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MEMORANDUM TOR THE SECRETARY OF TFFENSE

SUBJECT: . Review of the Hickey Study (U) T
- Attached is a rveview of the Hickey Study prepered by the staff
of my Programming Office. The Hickey Study is & useful analysis.

"I think that its most valuable contribution Jies in its attempt to
flesh out in terms of specific weapon systems the kind of posture
we should like to have in the early 1970's if we were to attempt
fully to implement a posture suiteble for controlled response and

| & very effective second-strike counterforce. It attempts to clarify
.. .. the kinds of developments that we should be examining now. As such,
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I am sure thet it merits and that it will receive careful consideration
by ODDR&E. o ‘ . :

- However, I think 1% importent that I emphasize several of the
limitations on the Hickey conelisions brought out in.the attached re-
© view. .

GapGsm o o First,' the statement “a manned raconnaissénee—sfrike vehicle

ecapable. of penetrating enemy territory to report the results of U. S.
o attacks, and to locate and destroy previously unimown or missed targets,
R R ‘is & requirement for implementation of controlled response”, is
. W . demonstrably untrue. Admittedly, such a capability would be useful ’
. N‘S M ~* ‘o have, but the vast majority of the benefits of a controlled response vd‘h/
$ oLy strategy can be achieved without it. Strike reconnaissance is Just. N ‘L
'_-"'25 ¥ ~ one additional way of gaining useful information. Thexe are -others. w W\;W.
- The preferred mix is a question of cost and effectiveness. et

Second, .the specifications for the RS-X are not those of the:
B-70. It is not clear to me that the former is feasible in the time
period stipulated. The study does not show that the latter (the B-T0)
_vwould be justified on = cost/effectiveness basis; the guestion is
eimply not considered. ’ : ~

Third, the requirements for a centrolled response strategy are
exaggerated in the Hickey Study, and its feasibillty is under-estimated.

-

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC
- REGRADING; LCD LI? 5200.10 Ao
U BoEs WeT sepLY ATOMIC ENZRGY ACT, 1954
' wo AS AMENDED

e g
i P

- REPECDUOTION 07 mrrre mamn
. 1;; LZ:::-;.L:_x._J e Tiig DOSUMENT
o INC-RLOLT

LY

: traea - NP o
e .-:f..h PIOLRIRITED / Lo . conll .
‘.'..";ﬂ—d':; l:\:::f-. :‘..-....-;.:__.;i c»:.‘ i‘i'_"g v - a ZZ——-FJJ:S}
ASSUING 0FFIcn PoreofeeaOm =2

asto-—ﬁﬁ%»/ﬂ?‘”?y /aﬁrz é




X gee no reason why we cannot have & satisfactory pdsturé for &
. controlled response strategy by 1964 if not sooner. I reject the
. suggestion implicit in the Hickey Study that 21l of these advenced

posmeswe)

'eapabilities must be achieved before it makes sense To abandon the
. spasm war concept. . ’ : .

it - Fourth, the requirements for Advenced Minuteman are calculated

" on the assumption that we want a.capability to dig up Soviet hard
- - and dispersed ICEMs. This race may not be worth the prize.

Fifth,.'bheré is nothing in the Hickey Study which effectively
argues for a change in the decisions you have a_.lrea.dy made for

FY 1963 procurement.
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' SURJECT: An Evalustion of A Study of Requirements for U. S. Strategic
' Bystems, (Final Report), Net Evaluation Subcommittee,
Na,tional Security Council. S

Vet
1

The Pur_pose and Conclusions of the Hickey Study

The study of the reguirements for U. S. stra.tegic systems was
directed toward an analysis of alterns.tive mllltary strategie objectives )

alternative force postures and the:Lr peri‘orma.nce in thermonuclear war for

the 1962-1971 -pericd. OFf the, four ba.sic objectives of U. S. geners.l war

policy, as set forth in the Proposed Pol:.cy Directive, Military Elements

- of National Security Policy, the study considered two? (1) the reduction

of enemy mlitary ca.pa'bilities and the retention cf effective reserves,
a.nd (2) preclud.:.ng U 5. m:litary inferiority. These are basic elements

. ofa controlled respoqee strategy. The ob.jectlves of war 'l_:ex'minatlon

vV, . : : - :
‘ox' favorable terms and limiting damage to both the United States and

i'ES'AJJ.ies iere considered beyond the .scope of :I;he Study. .

P : : ~ The study concludes ‘that the controlled response strategy ca.nnot

. be implemented until the latter paxrt of this decade. This conclusion
'is based on the ergument that basic capabilit:.es wi.J_'L be lacking dur:mg

the early part of this decade. Among these ave: _ . e

: o - (&) highly effective strategic weapon systems;
(b) = viable na.‘bione.l 'pol:i:‘b’:i.cal-milit&ry command and contro_ly '
(c) effective intelligence;’ .

(a) +timely damage assessment; and, : _ =

. . A-' Ln'n '
(e) measures assuring the survival of our Nation.  ASAMEE
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: .An analysis of the last four oi‘ 'bhese Capablll‘bles was 'beyond the scope ’
of the Hickey Study While it 1s certainly correct “that effective
:capabilities in these areas are desirable 3 moderate fdegrees of effective-
‘ness in a.mr one of these areas should not semously degrs.de the effective-
ness of a controlled response strategy. Measures currently belng
implemented do, in fact g contrlbute signlficantly toward correctlng

the shortcomings in these ca.pa,‘blllties.
e Ve will demonstrate 3 usmg ‘hhe Pramework of the Hn.ckey Study that,

as far as force requirements are concerned, controlled response strategy
is feasible even for the mid-1963 period. |

The Hickey Study reccmmends - five additiona.l advanced weapon systems

':for the 1971 U. S. ob,jective force: Advanced Minutema.n, Polaris A-k,
_Advanced '.I.‘ita.n II Supersrmic Iow-Altltude Penetrators Launched by
- Standoft Missile Ieunching Azrci:aft (sm.q/sm), and a reconnaissence:
. strike alrcra,ft. These weapon systems can contri'bute to an effective’

controlled response during the latter part of this decade by enha.nclng
: our withholding ca.pability, a.JJ.owing intra-war damage a.ssessment,
att&cking unknown or missed. ta.rgets of military worth a.nd negating
-bhe effectiveness of potentia.l Soviet a.nti-miss:.le defense. We have
.resexrvations conceming two of these weapons systems 3 the Adva.nced
Pitan IT and. the reconnaissance-strlke aireraft. These will be

discussed later. . ' |

. !I!he. study concludes thet the a‘biiity of strategic forces-to - )\pp G"p

respond to nuclea.r attacks can be made less dependen‘b on early warning g"“

This is correct. But it would, indeed, be a comfortable world if we .O 'tﬁ & >

LR
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could be assured that, under a no-warning attack, epproximately




’ 50 per cent of an alert bomber i‘orce would e.lvays survive This is a
find.:.ng of the Hn.ckey Study.

VWhile the methodology used (ancl recommended) in the chkey Study

- -‘..:51;!
.is adequate for future req_u:.rements studies, the studies should be ‘fm"@/ {‘i
further supported by analys:.s of the _performance of the :_oroposed 'y /‘{"éﬂwy
strategic posture stressing the dynamrcs of general war (force surv:.va.l & r.;* 31:"

‘bhroughou'h_ the war, ‘bargaining capabilities throughout the war, .and the’
' cen@utatioﬁ of 'mortelities and industrisl damage, on both sides, at

various stages of & general var).

The Requirement.for Strategic Reserves

”‘ilhe Pélicy Directive rela.tive to reserves states that there shell -

be, ". . . ﬂexi'ble 5 uncomi'tted rea.dy reserve nuclear striking forces
' ca.pable o:f enduring in & vartime environment under prolonged reatta.ck
. 'while remaimng responsive to central control' Under & controlled
response strategy, strategic reserves . contr:.bute to: . |
(a.) -enhancing intra-var bargaining pover and mil::.ta.ry superioritv,

g ~~ (b) @eterring wanton mt:_me attacks against U. S. cities 3

m

o E,\ | \. J_ﬂ\ (c) controllmg & general war and strengthening prospects for

. fu;{x’ \g/f ver termination on fa.vorable terms by having an option to
M:VJ_‘\" v" }}’W\ selectively attack urban-industrial tergets even dur:mg the
v . \o“’f later stages of a war;

. J\?’M V' (d) attacking targets selectively in the Soviet satellites; and,

pﬁ"% 3 (e) deterring other potential enemies during the course of & war.

gw
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'l'he Hickéy .S;l:udy re.la.tes. the 's;‘.ze. c;f tﬁe.résgrves t; the 'num‘B’er
“of milita.ry ﬁa.rgetg in the Sbvie£ Union {an additional force":capable

; of coverin‘é 25 per ';:ent of the Sovieti taréets associatéd with their
strateglc del:.ve:ry capab:.l:.ty) though it is recognized that these- ;
reserve :ﬁ‘orces may have other roles. ThlS is their interpretgtion of .
the reg_uireme_nt 'fpr. a strategic reservé stipulated in the Policy

‘ ‘Dii*ectiv'r'é. This does ot necessarily correspond to what the fra.mers '
of the irective had in mind The force requ:.rements for ;poten‘bia,l
‘atta.cks against Soviet and C‘h:.nese ur‘oan areas are not shown as reserve
requirements--in effect, there is an implied e.utomaticity of attack
against these targets (in 196?, for exe.mle, Chinese cities are still
ta.rgeted. wi'th 3-52 bombers) . A chaa:acterisb:.c of withheld forces is
“the a.bility to survive , not onlv mltl&l strikes R but elso follow-on
strikes. HNo degra&at;on of the reserve force resul’cmg from potential

‘follow-on ‘i_)omber at{:acks.is recognized in the Hickey Study.

The Feasibility of A Controlled Response Stretegy In The Eaxly 1960%s

Using the Soviet attack strategy and parameters and the U. BS.
force operaﬂona.l factors as developed in the Hickey Study, we will
show that a controlled response strategy is feasible in mid-1963 as

. far as Porce requiréments are concerned. We will consider & rélatively

. unfavorsble case-~-that of a Soviet strike giving us "y nsufficient varning”.

The 1963 Hickey target list consists of:
14 Staging Bases '
43 Home Bases

67 TREM/MRRM Sites

| prororeeB—PATA
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B -7§ ICB& So:ft S.ites.
81A:{r Defense Bases - l. A ‘
123 Other A.ir :Ba.ses |
67 Xuclea.r .Stora.ge Sites .
17 Submarine Ba.ses . o o
6 Ha.rdened M:.lltary a.nd Government Control Centers

m/180 Urban Area.s/DGZ

In a.ddition, Chinese-targéts add:
- 25 Bamber Bases

28/46 Urban Areas DGZ

We will use 8 slightly reduced ta.rget list. An examination gi‘
Volinr.e II, Annex F, Axpﬂndix X, Andicat th...t Soriet nuelesr storage .
. Bites are hea.vily co—located wvith Soviet airfields. a/ The TZG of thes'e‘
. sites should be offset to maximize the destruct:.on of both the szte and
assoclated airfield. —/ .It-ls_ also possible to ,redu_ce the number of
 IZ&'s for the Soviet mm]xmm, ICRY, and air defense targets (but .

it is not our purpose to reduce the Hici{ey list to the m:.nmum number

of .DG.:Z.'S). The reduced target 1ist does not include herdened military -
“and government controi centers (béca.use of their location in Soviet
_cities). Table I s@izes the U 8. force requirements as presented
"in the Hickey Study, wheress !fa'ble IT sumarizes the requirements
congistent with a stra*qeg’y of controllezd response. The militaery attacks

shown in both tables have an eq_uivalen‘b target destructiveness cé.pability.

1/ Of the 67 sites, 4 are located on or near staging bases, 40 on or near
‘home bases, and 14 on or near other airfields. Approximately 85% of
these are substantially less than 3 miles from the assoclated bases.
These sites are only moderately hardened. The reglonal sites seem to
exploit terrain features and consequently have a higher _gie ee of
invulnerability. belY; AN
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‘The weapons éssigxled to USSR urban aress under the Hickey require-

. ments are sufficlent to inflict significant damage to TO per.cent of

the total floor spacé in the 111 urben areas (ZDASA enalysis) or
approximately TO per cent 3ignii‘icant.damage to specified industrial

categories (AFIC analysis). To achieve these demage 1evels the

deficiencies of U. S. forces were shown by the Hickey S’cudy to 'oe
&.equivalent 166 B-52 alert. gircraft..
The snalysis, as de;picted"in Tsble IT » shows no force reqy
deficit. But there is an approximately 10-15 per cent degr.z;.t.ié.%-;lo in’ I
tﬁe daﬁn&ge inflicted 1&6 urban~industrial areas. We do not i’eel tha
this reduction is slgnif:.cant enough to rule out the feasibil:.t:,r of 8- . -
controlled response strategy for the early sixtles. “What is more o
important, the forces a.va.i]a’l?le for pqtential weé?pen—industrial attacks in

our analysis are missiles, not bambers.

- Tnplications For A United States First-Strike Capability

The pos’cures recommended 'by the Hickey Study appear to achieve

_ an assured and flexible second—strike capability. These postures

inhere:gtly have vearying degrees of first-_-stm.lce capability. Future
requirements studies should elso .analyze- the effectiveness_ of the U. 8.
posture under a first-strike option. (The Hici;ey postures appear to have
an impressive first-strike capsbility, especially in the late 1960 period.
The;c;e postures might well Induce the Soviets to correct the imbalance

of forces.)

2/ Even if the nuclear sites are not destroyed by the missile attacks,
ineense locel fallout could deny the movement of weapons from these
sltes. More accurately delivered gravity bonmbs can destroy the sites

in follow-up attacks. RES;QIQ’FB Bg;q -
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" Soviet Posture and The Strategf of Contrel_‘led Response o

The Hickey Stud;,r states tha.t the developments of high y:Leld

Jnega.ton ‘warheads. and an anti-missile defense sys’oem ney rule out a l

é

U S. strategy of controlled. response in the la.tter part of the decaca
!

- High yield weapons (grea‘ber ’chan 50 l«ﬂ.‘) do not appear to have

’
1

. . "significant milita.ry value (for example, a.ga.mst e 300 psi target =
g 90 per cent. probabillty o:f' klll is ach:.eved by using elther 8 EMT/ .?.OOC
CEP weapon or & 80 MT/5000 £t. CEP weapon--though collateral mortalitic
my be significantly affected). More likely the weapons may be develc:.
for psychological propagariéa, 'threats, end blacimail purposes. The
g el .develomment might also indicate that the Soviets are conc‘erned with-

. o ' improved war outcome, relymg on these weapons (as part of their
e reserve) to enhance their wartime bargaining positlon and. to deter our
wartime attacks against _tizg}_:;_/ciﬁlee. The development of an anti-

missile defense system can a.lso be explained using the same arguments.

It can not be concluded that these developments rule oub the feasibili <,

of a U. S. controlled response strategy.

- .Development of Advanced Weapon Systems -

The Cheracteristics of the advanced weapon systems recommended by

i : ) the Hickey Study for the 1971 U. B. objective force are:
) - 1b.

"a. Minuteman Advanced. A highly-reliable 100,000/sclid

propellant missile capable of carrying & 3,200 1b. payload 5,500 miles
with an ultima.te— Re-entry bodies capeble of carrying .

highly-sophisticated penetration aids. A family of warheads ranging

.:; Portions denied are S-FRD and thus outside of the jurisdiction
1 of the Interagency Security Classification Appeals Panel.

T ore
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in yleld from kilotons to 9 mega.tons. Compatlble m.th Minuteman (H&D)
] " Eilo » hardened’ to- with launch control centers hardened to
. _ Reqﬁired aveilability 1966. .Ehn;ployed primarily ageinst

""" 'nigh time-priority targets, hardened nuclesr and ICEM sites,. and ABM

-FRD.and thus outside of the Junsdlctlon cem

curity Classification Appeals Panel.

Portions denied: are S
-/'tof the Intéragency Se

defended targets.: ) L o

it N Pola.ris' A-l. A hig'h}.y-‘z.*elia.blé advanced Polari;a missile

- ‘capable of carrying a payload of 1,850 1bs. 2 500 nm, or 1,300 lbs.

. 3,000 nm with a CEP of - Re—entry body capable of” carrying
Jhighly-~sophisticated penetra.tlon aids. A famlly of warheads ranging

" 4in yield from _ Repla.ces Polaris A-3 in current
and future Pola.ris submarines. Employed prmrily against submarine

' Abases, urban ta.rgets, and AEJI—defended targets. Major component of

. Reserve. Required availsbility 1968. '

e. Titen IT (Aavanced) /A bighly-reliable, storable liq_uid

. propellant missile capsble of carrying & payload of 12,000 1bs. at
“least 5,500 nm with a CEP of [l - Re-entry vody capabie of carrying

_ highly;-sophistica.te.d penetration sids. —
I :-coccd to

‘500 psi. Employed primarily against very hard nuclear storage sites '
end ABM defenses.- Some.retained in Regerve for very hard targets.

Required availsbility 1668.
“d. Supersonic Iow—Altitude Penetrator launched by Sta.ndoff

Missile Launching Aireraft (SMIA/SIAP). . A chemically-fueled missile

vith a range of 2,300 nm (1,500 nm high, 900 nm below 1,000 feet), =
speed approaching Mach 4, & CEP of 1,000 feet, and warhead yield in

8  peorpers
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tl’fe.kiloton fa.nge. ‘ De.sifgnéd pr:‘mai‘ily to destroy ABM. control centers. -

- Eight mssxles carried in an a.irborne alert mode by alrcraft with

‘ %0-hour endurance. Required a.v-alla.bility 1968.

- .. ' "e. Recomzalssance Strike Aircraft (R/S-X} A.n aircraft with. ;
o ,': -minimum charactdrlstics of Mach 3.5 at 100, 000 Feet operating altltude. B : o
. Amed with 18 gl:x.de nmissiles having a CEP of 200 feet ana a yield of S

20-L00 kilotons. Equipped with long-range s high -resolution, side-
Jooking radar a.}"td other SEensors. Designed to provide damage assessment
‘data over enemy. or US territory,.to locate and -destroy targets not

previously destroyed, and to serve as a commend and control link. This

aircraft is -'widely' dispersed and accompenied by & tanker. Required
.a.vailabll:.ty 1967 u . L
 In the Hic ey Stud:,' the Minuteman (ad ced ve*sm“) wespon s,jstem
‘represents the primary - elemen‘c of the 1971 ob,jective force. Its 5.5 M’I!
. varhead (withorut testmg) and 1,800 ft CEP would result in-a .95 single
shot kill probability (excluding relmbnlity) ageinst Soviet missile
sites hardened to 300 psi. Iits :capabﬂity to ‘c}a:rry renetration aids

-
. would contribute toward the degradation of a Soviet.anti-migsile defense

. éystém. The study states that the missile is compatible with the silos
of the Minutema.n (5D} system, and yet can be herdened to withstand
- 'I'he feasi'bility of utilizmg thege s:t.los should be '

demonstrated.

We agree that there is a requirement for en Advenced Minuteman

system which can effectively penetrate Soviet anti-missile defenses.

Portlons denied are S-FRD and thus outside of the jurisdiction

of the Interagency Security Classification Appeals Panel.

[t end
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We chsagree vith the M:mutema,n force size reconmended in the chkey @/ ‘,*

Study. It is not a.t all clear that- the capabllity to destroy all )ip’u
s &

known Sowet ha.rd.ened and dlspersed missile sites’ 1s a. reasonable A \/ C{é

objective considering both cost and effectlveness > and espec:.a]_ly

ot
ccnsidering ‘possible Sov1et active missile defenses.

-of the Interagency Security Classification Appeajs Panel;-, .- | -

" Polaris-k missiles represent a loglcal follow-on to earlier
--.vérsions. The force size should be consistent with the req_u.lred :
| damage potentia.l agamst Smo-Sov:Let Bloc industnal structure 3 and

. Bhould. represent the major element of the strateglc reserve.

The rationale for the Advanced Titan IX system depends on the

e .. req_ulrement for a very hlgh yield weapon — - -
= M”\ : — Ba.sed on militery consideratlons > thewggg@_gz_)_{ihls /

SWLent. The H:xckey Btudy indicates that Titan II would

o —,

,.«fv
N"’} — and .1is competitive m.th the advanced version.

A supersonic lov altitude pesetrator (SLAP) could be an effective

| Portions deniéd are S-FRD and thus outside of the jurisdiction, |

J‘

. counter to an a.nti-missile defense system, and this proposal deserves

careful considerstion. The long endurance stand-off missile launching

_. L 'airéré.??t (SMI4) would have the flexibility not only to serve as a
| platform for the SLAP, but also to serve as & platform for air-to-alr
.. missiles defending CONUS agé.ins’c Soviet follow-on bomber strikes, =
. command coﬁmunication relé.y, a damage assessment platform, and perhsps
as' a reconnalssance-strike vehicle. The suitability of this eircraft

jfor these various roles should be examined.

BV B o 10 —REgyniaz-
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The value of continuation of the B~70 program as a reconna.issance-

" strike system for the- late 11.960 period is questlonable. Unless it can Jbﬂ"}r

be demonstrated that the requirements for a reconnaiss ance—strike syo‘bemf* ,eL e
‘can best be satisfied by a Mach 3.5 vehicle ) a reguirement for this . U"’ e -'b,
weapon system should be deferred. Nowhere in the Hleey’ Study is | %‘:‘:\yﬁ}
E there an. a.nalysn.s of the cost and efi‘ectiveness of this aircra:ft _3/
Ma.ny studies have demonstrated the difficulty of searching for unknoun Pas
| t&rgets (the human/ equipment interactions) a.t speed.s far less than 0’:1} - (""'“"
- Mach 3.5. - | ~ b;s“;f;w

While it is certainly cbrrect that & reconna.:.ssance-stmke capa-

bility would enhance our ability to attrite enemy forces throughout

-8 waYr, 11: does not follow the.t a lack .of'an effective system would

nega.te the utility of a controlled response strateg{

Tt should 'be realized that a contro]_'l.ed response strategy is not
e "go-no-ge“ proposition.- .Even a moderate degree of effectiveness cen
contribute significantly in mproving the p051t10n of the United States

in a possible generzl war.

_3/ Paradoxica.ny, should not the potential effectiveness of reconnaissance-
strike reduce the requirement for reserve missiles (eince the reserve
requirement was specified in the Hickey Study as additional soft,
and hard target coverage)?




N o ‘ . "r-; . - "" ‘ . .
o IE/ ,
TARLE '

B Hickey Force Reg_uiremen‘ts. 1963

1963 - NO' WARNING

" Btaging Bases , Ty ' Atlas E 28
. Home Bases . k3 " Minubeman 86

. IREM/MREM - . 67 Titan I 16
o : . .  Atlas F A
' : ' Polaris 2 36

~ B-52 EAA-&) 12/48

. B-52 (GA-4) 106/ b2k

" ABM Defense/DGZ -— - —

.Air Defense A/F 81 . Piten I 38.
R o ,Polaxris 1 48

7 Polaris 2 2

© Minuteman 64

| Otner A/F . 123 - Bby (Gak) 123/

3

- e ey 366

Nuc StorageA Sites - 67 " Titan IT A8
T .- : ‘ - B-UT (GA-1) 148/148
 B-52 (GA-2) 112/20% -

" Submarine Bases a7 352 (ca-k) 30/120
Hardened MilgGov Cont 6 . B-52 (GA-2) - 21/k2

N ‘Urban Aveas/DGZ 11/180 B-58 GA-J.% 26/26
> S N . B-52 (CA-k 135/5%0
B-LT (GA-4) 25/100
Polaris 2 16
8/ Explenatory Notes follow the table.
: Attachment I Poge 1 of
i Paing ool
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. TAMEI .
(Continved) .

Hickey Force Requirements 1963

et mmems’ . 1963 - NO WARNING
Pl " Targets . MHeapon - Number

i

“ | ICEM S - ek
anber Bases " 25 - S mese (e L epjub

SAM . - : . - .. .' "‘.

Y “Urben Aveasfoz - /i Bs2 (k) | 3/

—-"‘_

e
ATOMIC ERERS
AS AMENDER

il l '

]
[ ACT, 1934




. A%las D
' Alas B -

Atlas F
sz

et

‘ 'POla;ris/squ

ey
bsa
" Bk
- B-58

R (Conffinued_)- .

B-$2 Deficit

Hickey Force Requirements 1963 -

| RESERVE

Weapon System’

- None availsble

Polaris 2
Deficlt

FORCE REQUTREMENTS

_Committed  Reserve

e Number

Required

16
125

Total

for Support = Budget

or U.E.

Forces

Alert FOI‘. ces

B S

m -
Sh | .
18

0 . -
ue(n). 1602
366 - .
310 | -
~166 ;
2‘% . ]
%6 "

" OEORE

2
L
.6
2
61(%)
306
215

- =lhy

289
5k

30
30
8
60 -
-
150
192(12)
62
55
iz
565
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EXPLANATORY ‘NOTES

| FORCE REQUIREMENTS - 1963

o 1. . Weapor}s Bystems requirements are displeyed for the conditions
- of "No Warning". | Co :

‘2. The display is explained as follows:

. "a.  "Iargets" columns - the category and number of DGZ%s.-
Where two numbers are shown the first represents the number of tgrget
areas and the second, DGZ's. :

- b. The "Weapon" column indicates the weapon system(s) selected
"for each target category. Popular names and model thereof are used for
. surface~to-surface missiles; thus, “Minuteman--the first models

"' Polaris 2--the second generation Polaris, ete. Aircraft Service

.‘Geslgnations followed by & parenthetical expression indicate posture
; &nd loading, .e.g- (4A-4)} air alert with four gravity bombs, (Gh-4)
ground alert with four gravity bombs. A

‘¢. The “Number” column displays the nunber of alert weapons
. and, Where necessary, weapon carriers required to achieve the desired
“target demage. : . o :

. -~ &. Reserve. - The reserve sumary indicates the numbers and
- types .of alert weapons systems required to meet the reserve force
. eriteria established in this study. T Where systems are not available
-@eficits are shown. _ . o ’ :

€. TForce Requirements Summary is & compilation of each system

. employed. 'Column 1 shows the systems used. Column 2 shows the alert
.. -vehicles committed to the attack. Columa 3 shows the reserve forces

- utilized. Column % shows the non-alert forces required to support the
committed elert forces. In some cases it also includes the small
nunber required (plus or minus) to £ill the U.E. for a whole ‘
orgenizational unit (e.g. wing, squadron, etc.) since budget estimates
ere calculated on this basis. Column 5 shows the total forces used

&g -8 basls for budgetary computations.

‘il &
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T TARLE TI

. . TARGETS

T Cmssm o
. '~S‘ba;éing Bases
(4 Wuclear Sites)

| -~ Home Bases -
s (k0 Nuclear Sites)

——

TCRM (soft)

“Air Defense A/F

. .Other A/F -

NE AR

.- Attachment II

1963 - ﬁO WAIK;NING

"+ Forée Requirements - Controlled Response - 1963 .

o ' (1k Fuclear Sites

No. .
Targets

1%

43

67

79

81 .

123

. Weagon

Atlag ¥

 Witan IT

Minuteman

Atles F
Titan I
Minuteman

B-47 (CA-1)

B-58 (GA-1)

B-52 (G&-2)

Atlas B
Minuteman
B-52 (AA-L)

B-52 (GA-}4)

B-52 (GA-L)

Titan X
Titan IT

. GAM-TT

Page 1 of 2.

- B-k7 (GA<h)

-

Nunber .

20

Lo
Lo

6
148/148

- 26/26
105/21.0

12/48
53f/212-

.- 300
" 52f10h

1k
123/hg2
66
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S TARLE II
. ) (Continued)

Force Reguirements - Controlied Response - 1963

... TARGETS . ., 1963 - NO WARNING
.. , SRR ¥o. N
- -Targets - Weapon JNunber
Nue Btorage Sites S 9 L Atlas B - 18
Svbmarine Bases - ..  17. Minuteman 17
L - B-52 {GA—.’B) 23/h6
o : B-52 (GA-L) - 5/20
"Co-loceted Nuc Sitera/ 18 o B-47. (GA-k) 25/100
- Bombér Bases o - ,13'-52.(%-&) 29/116 -
USSR Urban Arcas/DGZ 111/180 Atlas F . 30
: .o Minuteman . - 38
o o . Polaris I and IT 128
10 - China Urben Areas/DGZ 28/16 B-52 (6A-%) ~  3:1/128
" Unspecified = ' - B-LT (FO-1 h3/L3
. _ : : : B-58 (FO-1 8/8
. B-52 (Fo-2 L1/82

Poeel

&/ Associated with staging bases and other A/F bases.

Page 2c 2
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