edopt, for planning purposes, thé.
force structure summarized in the tadble on the next page. In those cases
in which the forces I am recommending differ from those recommended by the
Kavy and Air Force, the latter are shown in red beneath mine.
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RECOMERNED PORCEE &7
2d-Tiargl Tasr

1931 1962 1953  1956% 1655 108 1967

Beebers o
B-52 555 630 630 630 630 - &30 €30
B-hT 1,126 855 585 k5O 225 - -- -
B-58 ' b 3 8 89 B B 8
Potzl Bobers 1,720 1,565 1,295 1,160 935 T0 TIO
" Jdr-Leunched ¥issiles ’
Eound Dog 26 450 52 522 52 522 336
Erybalt : — — -- -- _ 322 6% 1,1
Total GAM!'s 216 ~ B50 ~ 52 sz 8% 1,212 1,
JCBM end Polexrip Mlssgiles _
Atleg 36 75 135 135 i35 126 uT
Titad 6 51 786 114 1k 11k 1k
M{mmtemen EAD —~ - 150 63 T0 8% o0&
Mroiegen Mobile -- - - - 50 100 100
Paleris 8o 96 1khk 288 k8 s&0 656
Totel ICEM/Paleris 122 222 501 1,137 .L519 L7100 1,557
Othew | ’ ' -
Queil 22k 392 392 392 352 392 32
EC-135 oo kb 520 620 £ &k 6RO
EC-97 60 B0 30 20 120  ~- o=
EB-4T L5 k5 k5 L5 == - —
RC-135 -- - 3 13 23 23 23
AMert Porce Wearnons Q/ o
No. of Weapons 1,390 2,350 2,k50 3,050 "3,4%0 3,870 k,180

Magetons 1,530 2,750 3,300 4,350 k,7ho 5,130 5,450 .

Y

&l

Fumpers of elircraft end méssiles are derived by mnlitiiplying suthorized
squadron unit equirment by the opxmbers of sgquedrons, They do not include
B4D, Ccobat Training Leunch or msintepsree pipelins mipsiles or command -
sopport sircreft. RBffective 1 inguet 1961, approximately 504 of the
bacbers {1l be on 15 mirmte groond elert. ICEH mxxbers represent oper-
ztionel lennchers., XFuzbers of Poleris migsilies represent the total mcber
of missiles in operaticnsl sub=merines, JSpproximately TS of these sub-
xerines will be on stetion or 8% sea. The table exclules 1T Bagulus
:i.ssileg in-operatiopal submeripes from epd-¥Y 61 to end-FY 6k and 5 &t
end-FY 65,

This difference iE a consequence of the difference in recaxmenied B-52 foam
1,000 by end-¥Y 68, 1,100 by end-FY 69, and ihereafter,
Boebers heve flexdibility in cholce of veepome od yielids, For purposes

ef this comparicon, if was spazumed Lhst PB-S2's carry| =bs,
plug zir-lsopched mizsiles. > ‘ ‘




The estimated Total Obligetional Authority required to procure and
operate these forces over this pericd is shown in the following table.
The diflerence between the Total Obligationsl Authorilty required to
finance the forces I am recormending and that required to finance the
forces recommended by the individual Services is shown oo the second
line. Over the five years, 1963-67, the cost of the aircraft and
missiles recommended by the Air Force and the Polaris recomrernded by.
ibe Navy exceeds the cost of the forces I em recommending by approxi-
rately $10 billion. As will be shown later in this paper, the extra
capability provided by the individual Service proposals runs up egainst
strongly diminishing returns end yields very little in terms of target
destruction. In my judgement, it is en increment not worth the cost
of $10 biliion over the five year period.

Total Obligationel Authority
FY 62 FY 63 FY 64 FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 FY63-67
(Billions of Dollars)

Secretary of Defense

Recommendations 9.3 8.9 8.0 5.6 L. 4.1 31.3
Service Proposels over

Secretary/Defense +.6 +1.5 +1.6 +3.0 +2.2 +l.k +9.7

The forces I am recommending for procurement in FY 1963 are compared
with the recommendations of the Service Chiefs in the follcwling table.
The numbers represent operationel aircraft or missiles.

Secretary Initisl Recommendetions of Chiefs Jcs

—_ of Chairran Navy & Air 9-11-61.2/.’
Defense JCS Axrmy USMC . Force Recoms.
B-52 Alrcraft 0 0 ® o w5
Skybolt g2 g2 0 0 g2 92
KC-135 £ _ 100 100 100 100 120" 100
Titan 0 18 0 0 18 18-.
Minuteman H&D 100 3008/ 1008/ 1008/ 60 . 300
Minuteman Mobile 50 50 0 0 50 50 .
Polaris g6 96 96 160 0 128

g]' L5 B-52's recommended by the Air Force for 1962 procurement. .

b/ The Chief of Staff, USA, agrees "to a lirmited procurement of the system -
to minimize engineering and economic risks." The CNO and Cormandent, USMC,
believe "regearch and development should continue"”, and "budgetary planning
should proceed, but the decision to allocete substantisl funds for productic
should be delayed . . .". :

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

and Commandant, USMC, recommend & total strength of 640 aircraft; the

CJCS recommends T&0, tbe Chief of Staff, USAF, 800. In each case,

comrand support eircraft would be in eddition to the numwbers shown.

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

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

September 11, 1961, they stressed their concern about the reducticn in our

nuclear capability as the B-L7's were phased-out. The Secretary of Defense

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

FY 1964, bringing it to the level shown on pege 2.
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The aircraft end missiles recommmendsd fo= procurezent in ¥X 21963 by
the Air Force and the Poleris submarines recommenied for rrecurement ir
FY 1963 by the Navy would cost epproaimately $5.1 billion. more to buy
than the aireraft and missiles I am recommending. Of this, approximately
$2 billions would require funding in FY 1962 end FY 1963.

As vell as these forces, I will recormsnd at & later date that the N
Air Force be muthorized to procure and operate a secure comrand and controlf
system for SBAC. ZExcept for 20 KC-135's which will be available for use
es airborne command posts, the cost of this system has not been included’
in the figures on page 3.

II. Generel Pasis Pfor Force Level Recommendations

The forces I am recommending have been chosen to provide the United
States with the capability, in the event of = Soviet nuclear ettack, first,
to strike back against SBoviet bomber beses, missile sites, and other
instellations associsted with long-range nuclesr forces, in order to reduce
Soviet power and limit the demage that can be done to us by vulnerable
Soviet follow-on forces, while, second, holding in protected reserve forces
capable of destroylng the Soviet urban society, if necessary, in a controlled
and deliberate way. With the recommended forces, I am confident that we
will be able, at all times, to deny the Soviet Union the prospect of either
a8 militery victory or of kmocking out the U. S. retaliatory forece. If the
most likely estimates of Soviet forces prove to be correct, the forces I am .
recomreending should provide us a cepability to achieve a substantial military
superiority over the Soviets even after they have sttacked us.

The recommended forces are designed to avoid the extremes of a "minimm
deterrence" posture on the one hand, or a "full first strike cepabdbility" on
the other. A "minimum deterrence” posture is one in which, efter a Soviet
attack, we would have & capability to retaliate, and with a high degree of
assurance be able to destroy most of Soviet urban soclety, but in which we
would not have & capabillty to counter-attack against,Soviet military forces.
A "full first strike capability" would be achieved if our forces were so
large and so effective, in relation to thecse of the Soviet Union, that we
would be able to attack and reduce Soviet retaliatory power to the point
et which it could not ceuse severe damage to U. S. population and Industry. -

¥We should reject the "minimm deterrence" extreme for the following °
Treesons:

&. Deterrence may fail, or war mey break out for accidental or
unintended reasons, and if it does, a capabllity to counter-
attack ageinst high-priority Soviet military targets can meke
a major contribution to the cbjectives of limiting damage and

terminating the war on acceptaeble terms; - - --—-- b L

b. By reducing to a minimum the possibility of a U. S. npuclear
attack in response to Soviet eggression egainst ocur Allies,
2 "minimm deterrence" posture would weeken our ability to
deter such Soviet attacks.



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

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

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

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

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

Target Destruction Requirements

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

End-Fiscel Year

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

H
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force pleming.

The 200 Urban-Industrial targsts aed the 150 boasdar tooes bhave the oo
high=st priority in the sense of required dagres of eseurinss that w1 .
cen 4rstroy thex, Mcambﬂitytodzrtraytbellrben-lndmtrml :
is our pover to deter atizcks on our owm cities, ﬁeﬁ:@buhsucm‘ain
the part of the Sorist Forces that can cause w the eost dammpge i1 not
sttacked, snd slso the part most vulnerchls to attack. In the evont of
therzoaueleer wor, it is izpoartent that v dastroy the mrirn poesibla
mober of Soviet lomg rmange basbers. The 150 tergets ligted bere
s feirly genercus acllopawce for this purpose. They include stout 50 tesoes
nov knoen or estizmted to be supporting leng-range alr operations, adbout
60 pov Inowa or estimsted to be supperting light boaber operations, most -
of vhich would be usable as recovery bases for the long-renge bomders,
and about 30 staging beses on which the m=diyx ba=ders depend for renge
enough t0 reach the United Btates.

Ecwvever, the other targets are also potentielly lxportent end worth
attacking. Ths Supporting Airfieclds (potentisl recovery snd disperpel
bases), Fuclear Btorgge and Frofuction sites, nd Exvzl snd Submmring
basetu.l.l can suppart dalivery of muclear weapoms on the United Btates.
The IRKEX sites represent a threst to our Allies end cuwr theatre foress,
and are xost econoxically sttacked by & system such as Minutezan., The
Defense Buppression targets, sir defense coatrol centers, interceptar
bases, and surface-to-air migsile sites, can be effectively attacked by
tke air-launched xigsiles Eound Dog end Skybolt. Thair destruction
would drzstically reduce the defense opposition faced by oo rrmned
bozbers. The number 300 shown bhece is probadly a generous allomgnce
for the purpoze. Yor exsmple, BAC i now estimting m requiremsant to
destroy 160 Jdefense suppression targets in 1968.

The size and besing (L.e. degree of mrdening end digpeccel) of -
ths Boviet ICE{ force in 1955 nd 1957 i novw o mbter of ccasidsrehle
uncertainty. ZXEverything we knovw sbout the Boviet long-rengs mrlexr
delivery posture to date suggests that the most likely configuration
for first-generation ICBL sites will be 2 xissiles por site and soft.
Buch sites would present attrsctive targets for our forces. Eowever,
bard and digperssd basing for their next geperation of ICEI's would
be such & logical choice for the Boviets that the possibility must be
coneidered reasomably likely even though there is no evidence now to
suggest that the EBoviets are bardening their xigsiles.




There ere mlso uncerteinties about the performsnce of our forces in
striking back after a Soviet ettack--uncertainties associated with the
weight and effectiveness of possible Soviet attacks, the ability of our
forces to survive under attack, the relisbility of cur missiles, and the
ability of our forces to penetrete Soviet defenses. But these uncertainties
are not unbounded. One can place ressoneble guantitative limits on them
and estimate the effectiveness of our forces under alternatively optimistic
and peseimistic assumptions.

This is what has been done in the following snelysis. The survival
relisbility, and penetration factors used are sll based on the general
essumption that the wer begins with a well planned and well executed
Soviet attack, with limited warning, ageinst our forces in & state of
normal peacetime alert, end thaet w2 ere hitting back after being attacked.
Thus the following estimates do not represent maximum cepabilities under
the mest favorable circumstences. FYor example, they exclude cases in which
ve strike first, or cases in which we ere attacked during a period of tension
and alert. These cases have been excluded because we ere testlng the
adeguacy of our forces, end therefore must look at unfavorable circumstances.

Within the general assumption of a well planned Scviet attack, opti-
mistic, median, end pessimistic survival, relisbility, and penetration
factors have been chosen to reflect the range of uncertainty. It is
possible to imegine outcomes lying outside thls range, but their likelihood
appears small., The optimistic factors represent favorable, but attainable
perTormance. The great weight of likelihood eppesrs to be between the
optimistlic and median cases. The combinstion of all of ihe pessimistic
factors desceribes a very unfavorgble and relatively imrobeble case. For
exarple, it 1s essumed that in 1967, only 1-1/4 per cent of the manned
bomters reach the bomb release line and 92 per cent of the Titans and
T0 per cent of the fixed Minuteman missiles are destroyed before leunch.
These factors were chosen to produce an answer to the question "What happens
if everything goes bedly"? (The details of the assumed factors, together
vith an explenation of their choice can be found in Annex 1 to this
Appendix.)

The pessimistic factors do not include sn ellowance for settrition by
Soviet anti-ICB{ defenses. We recognize that the Soviets dc have e large
R&D program in this ares’, EKowever, we are pursuing a vigorous program of
development of penetration aids (decoys and mltiple warheads) end we
expect to be able to penetrete Soviet defenses in this perlod. Moreover,
if attrition by Soviet ICE4 defenser appears at &ll likely, we will be able
to compensate for 1t in lsrge messure by concentroiing our forces on the -
top priority targets. '

The following results are shown irn terms of expected percentages of
the targets or value in each category destroyed. In the cese of Urban-
Industrial Floor Space (and Urban Blast Fetalities), the estimates are
of demage to the contents of the 170 lergest cltiles (doun toa Eopulation
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of 90,000) which contains spproximately 80 per cent of the total industrisl
floor space of the Soviet Union and approximately 50 million out of a total
of 210 million pecple.

The estimates of total population fatalities are percentages of the
Soviet totel. Tbe "Unsheltered" cese corresponds to the effects expected .
in a population without extensive civil defense preparation, but teking :.:: .-
adventage of what shelter is normally sveilable. The "Sheltered" case ::. '
corresponds to fellout shelter for L0 per cent of the irban population ands; -
20 per cent of the rural. The "At Least" reflects the fact that the estie .
metes do not include fellout from attacks on isclated military targets.

(The effects on surrounding cities of attscks on paval bases are Included
in the estimates.)

The essumed number of Scviet ICE! sites varles between the optimistic
cases (in which the low end of the range 1s used) and the pessimistic cases
(in which the high end is used). Therefore, the percentages shown should
not be interpreted as representing fractions of the same numbers.

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

I. Those forces I am recommending for End-Fiscal Year 1965 and
1967, and

II. Those forces proposed by the individual Services (though not
~—- Jointly by the JCS) for the same years.

The calculations suggest that elther force would provide us with a
powerful cepebility to carry out the objectives mentioned eariier.
However, as I indicated earlier, the extra capability provided by the
individual Service proposals runs up against strongly diminishing returns
and yields very little in terms of extra target destruction.

Moreover, the theatre forcees were not included in these calculations,
thougn SIOP '62 includes ebout 270 alert aircraft snd missiles from these
forces. On the other hand, with the exception of the defense surpression
targets, no targets in.China or the other sstellltes were lncluded.

However, we do not now expect China to develop a significent long rarge _ ._.._
nuclear delivery force in the time period under consideration. It she

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

our forces appropriately.

—— ———— e,



COMPARLIBOR (F TARGET DESIRICTIUR CAPABILITIES OF

AITERRATIVE FORCES

EXD FISCAL YRAR 1965

Fop:lation and Industry
U (or Urben Slast Fetslities) <88 88 B0 8 6 69
Totel Populcticn Fetelities, |
Partly Betteret, s lest B B % 2 @ 2
¥ilitery Terpets
Baxber Bssas 99 99 88 93 58 8o
Bupport Airfields aqTW 52 76 T 3T
Defense Buppression TG. 87 38 8 T T
Fuclear Stormge & Production 96 8 6 69 6 5
Favel & Sutmarine Foses &/ 98 o8 62 62 T T
Boft IFR®M Bites 9% 100 ks 80 5 5
Soft ICEM Sites 99 100 L5 88 - 1k 59
HEard ICEM Bites T 75 16 19 "1 1
Alert Force
Wegponse Alert Force Delivered oo Terget .
e EEer R B
Wespons &  3:6  BOS0 2482 2993 1107  1NT 399 691
Megatons - kIR 5600 3386 L2 1560 2077 S5TH 951

Parceat Expected K411

8/ Buccessful attack would render the bases inopersble but, of course,
would leave untouched missile subme=rines at ses.

I - - . . K A ® . - ¢ .
(S There ore 1,505 Lleat eepans el 0,500 Adart Jlepatong in ST0P-62.



ALTERIATIVE ¥ORCES

ED FIBCAL YEAR 1067

Percent Rxpscted E3ll
Fegsinistic:

Optizistic ¥adinn
I 11 I TI I SR S T
Fomletica end Industry
Urban-Infustriel Floor Space -
{or Urden Elost Fetelities) B} 84 9 79 63 68
Total Fopulsticn Fstalities,
Unsheltered, et lexst 3T 37 32 32 e5 a5
Partly Shaltered, st lesst 30 30 26 25 19 19
Mlitery Terpets
Boober Ezses 98 99 ol 9 81 99
Bupport Mdrfields 9. 9 2 % T T8
- Dafense Buppressica 88 g5 50 67 9 .10
Fuclear Btorage & Profuction 95 95 L6 79 0 N
Ezval & Bubzsrins Eeges a7 97 sk 54 12 12
Soft IREX Sites 99 99 85 xR 2 96
Soft ICEM Bites 99 9 82 97 43 97
Exrd ICE: Bites 5k TT T 25 1 5
Alert Force _
¥espons Alert Force "7 " "Delivercd e Terget -
Suzmmary Total Optimistic Madian Pessiristic
1 11 T Il T iI —1 II
Veapons s18c 5866 3028 LsT8 1508 3826 638 1512
Kegatons shbo 7620 31T 5295 T2t 3320 Tho 2272
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R lutionshiv of Recormended Force 15 Sovietr Foroe

The direct cozpariscon of forse pimbers es such is less i—portant
than the weys in vhich we bese end opereie our forces. For exe—ple, we
could out-nuxber the Soviets three fo cne in IC34's end still heve en
inedeguete deterrent posture if cur cissiles were soit end concenirated.
However, the force increments which I erm recormending ere 2ll in &
orotected nmode, herd ernd éisversed, or msbile.

Given a well protected posture, relaiive pumbers ere still irporisnt
for severesl ressons:

a. A lsrge Soviet superiority in ICZ4'g could overcome the protection
efforded our IC 2{'s by herdening ené Cispzrseld end make it possﬂ:le for the
Sovieis to destroy most our fixed-bese forcee ‘n & missile atieck.

b. A lerge Soviet superiority ip migsgiles would worsen the outcome
cof 2 thermonuclieer war.

e. A lerge Soviet superiority iz IC34's would be likely to heve & very
wfevoreble iwpact on Soviet sgiressivepness in the cold wer.

Therefore, we have no inteniiorn of letting ourselves be seriously out-
nu=pered in ICP{'s by the Soviet Union.

How meny ICEM's will tbe Soviet Union have in the mid-195C's? The
ansver is intrinsicelly uncertein beceuse it is still subject to Soviet
decisicns which msy not yet heve beer rade, e&nd wnich will be influenced
by aur own decisions. KHowever, we do ¥mow & good deel about thelr posture
today. We are eble to estimate that the Sovieis now bave froz 25 to S0
operational ITEM launchers. Their ICRY build-up eppeers to be deliberately

paced, not 2 cresh progrem. On the beeis of what hes been observed so far,

“he Soviets vwill have from 200 to 400 ICR{'s in mid-195h.
Bu., even 1f the most pessimistic (Air Foree) estimetes prove to be velid,
in mid-196% we will still eguel the Sovie:s Unton in ICEM's at ebout 850
each. This will be combined with a subsizntisl U. 5. superiority in ell
cther categories of long range puclear delivery systems.

Yoreover, if the Soviet Union exceeds our most pessimistic estimmtes
&nd builde up & muck lerger force by 1965 or 1967, we mre confident that
we will find out sbout it in time to exoe=nd ou- prograx appropriately.
£c & hedge egeinst this umlikely possitility, we are expending our
Minutemen production cepacity to over 60 misgies & month. Woen this is
done, the leed time for herd and dispersed Minutemun ICEY's will be ebout
25 months. Therefore, we will have & greet deet of Slexibility to expand
the program at a leter dete if it should prove to be necessary to do s0.

™

In other categories of long range nuclear delivery systexms, we will
heve & substentiel superiority. OSoviet long renge aviation now comprises
ebout 1,000 medium bombers (or ..e.n...ers), end ebout 150 heavy bombers (or
tmkersj equipped with sir-to-surface migsiles. The heavy bozber category
is fer more significent then the medium bomber cetegory. We will have 630
heavy bombers, plus almost es m=ny tankers. IHecause the Soviets would have
o use some of their bombers es tenkers, this will mesn an effective U. S.
heevy pomber force epproximetely four or pore times es lerge es that of

tne Soviets.



-

The UBEX now bhas about 20 comventionally powered subzarines vhich
are probebly capable of launching short-range bellistic xmissiles
{(cpproxizntely 150-300 pautical miles), though not while submerged.

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

III. IEeis for Rrcormrendaticns on Spacific Weepon Bystem Choices

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

Bub2's

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

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

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

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

c. The bombers ere soft and concentrated and they depend upon
varning and quick response for their survivel under zttack.
This is a less reliadble mesns of protection than herdening
and dispersal or mobility. Moreover, it mesns that the
bozbers must be comitted to attack very e6rly in the war end
cannot be bald in reserve to be used in & controlled and
deliberate way.
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d. EBosbers are expensive. Tor the saz= cost (in totel five
year systen costs) &8 o wing of B-52'z with tsnkezs gnd
Bxybolts, we can buy 250 Mioutemsn hardemsd and ddcperpad,
or 6 Folaris sulmsrines.

Gi¥.87 Erybolt

Alr defense ptudies indicate that the pogt effective meang for
papetrating =ir defempeg zre low altitude pemetretiom snd dzfenpe
supreesion, both of which are mre effectivs tden oitepting to oot-
nm the d=fedses at high altituda. Tha Elybali is intendad to provide
& yajor Irgrovesent in the pensizsiio cpellity of the mogmwxmed
B-52 farce &t a relstirely low cost. The 600 Exyoolt xisgiles on
alert barders oughit to be ehle 1o overcom= slnmgt eny Soriet d=fense
end ke it posgihle faor the basdere to go into their fergets end cttack
than with grevity beohs., The tolsl cost for 1150 Biybelts for the
period FY 1562-195T 1s ectixated to be §1.6 billiom.

EC-135

Twenty-seven sgusdroms of X0-135's (5%0 cpersticomal aireraft) hove
besn procured through FY 1952, Adr Faree stuldies indicrte thet 800
EC-135's are required, with =ost of the increment golng to suppert the -
B-52 force. (About TO EC-135's cre required to support TAC, 20 for
corrand posts, and 80 to suppart the B.58 fleet.) Eowsyer, beymod
spprocimately BT0 tankers, Zore KC.135 are not requivred to ensbls the
B.52's to reach their targsts. Eather, the basis for the Lﬁ: Toree
stgted requirement for more tankers istoingr-veﬂz&bmtya&tba
bezhers to penstrate enery dafenses by ellowinz thea to chose xoure
favoreble routes or to fly more 2t low altitud=, Iigeoved penctration -
capability achieved this wxy and Skybolt for d..ta':..se sureessiocn are
not both required, Morecover, Bkybolt avpesars Lo De mxre effective.
Therefare, in my judgement, the expenditure of spprosimmtely §1.1
bmimmmml&emmmmeuethuiccSm
ie not required. The force dﬂwmhersmchImmdﬂl
provide 470 to support the B-S52's; & for the 3.58¢3; 70 o suppart

TAC; and 20 for command posts, . . . ..l . . .. .

Titan IT

The 18 extra Titan missiles rroposed by toHe Aly Force wouid cost
approxizately $372 millions to procure and operate far § jeera. The '
Titan IT has & substantially larger paylosd then Miubesw, It il
be eble to daliver| rather then[ " Tjvarheads now
Trograr==d for Kinuteren.  Bit the totel s¥ystes cost of a Titan IT
is about four tizes that of & Minutemn h=rd and disperaed. At equal .
cost, four Minutemen are to be preferred to cme Titsan becsuse, first,
they are less vulnerable, and second, they provide sore target coverzge.



¥ortouver, v already plan to bave a substantial force of Atles &nd
Titan vhich should be adequate for those specisl purposes requiring
large paylosds, Therefere I do not recamend procurer=nt of
additional Titansg.

Minuter=sn Eard snd Dispereed

Minuteran H & D has the lowest system cost of any of our ICEl's
at about $5.5 ri)lions per missile in 5 year costs. It is clearly
the preferred wvay to scquire mare ICB{'s. Lowever, I am not
recarmending that we procure more than 100 in FY 1963 beczuse our
over-all force requirements do pot meke 1% pecesssry. The difference
between the Air Force proposed procuremsnt of €00 rdssiles in FY 1953
&nd the 100 I a3 recomoending, in 5 year system costs, is wpproxieztely
$2.75 villicns.

¥obile Minuteman

Xobile Kinuteman would serve as & hedge zgainst our being besvily
ocutnumbered by the Boviet ICEA force, & lov Boviet CEP, ar unexpected
faeilure of the hardsnped Rinuteman to meet estimated blast resistance..
conditions lowering the survival potentirl of hzrd and dispersed
Minuteman. It would also serve a8 a hedge against unexrpectad’edvences .
in Boviet anti-submarine wvarfare capability that would reduce the security
of Polaris., 3Iowever, NKobile Ninutermn may bave troubles of its owm, -
inclueding wartime fallout (which may reduce gubstantially its wartiee
endurance ), peacetime sabotage and espionage and operaticpal problexs
associated with the transport of explosives and attempted randcm
operation. Moreover, if we were to complete the Air Force reccamended
rrogram of 300 Mobile Minutepen, ¥obile Minuteran would cost about
2.5 times as mch per migsile as Minubteman hard and d.‘..:pcrﬁgd..

Therefore, we are not yet certain that Mobile Minuteman will be
required. The action I am recommending 1is in ths nature of lead .
iire reduction on the missile production progrem. If the cozbination of
contingencies favoring Mobile Minutemsn deoes not occwr, I shall reconsider
the decisior and recammend cancellation of the production progranm.

Polaris

This éystem has the most survival potential in the wartire
environment of any 5f our long range nuclear delivery systems. PFPolaris
missiles do not have to be launched early in the wmr, they can be held
in reserve and used in a controlled and deliberate way to schieve our
wartime cbjectivee. For example, Polaris is ‘ideal for counter-clty
retaliation. However, ae the calculations shown above indicate, the
forcz already programred 48 large and can csuse great dammge to tha
population and industry of the Boviet Union. This reduces the urgency

p e T -
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of more Polaris rissiles, Conse , I recawend that v procure 6
rore FPolerls gulcarines in ¥FY 1953, The cost, on & 5 yuvsr tesis,

of the 6 sulzorines will be gbout $930 mdillicms lees thon the cost of
{h= 10 sulrr.rinas proposed bty the Eavy,

15



APPERDIX I

ASSUMED OPERATIORAL FACTORS FOR 1965 ARD 1967 TARGET
DAMAGE CALCULATIONS

All espumptions are characterized altiernatively es Optimistic,
Medien, or Pessimistic.

1. Assumed Soviet ICEM Force

Optimistic Median Pesgimistic

1665 1967 1965 1957 1955 1967
Ruxber of:
ICRM!s '- Loo 500 750 1000 1100 1500
Soft Sites (3 psi) 100 50 . 200 125 300 20
Eerd Sites (300 psi) 200 Loo 350 750 500 1100
Yield TMI  10MT THT  1OMT TMI  1CMT
__CEP 1 n.mi. .-B nei. .Ton.mi, 6p.mi. .5n.ei. .51
Reliability | g 5 <T5 .8 .8. .85

The Soviets are assumed to epply their forces against ours in a roughly
optimal fashion. Thus, for example, Titan I will bave & considerably lower
survival rate than Atlas F of equal blast resistance because the concen-
tration of missiles makes it a more attrective terget. Only the effects of
8 Soviet missile attack are included in our force survival rates. It is
asstmed that we launch ocur surviving missiles before Soviet bombers arrive.
The validity of this assumption does depend oo cur heving e surviveble
high level commend end control system.




ITI. Assumed Survival, Reliability, and Penetration Factors

The probability of & nissile or aircraft dellvering its weapon
to the target can be thought of as the product of three Tactors:

Survival Rate under enemy attack or SR,
Reliebility Rate or RR,

Penetration FRate through enemy defenses or FR.

For sny given Soviet force level, the Survival Rete of our forces will
vary with our force siz2. 'The Forcves nroposcd .y the individuel
Services wlll therefore have hizber survival rates then the forces
recazmended uy the Secretary of Defensz because they ere larger. In
those cases in which they AifTer, -the Survival Rates assocleted with
the forces I em recommending ere designated vy (I), thcse amssociated
with the individusl Service proposals, by (II).

_ The abBpumed Tactors are shown in the tsbles which follow, To
avold a migleading impression of spurlous sccuracy, all factors
bave been rounded to the nearest .05. An explanation of the tasis for
the assumptions follows the tables. ’
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TeEDils I - Aspu=ed Survivel, Relisb

43 d=-
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y 8nd Peneivriinn Faciore, by Wempom

Sygtec, Epd-F¥Y 1955

CTrimlieiic Median Zesedmistic
Aert 3ombers
SX 1 .50 .10
AR .95 .90 .50
FR . TS .50 .25
Vield/CEP \ J
Liiss D (Soft) v
53 .10 .05 .05
® .80 .70 .55
A 1 — 1 - l
1 A L
.20 .20 .10
.8o .TO .§5
) 1 ] 1 - 1
Tield/CEP ,
Atlaz F /J ‘/
87 L 1 .60 .30
FR .80 .65 .50
Pr 1 - 1 - 1
vield/CEP L
Titar I . ' —
- SR ° .50 .30 .10
3G .Bo .65 .50
PR 1 1 —_ 1
Field/CEP Y : )
ten 17| ‘ - .
T 1 .70 Lo
RR -85 65 - 50
PR 1 ) R 1
Yield /CEP l
uressn (Avg. of BXD & Mohile) — »
eR(I) 1 NE -2
SR(II) - 1 .85 .70
RR .85 65 .50
PX 1 - 1 - 1
1e13 /CEP 1 1
Polrris A- il
) 1 1 1
PR .15 . .60 .50
5 i — 1 2 1
Yield/CEP \ , '
Eourd Doz on Alert B-52¢s : -
cn 1 .50 .10
RR .15 , 15 N ]
Fi .80 » 0 o 60
Y:eld /CEP r »
Skybclt on Alert B-52's L —
G 1 .50 .10
FA .70 .55 0
IR 1 - 1 1

Yield fcEP

1



ITI. Rasig Tor Assumed Cpersticnal Faciurs

No great precision can be nleimed i'or these factors. The use of
an optimistic-pessimistic range is intended to indicate the existence
of uncertainty. However, the ranges can be taken to include all values
baving & substantial likelihood.

Alert Pomber Survival Rate

In the optimistic cese, we receive tectical wvarning and act on it
fast enough to launch all of the alert bombers. In the pessimistic
caese, Tor any of e rmmber of pecssible reasons, S0 per cent of the alert
bombers are caught on the ground. In the median case, half the alert
bombers get off. This cen be teken es an approximstion to the results
of a 25 per cent alrborne mleri, though in the case of an airborne
alert, the fact that it is known which bombers ywill survive ettack
should make more efficient targeting possible.

Bomber Penetrstion Rete

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

ICBY Survival Rates

Thess are expleined by the assumed Soviet Forces.

Migsile Rellebility Rates

The optimistic numvers sre Service estimates or desizn objectives.
The pessimistic numbers are hased on estimates mede in WSEG Study Fo. 50.
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