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ATRBORNE ALERT, 1958 ~ 1959

A force had to be secure to be effective. How secure ié
was depended upon the type of threat it faced during a parti-
cular time period. Before 1950 the threat to SAC's strike -
force was almost negligible. It consisted of Russia's copy
of the U, S. B-29, the TU-4, carrying conventional weapons.
By 1956 the threat had become more formidable with the
appearance of Soviet jet bombers such s the Bison and Bear.
By that time Russia also ﬁad the atomic bomb in its weapons

inventory.' During fiscal year 1959 ihe intercontinental

'
-

bomber threat still held the center of the stage., But e
new "player" which had received much advanced putlicity

waited in the "wings," the ballistic missile, (U)

The ground elert force insured survival of a potent
retaliatory force if warning could be guaranteed., 3But warning -
could not be guaranteed during the crucial 1961-63 period when
Soviet missiles would posera threat not equalled by the United.
States. This situation created the much publicized "missile
gap."  (3)

w
National intelligence estimates for these years credited

the Soviet Union with 200 fo 300 intercontinental missilem
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and T00-500 intermediate rangsa missiles.ls) Stritezic Air Command
War Cames for 1961-62 concluded this stockpils wos sufficient to
destroy 21l SiC and other United States and Alliad nucleer retali-
atory forces eéen if these forces were on a grouund a.lgr:t.la’-'L In
this connection, the Ballistic Missile Early Wacaing Sysien (BMEWS),
designed to give early warning of missile launclings, wounld not be
complately operaztional by 1961, 3ut even when i: did become opera-

tional it could not guarantee "clear and unaguivocal warning.la5 (%)
' U

Since it was doubtful the United States weculd have as many
operztional missiles as the Soviet Union during the 1961-635 tine
period, Generzl Power strongiy zdvocated meiniaining & portion of
the manned bombder force on en airborne alert. Iiring FY-59 opera-
tional tests proved that such a2 posture could bezome & routine

weapon in SAC's deterrent arsenzl. QS?
u

183, Brochure, "SAC Airborne Alert Concept," prop by Mej J. D,
Elliott, D?LBP, &4 NWov 58, in DPL Central Files; TWX, C 3947,
personal from Gen T. S, Power, CINCSAC, to Cen T. D, White,
CofS, USA®, "SAC Fporce Structure," 8 Oct 57, Ex 6, Chap II,
Vol I, History of SAC, Jul 58-Jun 59

184, "SAC War Games of Programmed 1962 Force," .u.d., (B-69437), » 59,

185. TwX, C30L7, personel from Gen T. S, Power, CINCSAC, to Gen
T, D, White, CofS USAF, "SAC Force Struciure," 8 0ct 58, Ex 6,
Chap II, Vol I, Eistory of SAC, Jul 58-Jun 59.
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Background, Airborne alert was a giant step forward in SAC's
program to insure survival of a retaliatory force, but the.program
did not evolve overhight. For several years prior to 19Sé S@C had
some form of airborme alert in mind, bui the state of the art pre-

cluded its introduction into the command's arsenal of tactics.la6

Brigadier General K. K. Compton* made the first formal reconm-
mendation for implementation of & form of air alert when he held

the position of Commander, 823rd Air Division. It was part of his

"Simplex" proposazl made in September 1956. In October 1957 a study

grouﬁ‘within the Combat Operations Branch, Directorate of Opera-

tions, Headquarters Second Air Force, headed by Major R, W. Daniels,

began a study of the concept. 187 ()
W

In early November the results of wheir reseerch, called

CURTAIN RAISER, were presented by Major Daniels to the Commander,

* Since promoted to Maj Gen, and in July 1959 was Deputy
Director of Operations, Eq SAC,

186. Info from Maj W. B, Eamp, Special Projects Officer, Mission
. Branch, D0, Hq SAC, 15 Aug 58. -

187. Info from Lt Col B, W, Daniels (subsequently promoted from
Major and assigned to Hq SAC), DOPLM, 30 Aug 58; Info from
Maj F, G, Lester, DPLBC, 7 Oct 58. The "Simplex" presenta-
tion by Gen Compton contained the basic proposal for REFLEX
ACTION, "Simplex" elsoc stated that aircrafi on their way '
to the forward base could be configured so as to have an
immediate EWP capability (airborne alert.)
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Second Air Force, and the Director of Operationz, Later in
the morth, Msjor Daniels brough: the proposzl to Headquarters
SAC, where he presenced it to tne FY-55 EWP 2lanning Board,
Initially, airborne slert tests were considered for four bomb
wings--the 72nd (B-36), 2nd (3-47), 340th (2-47), and 92nd
(B-52)., Subsequently, however, it wes decided to test only '

a3
the 72nc Eomb Wing portion of the propo::s::zle"'s &)
u

On 2 December 1957 the Second Air Force sent the 72néd
Semb Ving, Bzney AF3, Puerto Rico, advanced information on

the CURTAIN RAISER concept. The wing wes dizscted to work up

16¢

tne details fer beginning the operztion, Iz the meantige,

186, SAC was sutherized to meneuver only atomic weapons on its
own authority. The B-~36 was the only command eircraft for
this weapon., SiC's jet bombardment fleet was normally
configured to carry only hydrogen (TN) weapons, and -cduld
naneuver these weapons only with Presidentiel authority.

A modification could be made to allow delivery of atomic
wvezpons from B-L7s and B-523, but it recuired time con-
suning maintenance, numerous changes in the SAC war plan, -
and it would preclude realisiic combet crew training
deemed very necessary by the command. A4s of the end of
June 1958 SAC hed not received the authority to meneuver
T weapons (Info from Maj W, B, Kamp, Special Projects
Officer, DOPLY, 27 Aug 58.)

189. TWK, DODPS 14885, Comdr 2AF, to Comdr 72nd BW, "Airborne
alert," 2 Dec 57, Ex 37, Chap II, Vol IV, Eistory of SAC,
Jar-Jun 58,
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in early Jan 1958,AMaj Gen J. P, McConnell, Commander, Seéond'
Air Force, and Major Daniels presented a briefing to the CINCSAC
in which they proposed onlyﬂthé 72nd Bomb Wing test, 190 General
Power quickly gave his approvél to the project, eand on 10 Jaznuary
the 72nd 3omb Wing received an order to begin the operatiép'three
daysllafef. Operations Order 17-58 called initially for e 60-day
test, but resulfs of the test were excellent and the operation

vas extended to 1 June 1958. 131 (&
U
The first tactical aircraft of the 72nd Bomb Wing took off

on schedule at 1700Z, 13 3anuary 1958, Thg wing was to maintain
& strike aircraft on airborne alert 24 hours s day, seven days

a week, for the duration of the operation. One aircraft pTro=-
vided alert coverage by deploying daily from Ramey AFB to
Nouasseur 4B, and one aircraft returned deily from Nouasseur

to Ramey. (8,)
u

190,}_Briefiﬁg, Second Air Force to SAC, presented by Maj Gen
J. P. McConnell, Comdr 24F, CURTAIN RAISER, 8-9 Jan 58, Ex
© 38, Chep II, Vol IV, History of. SAG, Jan-Jun 58. -

191. PFinal Report, "Operation CURTAIN RAISER," 72nd Bomb Wing,
27 Jun 58, in DXIH,
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During the four and one-hall month operaticn all combat

crews ¢f the 72ad Zomb Wing flew five alert cyclss, and more

192

than half flew six cycles, O0fficers and key supervisors

rotated every Sb days, Support personnel served 60 days.193 ¢:9)
’ U

The B-36 prov:d an excellent veshicle for the test., Only
14 hours (.00L percent) during ths 139 day veriod of CURTAIN
RAISER were not covered by an si-torane 3-36, 19% éﬁe short
duraticn of TDY ani the high morzle of personnel invoived were

two other strong points of the ozeration. Although crews knew

192, The exact cycle uas:
a, One aircraft took off from Remey AFB a2t 17002 and main-
teined en airborne alert capability until 10302,
b, Another aircraft took off from Nouasseur 43 2% 10302 and
maintained airborne elert until 1900Z,

Llert crews adhered to & weekly schedule as followsj

a. 17002 Monday-Depart Remey orn Airborme Alert

b, 10302 Tuesday-Airbornz off alert (1anding at_Nouasseur)
c. 13302 Tuesday-Crew rest and mzintenance

¢, 09302 Thursday-Ground Zlert (Reflex, 30 minutes)

e. 09302 Ssturday-Stations and take-off procedures

f, 10302 Saturday-Airborne Alert (Remey bound)

g, 1700Z Saturday-Airborne off Alert

h. 05002 Sunday-Land Ramey

(Final Report, "Operation CURTAIN RAISER," 72nd Bomb Wing,
27 Jun 56, in DXIH,) -

193, Ibid,
194, Second 4ir Force Monthly £ralysis, RCS: SAC-UsLk, 20 Jul 58,
in DXIE.
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they could get a "Go" word and thereby be involved in coﬁbat,
they believed in the ‘purpose and practicality of the mission,
and they knew that fhey were performing a vital function, ?or
these same Tressons, maintenance personnel knew that the aircraft
had to be in the best of condition., Also contributing to high
mﬁrale ves the consistent work cycle and the absence of long,
drawn-out TDY, The incentive inspired in those participating
in the airborne alert test was one of the most valuable lessons

learned. (g) -

Notwithstanding the.overall success of the operetion,
there fere numerous problems encountered at the outset of-the
exsrcise. Ore of the veakest areas of the CURTAIN RAISER'
exefc;ée was the leck of airborne alert coverage at 10302
(landiné and teke-off at Nouasseur. ) In.subséquent oper;tions.
this pr9blem could be resblved by insuring 4 scheduled overlap
‘at both ends of the flight. . Another problem encountered was.. ‘
the inadequate alerting facilities pt Nouasseur. Initially,
only telephones were usedlfo notify crews of an alert. Laté};
‘Kla;dn horns were installed. These partially solved the
problem; however, the high backgro;nd noise level maﬁe this
system only merginelly acceptadble. Other éroblems were the
necessity of manning two command posts, poor personnel facilitles

at the forward base, and a periodic meintenance c¢ycle too short
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to permit generation of the reouired amount of flyirg hours,

The latter problez was successfully resolved bj extending

the periodic cycle from 150 to 200 hours. 135 ()
q

The Strugsle for Recospition. Even before the beginning of

the CURTAIN RAISER2 test, on 23 December 1957, General Power
indicated a desire to establish some form oi" permanent airborne
alert, Soon afier the introduction of sealed pit ;éépons into

the SAC inventory, he envisioned the aiert force flying off in

the direction of the target a2s 2 routine rather then.an exceptional
overation. The CIﬁCSAC planned to apoly this caoncept to all Unig

Simulated Combat Missgicns (USCMS) and othexr large scale exercises.lgSCS)
U

‘The Operations Plans Division in the Directorate of Operziions,
Headguarters SAC, was the agency responsible for coordinating the
planning for airborna elert. On 3 fFebruary 19958 it formed an
Ad Hoc committee to formulaete plans and procedures for the ‘establish-
ment of a form of airborne alert throughoui sac, 197 ()

u
195, Final Report, "Operation CURTAIN RAISER," T2nd Bomb Wlng,
27 Jun 58, in DXIH,

196, Memo for the Record, Maj Gen R. E, Terrill, Dir of Ops, Hgq SAC,
27 Dec 58, Ex 39, Chap II, Vol IV, History of SAC, Jan-Jun 58.

197. Memo for the Record, Mej Y. B, Kamp, Ops Plans Div, D/Ops, Hq
SAC, 3 Feb 58, Ex 40, Chap II, Vol IV, History of SAC,
Jen-Jun 58.
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During the Committee's meetings numerous concepts were
advanced. These were all studies frgm the viewpoint of how they
would fit into the war plan and physical situation of individusl
SAC units. The committee determined that no one concept would
serve the needs of the whole command. For some units CURTAIN
RAISER procedures would suffice., In other units a "round robin"

type of overation (launching from and returning to the same base)

was in order. 12° (8)

On 4 June 1958 the work of the Ad Hoc committee and the
Operétioﬁs Plans Division evolved into the proposal for a
new airborme alert service Qest nicknamed HEAD START. This
was to be e test using the 42nd Eeavy Bomb Wing (B-52/KC-135,)
The éést was programmed to be conducted in three phases. Phase
I would be accomplished by the complete wing at Loring AF3,
Maine, Phase II would be a stand-down period in whiéﬁ rasults
of Phase I would be evaluated for possible improvement of .
procedures. During this stand-down period the h2nﬁ Bomb Wing

was programmed to disperse one squedron to Bergstrom AFB, Texas.

198. Info from Mej W, B, Kamp, Special Projects Officer, Missions
Br, D/0ps, Hq sac 15 Aug 58; Appendix to SAC Briefing on
Airborne Alert, nresenued to Gen Power, 21 May 58, Ex 41,
Chap II, Vol IV, Higiory of SAC, Jan-Jun 58.
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%.3e III was 2 test of the concedt by the dispersed squadron
199

89

at Jerzstrom, Headquarters SAC published an outline plan-

for the coming test on 15 June 1958. 200 (&)

=

In the mesntime, personnel of the Operations Plans Division
“ . “ -
drew up an operational plan for the test and briefed SAC and
USAF staffs, The test was to consist of a non-sto» "round robin"
creration with one air refueling.enroute. The alert sorties would
kave 2 19.75 hour duration. Each combat ready lead and select crew
would perform 3.2 sorties per month., Standardization and instruétor
crews would carry out one and two alert soriiss per month, respec-
tively. It was cnticipated that the wing would have to accomplish
120 elert sorties for 2,370 flring hours; 100 irzining sortiés
for 959 hours flying time; and 12 tesi hops for 48 hours flying
time. In shori, the 42nd Bomb Wing would have to complete & total
of 232 sorties comprising 5;368 hours of flying time., Tanker
requirements were in addition %o these. CURTAIN RAISER previodsly
provéd that the benefits to be derived from this type operation

included: an incressed sortie rate, lowered cost per sortie,

lowered overtime, and higher morale. 201 (2)

U

199, Memo for the Record, Col J, C, Thrift, Zxec Ufficer, DO,"Ad
Hoc Committee on Airborne Alert," & Jun 58, Ex 42, Chap II,
Vol IV, EHistory of SAC, Jan-Jun 58. )

2C0. 3Brochure, "Ouiline Plan Zor Airdorne Aler: Test, Nickname
1ZZAD START!," 23 Jun 55, in DXIE,

201 Briefing presented by DOPL to Gen Power, 21 Mey 58. The same
briefing was also presented to the Air Staff, and the Subcom-
mittee of the Scientific Advisory Board in early Jun 58, Ex 41,
Chap II, Vol IV, History of S4C, Jan-Jun 58.
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Usually months were required before a new operational con-
cept requiring additional funds was recognized at the highest
governmental level and supported in the budget. Airborne alert

was no exception. (U)

Because SAC could not 'be guaranteed warning, in October
1958 General Power asked that Headquarters USAF take a "cendid
view" toward establishing an sirborne alert capability. It
would maintain U.S. deterrent posture despite Russian missile

supremacy during 1961-64.202 (#)
. u
Ee reiterated his position again in November. General

Fower saw "no alternative” but to achieve a meximum airborne
alert by July 1961. Strategic 4ir Command could support about
75 B-52 sorties ﬂf 2hk<hour duration daily without additional
personnel if its test program proved new maintenance and opera-
tions and training concepts to be workable., With an increase
to 190 sorties daily SAC could cover 66 percent of the alert--
force target system (450 DGZs). Due to the large number of
fl}ing'hburs involved on each sortie, and extensive modifica-’
tion and inspection schedules, about five aircraft would be

requife¢ on the ground to support one airborne sortie. This

202, TWX, C-3947, Gen T, S, Power, CINCSAC, %o Gen T, D, White,

CofS, USAF, "SAC Force Structure," 8 Oct 58, Ex 6, Chap II,

History of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59,
U \!C—-lfl 3 .,:\ i :;E D
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meant a force of 900 B-525 or 20 wings. This was expensive,
but even an airvorne alert conduactad oy 12 heavy wings would

cost about one billion dollars annually. 205 ()
u

The commaAd’s basic objectivaes for airborme alert were to
achieve an initiel cepability by 1 January 1960, 2 maximum
practical capability by 1 July 1961, and a further increase
through the 1662-64 period. The ra%e 2%t which this was achieved
depended upon how successful 5iC was in getiing funds. 204
USAT repiied thet it needed the specific resulis of SAC studies

on airborne alert to aid the Zir Staff in develoning cost data

. . 20
on the force siructure for mié-1940. > (2
U

4 team led by Majof Generzl C, 3, Wes*tover, Director of
Plans, presented this command’s program to the Air Staff on
18 December 1958, The briefing noted that SAC's original
evaluation of the threat during the 1962 +ime pe:-iod assumed

that the BMEWS system would be operztional to give retaeliatory

203, TWX, C-5287, Gen T. S, Power, CINCSAC, to Gen T, D, White,
CofS, USAF, 8 Nov 58, Ex 7, Chap II, History of SAC, Jun
58-Jul 59,

20&, TWX, DPLB 5288, "Telecon Zetween Col Boyland, HEDUSAF, and Col
Cley, Ch DPLB, 8 Nov 58, Zx 8, Chap II, nlstory of SAC Jun
58-Jul 59,

205, TWK, AFFCS 50994, personal Gen T, 3. White, CofS, USAF, to Gen

T, S. Power, CINCSAC, 12 Nov 58, 2x 9, Chazp II, EHi story of
SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.
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forces at least 15 minutes warning. Now that it was doubtful
that the system would be feady, there was a requirement for
airborne alert., The need would remain until the BMEWS was .
developed and could guarantee warning to ground alert forces.*
The briefing team apprised the Air Council of its (SAC'a}-
airborne alert test then in progress at Loring AF3B, Maine, and
of some of the early lessons learned. The bfiefing concluded

yith SAC vequesting that the Air Council: 200 (g)
' u

* General Power %told a Congressional Subcommititee in February
1959 that "The minute any responsible person in this country
says, 'I will guarantee you warning of this number of
minutes, I would drop the airborne alert and tailor it to
a ground alert, because it is an easier way to live,"
(Info, Hearlngs Before the Subcommittee of the Committee
_‘on Appropriations, House of Representatives, 86th Cong,
1st Session, Part 2, "Financial Statements'Field Com-
manders," p 380, in ' DXIE. ) . i

206. Incl'l, "Summary of SAC Presentation on Airborne Alert,"
to Ltr, Yaj Gen C. B, Westover, DPL, to CofS, USAF,
"SAC Presentation to Air Couneil," 12 Dec 58; Ex 10,
Chap II, HBistory of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59; Memo for the
Record, prep by Maj F. G, Lester, DPLBC, "Airborne - -
Alert Presentation to Air Council, 18 Dec 58," 20 Dec 58,
Chap II, Eistory of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.
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1. Approve the Airborne Alert Concepnt.

2. Approve the necessary funds for F7-1940.

3, Dirasct Headquarters USAF to start securing
Canadian overflight authority for the proposed expanded
Airborne Alert operation.

L, Give SAC authority to conitinue Airdorne 'Alert
tests to fully develop the command's potential in this area.

During the succeeding month several top zilitary and
civilain leaders, including the JCS J-Staff, the st;ff agency
suoporting the JCS and in turn the Secretary of DJefense, end
Senator Situart Symington (Democrat, Missouri), were briefed

on SAC's airborne alert reguirements, 207 (2)
U

Headquarters USAF indicated in early January that SAC's
requests were under study by the Air Staff and ection would be

o8 Receiving no reply by that

forthcoming by 2 February 1959. 2
date, General Power immediately sent a message to USAF., EHe
was concerned that the Air Staff seemed ;eluctant to make a
decision on the matter., It would have to be made scon if funds
were to be esrmarked for procurement of supporit items needed
12.18 months hence. Recognition of airborne alert withght
direct action would not result in a true capability, 299_ (=)

) w

207. Memo for Gen Pocwer, from Mej Gen C. B. Westover, DPL, "Brief-
ing on Airborne Alert," § Jan 59, Ex 12, Chap II, Eistory of
SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59,

208, TWX, ATO0? 55075, HEDUSAF to CINCSAC, "dirdorme Alert," 1k
Jaan 59, Ex 13

, Chep II, Eigtory of SAC, Jun58-Jul 59,

209, TWK, C-1167, CINCSAC to CofS, USAF, personal Power to White,
"Airborne Alert," 4 Feb 59, Ex 14, Chap, History of SAC,

Jun 58-Jul 59, -’S‘E%RE-T‘_.
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Gereral LeMay expressed USAF's position on 12 February.

94

Be approved the concept for development during the 1961-64 period,
but he did not recognize the requirement for a continuous .
operation:; He listed as "problem areas attendanit upon 2 con-

tinuous full scale operation:” 210 cg)

U

1. The cost of one billion dollars (obviously derived
from General Power's 8 November letter) might require abandon-
ment of other high priority projects.

2, The maintenance of a continuous airborne ‘alert
effort would limit the Air Force's capability to adjust to
.changes in the international situation.

3. The problem of crew motivation and fatigue.

4, The capability of an airborne alert force to
penetrate defenses would be limited. There would be a
problem of coordinating their penetration with other forces
for saturation end mutual protection.

5. It was expected that airborne alert would shorten
the life of the B-52,

6. Grouprd alert, dispersal, and hardening were com-

petitive with airborne alert either from the standpoint
of cost or operational feasibility, .

"It was General LeMay's opinion that future SAC tests ghould
be directed to the objective of developing a capability for

mounting airborne alert whea the international situation warranted.

210. Lir, Gen C. E, LeMay, VCS, USAF, to Gen T. S, Power, CIRCSAC,
"Airborne Alert Concept," '12 Feb 59 £x 15, Chap II, Eistory
of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.

UNCLZ D2

o
il ioenl

—SECREF—

C<




—SECRET  UNCLASSIFIED

95

The primary emrhasis should be on flexibility, Strategic Air

Command could continue its tests, using two wings and one squadron

of B-52s during the period March through Jure 1959, and submit
. . . 211

plans for a limited and variable airborne ale-t prog—am. (%)

United States Air Force confirmed its position in a message X
)

— U
on 17 February.,

[ 2530 R AN}

12 1 another message od/

the same date, USAF indicated T;-:as ccnfused by what seened'té
them a change of emphasis away Irom approved concepté, ;oea,
dispersal, on-thirdé alert, relocation of KC.97 tankers to
northern bases, and movement of B-47 wings north of the 39th

parallel, It wanted a clear siatement of the SAC position on

these concepts, 217 (8) '

)

211. Ibid,

212, TWX, AFCVC 55084 Gen C. E. LeMay VCS, USAF, to Gen T, S,
Power, CINCSAC, "Airborne Alert," 17 Feb 59, Ex 16, Chap
II, History.of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59,

213, TWX, APOOP, 56653, HEDUSAY to CINCSAC, "SAC Alert and
Dlspershl Ccncepts " 17 Feb 59, Ex 17, Chep II, Eistory
of S&C, Jun 58-Jul 59.
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General Power assured General LeMay that at no time did he
congsider airborne alert as the only way of making the Soviet's
task of destroying SAC's retaliatory force insurmountable. " Elements
such a8 ground and airborne alert, dispersal, fixed and mobile '
missiles,wand hardening had to be regarded together, not.gs individ-
ual units. The‘Air Force could.achieve true flexibility by varying
the posture of its forces in a.variety of weys. The CINCSAC con-
tinued byacommenting, point by point, on the problem areas
presented by USAF as hindering continuous, full-scale alert,
Ee strongly urged immediate action to procure long lead time
items required to support additional flying hours associated with

airborne alert no matter what form it eventually ashumed.zlk (£)

Although officially, Headquarters USAF, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, and the Secretary of Defense d¢id not findﬂ& practical
or necessary need for air alert in early 1999, 215 SAC continued
its campaign of persuasion. General Power used his new prerPgative
of going éirectly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff with matters

involving conduct of the strategic air battle., EHe asked them to

214, Ltr, Gen T, S, Power, CINCSAC, to Gen C. E, LeMay, VCS, USAF,
(B-71251/¢+) 2 Mar 59, Ex 18, Cha.p II, Eistory of SAC, Tun
58-Jul 59.

215. Baltimore Sun, 31 Jan 59, in DXId; See alaso DF, Col C, T,
Van Viiet, Dep Ch, O0I, to 41l Staff Agencies "Policy on
Airborne Alert," 18 Mar 59, Ex 19, Chep II, ﬁistory of SAC,
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suprort his requirement for the operation to begin not later
than January 1960 and pass it along to the Secretary of Defense
for approval, 216 In the meantime, the President gave hi

*
approval feor continuation of 2irborne zlert tests with aircraft

carrying weapons.}

Sm— - -

pr———— |
The Joint Chief's reply was cautious. Sirategic di- Commend

could not begin the operation immediately. Resulis of EZiD
START II test would have to be evaluated first. Neither would
they send the reguirement to the Secretazy of Defense until

the results had bteen "perused." 218 (2)
W

Meanwhile, USAF gave positive assurance that it was trying
to fund SAC's airborne zlert needs for FY-60 despite the fact thet
it was too lete to include it in the normal request. It recognized

$81.6 million for aircraft sceres to provide emergency cepability

* HEAD START II,

216. Ltr, Gen T. S, Power, CINCSAC, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
- "Batablishment of Airborne Alert,” 6 Mar 59, Ex 20, Chap II,
History of SAC, Jud 58-Jul 59.

217. TWX, AFCVC TS 3959, Gen C. E. LeMay, VCS, USAF, to Gen T. S,
Power, CINCSAC, 9 Mar 59, (B-71327) in DPL; TWX, AFCVC TS
3974, Gen C., E,.LeMay, VCS, USAF, %o Gen T, S, Power, CINCSAC,

11 Mar 59, (B-71357).
218. Memo for CINCSAC, SM-448-59, prep by Brig Gen H, L, Hillyaxd,

Sec JCS, "Establishment of Airborne Alert," 30 Apr 59, (B-71966),
in DXIHE; DF, Maj Gen C, 3, Westover, DPL, to DO, DX, DPL, et al,

"JCS Memo SM-448-59," 15 May 59, (B-72056), in DXIZ,
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in ten wings by 1 July 1960; $58.8 million for two airborme tests
in FY 1/60 and 2/60; $24,7 million fer training; and 842,54 million
in confingeecy funds to be used if continuous airborne alert was
requifed in an eeergency. USAF believed this program". . .

most nearly meets the recuirements you have put forth and is that

which stands the best chance for approval.” 213 ¢
u

General Power-appreci&ted General LeMay's and Air Staff's
efforts to secure FY-60 funds for airborne elert, but he was
"most disappointed" that the FY-60 funding would not give SAC
a B-52 ;if plert capability beginning 1 Januery 1960. The Air
Staff alss iought of the concept as necessary for only short
periods of time-during internstional crises. The command
vieved it &'s most effective when flown around-the-clock verying

‘“the number of aircraft at random. 220 (ﬁq

fﬂeedquar;efe USAF was more pleased than SAC with its work.
General LeMay noted thet actions to May 1959 gave thiscommand
an emergency capahillty after 1 May 1959; approximately 60
nercent of the force would ‘be capable of austained operation
by 1 January 1960; end the entire force would be ablae to

partiéipate by 1 July 1960. This program varied frop SAC's

-219. Ltr, Gen C, E, LeMay, VCS, USAF, to Gen T. S, Power, CINCSAC
T Apr 59, Ex 21, Chap II, History of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.

220, Ltr, Gen T, 8, Power, CINCSAC, to Gen C. E. LeMay, VCS, USAF,
17 Apr 59, Ex 22, Chap II, History of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.
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only with respect to the scope of actirity during the latter
half of FY-60., SAC tests had not provided sufficient data for
USAF to evaluate the continuous operation in terms of detailed
requirenents and its effect on the remzinder of the force. The
results of HEAD START II would keve to be known before USAF

. os . . 221
made a final decision on the continuous operation. ()

The Testinzs Progz—on.

Perheps no other test prog-am in SaC's history receivad
es much attention as the HEAD START I and II operations con-
dvuected during fiscal year 1959, Weighty rezms of reports and

L

moteriel evaluations attested i{c the thoroughinass with which the
overation was siudied. ZXeeping airplanes 2loft 2& hours e day,
seven days & week, 365 days a year would te extremely expensive,
Strategic Air Commend kmew that this new concept would have to be
proved feasible for day-to-day-operation-beyond a doubt before

it would be sanctiohed. Intensive study of every faceit of the
test program during the yeer gave the A&ir Staff data it needed

to determine future requirements and the effect it would have

on other USAF activities. (2)

-

* The historian does not intend %o recount the details of the
airhorne azlert tests and the many problems connected with 1t.
This has been done, £s acply demonstrated by the voluminous
reports compiled. Rather, he intends %o present only the
highlights of the operation and the significant results and
lessons learned from the cseration.

221, Lgr, Gen C. E, LeMay, VCS, USAF, to Gen T, S, Power, CINCSAC,
2 May 59, (B-71961), in DPL,
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Original plans for the first full scale airborme alert

test called for a three-phase operation to be carried out 15

September 1958 through 1 June 1959, Phase I involved the 42nd Bomb

Wing at Loring AFB, Maine, It launched a combat ready B-52 every

six hours daily. Phase II was a stand-down period to pe?mit SAC

to evaluate the results of the initial test. In Pﬁase IITI the

test was to be resumed end.expanded. The 4130th SW (B-52),

Bergstrom AFB, Texas, was to continue the operation until 1 June.

This'phase of the test was changed. Instead, the 92nd BV,

Feirchild AFB, Washington, end the 28th BW, Ellsworth AFB,

South Dékota, continued the operation (called HEAD START II)

from 2 March through 30 June 1959. 222 On 1 April the 4238th SW

(3452), Barksdale AFB, Louisiana, joined the above wings.225 (&)
-y u

*
HEAD START I.” Specific goals of EEAD START I vere: 2% (g)

uw
1. To test a sustained airborne alert with SAC units,

2. %o obtain data ﬂecessary to estimate the dosts,
including personnel, materiel, and logistical requiremehts
to support airborne alert operations of varying quantities,

* 1In addltion to the following narrative, the reader will find
a very complete coverage of this test in History of 8th AF,
_ Jul-Dec 58, pp 121-163.

222, 28th BW Operations Order 36-59, 13 Feb 59, Ex 12, History of
28th BW, Mar 59; 92nd BW Ops Order 36-59, 1 Mar 59, Ex 15,
History of 92nd BW, Mar 59.

223, ‘4238%h SW Operations Order 36-59, 18 Mar 59, Ex 1, History of
4238th SW, Apr 59,

224, Broahure, "Outline Plan, HEAD START -Jun 58," 13 Jun 58, in

UNC .iL")Ul IED
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3. To obtain the data necessary %o incorporate SAC-
wide airborne alert operations in such aress as nission
lengvh, mission frequency, trazining requirements, Scneduling
effectiveness, logistic suzport, human faciors, etc.

The operation began as scheduled on 15 Septenmber, obut with
no capability to deliver & weapon. The President still had not
. . e fn o g 225
given his epproval for SAC %o fly with ermed weadons on board.

. L. . 226
But on 2 October this permission was recaived,

end the 42nd
Bomb Wing flew its flrst actuel zirbo-ne alers sortie the nexrt
8 actual

22 , . , . .
day. T Following i3 a brief resume of ihe zore important results

of the three-month c:eration: 228 (£)
l. Operational Summarv “ Percoent of Scheduled
Sorties schoduled 564 | 93, 6%
Sorties Airborne 541
‘ Effective hours Scheduled 5916:C0
‘Effective hours Rez..zed 5471:22 92.5%

Alert (B-52 flying hours) 6442:00

Alert (KC-135 flying hours)1035:35

225. Memo for Maj Gen J, V., Ednundson, DO, from Col W, B, Colsen,
Dep Ch DOPL, 16 Sep 58, in DOPLH,

226, TWX, AFXPD-PL 54781, USAF to CINCSAC, 7 Jan S9, in DPLBP.

227. History of 8th AF, Jul-Dec 58, Vol I, p 141,

228. 3Brochure, "Information for Youse DOP Subcomziitee on Approp-
riations, Airborne Alert,” 5 MHay 59, prep by Col Holstrom,
Ch, DOPL, Hq SAC, (B-7193%), in DXIE.
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2. Air Refueling

Scheduled 335
Attenpted 519

Successful 317

Average Transfer 112,500 vpounds .

Weether--No Factor

3« Target Coverage Planped Actuel
frimary (deep) 62.5% 58, T
Secondary (shallow) 37.5% L1,35%

The Loring test empioyed a cyclic maintenance concent; the
cycle being divideé into three phases: periodic maintenance,
training, and airborne alert. When an eircraft completed its
periodic maintenance it was used for a series of training
missions and then made combat ready for airborne alert duty,

It remained in that status until rescheduled back into periodic
maintefiange, 229 Existing manpower suppowted HEAD START I
seven deys a week, producing approximately 2,800 flying hours

230

péf_monthf Meintenance personnel acutely felt the weiéﬁt

of this extra burden. (33

229;? Rpt, "Airborne Alert, Reporting Pericd 15 Sep-1l5 Dec 58,"
Feb 59, p 7, in DXIE.

230, Ibid., p 15. Operations Order 26-58 specified thet the main--
tenance work would be acheduled ovar 7 days, but that verson-
nel would Work 8¢ that' eacH 'man would work only 5 days. In

practice, exceasive overtime became the rule almost immediately..‘

(Info., Staff Visit Rpt, "HEAD START," prep by Lt Col R, W,
Dgniels, Ch, DOPLMP, 22 Ser 58, in DOPLM.)
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W UI\J‘LJ o it

"p.‘A'ql.



MO ACTITT
UN = WS 103

It is accuzate to say that 2 normal day-to-day operaiion
did not exist during EIAD STaiR? I, Normality was made sub-
servient to the vrimary objectivs of tesving feasibility end
determining the degree to which the air alert was Dossible,
Key specialists in critical fieids and flight line maintenance
J ST

personnel worked many hcurs overtime with little time off, Mainte-
nance training, both forpal and ST, wes greatly raduced., Skilled
people were just too busy to éavoie much time to instruction of
. N dmin s . 231
their epprentices, Leaves wers lizitad to emergencies,
Lack of quelity manning, an olé ssecter, haunted EZAD START I,

q g 7 ’ :
In November 1958 ihe commznder 7 the %est wing listed quality’
manning in the maintenance fi2i1:Z zs "one of the major problems."
Although body manning was 99.2 zercent, gquality manning was

252 . .

only 65 percent. Crews also experienced fatigue because of
the extra work schedule not.dirzctly related to airborne alert,

. . . 233
€.8.y tower officer; airdrome officer, etc, 55 (S)

t{

231. Final Report, "HEAD START Analysis and Review Board Visit
29-30 Sep 58," in DOPLM; Seze also Rpt, "Operation. 'HEAD START!
Meintenance and Materiel Malfunction Study," 29 Dec 59, in DXIH,

232, Memo for Gen Wede, from i2j Gen J, V, Edmundson, DO, 28 Nov 58,
in DORAQ.

253, "Airborne dAlert Report, 13 Sep - 15 Dec 58," Feb 59, pp 13, 29,
in DXIHo
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HEAD START I lacked depot support. This was made evident
by the large number of cannibalizations, low depot fill rate,
late delifery of items, and excessive supply overtime and'long
distance phone calls., After a visit to Loring in Novembet, a
SAC fepresentative noted that only about 44 percent of -B-52
_reqﬁifements vere being received. tock levels on some critical
items had never been met. An example of the hand-to-mouth
supplf situation occurred in November when a temporary two day
Interruption in the %MC airlift (LOGAIR) ceused the cannibali-

zation rate to jump 20 percent. 234 (2)
: U

Frpm the skin out, the standard Air Force flight gear '
seemed ill-suited for air algrt flights, The bulky cold weather
flight clotping.weighed 15 pounds and was developed in 1947-4s,
It was not designed for the crowded crew comp;rtment of high
perfogm;nce bombers using ejection seats. The P-4 helmet with
its biygen mask and communication e&ﬁipment became heavy and
uncpqurtabie when worn on extensive flights., The same was
true of'thetB-# parachute. Neither was thé B-52 itmelf designed

for around-the-clock living, It lacked proper food storage and

234, Memo for Col Holstrom, "Trigp deport, 26 Nov to Loring AFB,"
prep by Maj W. 3, Kamp, DOPLME, 28 Nov 58, in DOPLM.

104
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food preparation equipment; seais were uncozfortable anpd lacked
arm rests; bunks were inferior in design; there wag limited

storage Space; and the aircraf: lacked adequate toilax facilities.235 (&
U

Other problems hanpered early operations. The AN/ARC-65 radie
¥&s new equipment which had not been fested under taéti:él éon-
ditions, Antenne coupler vroblams ang defective tubes caused many
inflight equisment failuves eariy in ihe operation. By Xovember
1958, however, the manufactures had Serviced ihe equipment in
the field and it wag performing at 90 Dercent reliabdility, The
EZAD START I Fina1 Revort notad the "high degree of effectivenesgs"
accomplished by the AN/ARC-Sﬁ. Airg:aft received one Positive
Control message by high frequency single sidebend Tedio ezch

hour of the flight 94 percent of the time, When high frequency

contact could no% be made, ultra high frequency was used, 236

could not be checked out while in=-flight with a Weabon on board,
and the Armamen:t and Electronics Squadron lacked many skilled

Les s . as
technicians because of a low retention rate, <27 CS?__
i

235. "Airborne Alert Rpt, 15 Sep-15Dec 28," Feb 59, pp 50, 60; Final
. ‘Rpt, "Operation. 'EZAD START!,". 16 Mar. 50, p 2, Ex 224, Chep IT.
Eistory of SAC, -Jun 58=Jul 59, :

236, Memo for Col Eolsirom, "T»ip Rpt, 26 Nov to Loring AFB," pren by
Maj W, B, Kenmp, DOPLMP, 28 Nov 28, in DOPLM; Tgyp 4, "Communjice-
tions," Finel Rpt, EEAD 57437 I, 16 Max 59, 34 DXIZ; Final Rpt,
HIAD START I, 16 Map 5%y 2 2, in DXIH,

237. Memo for Co1 Jolstrem, "Trig Rpt, 26 Nov, to Loring AFB", prep
by Mej W, 3, Kamp, DOPLUZ, 28 New S5€, in DOPLM,
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4 test of 30 short duration left much to be desired. The
final report presented to the SAC Directors by the HEAD START
Evaluation Team oﬁ 19 Jénuary failed to satisfy them. Major
General J. D. Ryan, Director of Materiel, was concerned sbout
the limited up-grading in the maintepance functions duripg-the-
test. Major Generzl C, B, Westover, Director of Plans, mainteined
the real objectives were not reached because the test was conducted
es an extraordinary rather than an ordinary operation. Brigadier
General K. K. Compton, Deputy Director of Operations, and Chief of
the SAC Evaluetion Team, was also dissetisfied with EEAD START I
because.SAC_Eeadquarters could not control the test parameters.

Regults of ithe test pointed up trends not facts.zsa The Directors

asked the Evaluation team . re~work the report along these guide

linegs: 253 ~(33
u

l, Airborne Alert is feacible.

2. Due to limited duration, trends were observed in certain
areas. .-

Further testing was required to evaluate all the remifica-
tions of eirborne alert,

238, Memo for the Record, "Final Rpt on HEAD START I," prep by Maj
R, F, Chaffee, DPLCA, 28 Jan 59, Ex 23, Chap II Eistory of
SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.

.. 239, Memo for Col Clay, from Maj F., G, Lester, DPLBC, "'EEAD START'
Final Rpt," 21 Jan 59, in DOPLNM,
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In 2 report of its findings to USAZF, SAC listed the specific
. , . 2Lto
objectives reached at Loring: (8)
1. The concept proved feasible.

2. Present menning was adequete to support the flying
time rates required during the test. [—SAC did reslize, however
that adjustments would have to be made in existing manning
documents to eliminate excessive overiime, cancellation of leaves,
etce

3. 4dn around the clock operation was possible but it
was not the most elfective use of support personnel.

4, Operation of KC-135 aircrait at an accelerated reste
using the Yo-Yo principle was feasible, Undexr normel operstion &
KC-135 squadron flew aporoximately 120 sorties per month; during
EZAD START I the squadron completed 195 sorties per month.

5a Conu-ol of the force using existing communications
was highly satisfactory.

The following objectives were not achieved due to the short

L
duretion of the test: 2 - Lg)

l. The maximum canab lity of SAC units to provide eir-
borne alert sorties,

2., Sufficient informetion to determine degree of
supply required to support a concept such as airborne alert.

3, Upgrading of non-combet ready crews.

Strategic Air Commend had yet to learn: 242 (%)
u - .

240. TWX DOPLM 2102, CINCSAC to CofS, USAF, for AFXPD-P-1, Atin
Col Brown, 2 Feb 59, in DOPLNM,

2&1, Ibid,

2k2, 1Ibid.
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l. EBffect on aircraft life of orolonged operation of
heavyweight B-52s,

. 2. BEffect of different launch schedules on maintenance
capability, )

3. Effectiveness of new training concepts.

4, Capability to sustain and support double reiueled
B-52 airborne alert sorties.

5« Adequacy of new meintenance schedules,

&, Capability of dispersod B-52 SW to operate under
the concept.

T. Effect of this operation while using northern and
southern U, S, bases.

8. Subs*antiating data with which to establish cost
of future airborne alert tests.

9. Manpower costs to double KC-135 refueling sortie
output, - :

-BEAD START II. The second airborne alert.test began 2 H?roh

959 and extended through 30 June.* Two’ bomb wings, the 92nd at
Fairchild AFB, Washington, and the 28th, Ellaworth AFB, South
Dakota, flew four B-52 sorties each day in March, five per day
in April, ‘and aix per day in May and June, Beginning 1 April
the h238th s¥, Barkadale AFB, Louisiana. Joined the operation

with 959 bomber sortie per day and two Fer day.in May snd June,

% The 28th' BW terminated operations on 26 June, 4 days earlier,
dno to tho movement of tho 42nd ARS from Loring on 1 Jul 59.

U'\ 1 : R Ml
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The 92Znd was supprorted by i%s air refueling squadson; the 28th
by the %2né 483 2t Loring AF3; and the 4238th by the 09ih ARS,
Mestovar AF3, Ma.ssac:huseé.‘.5.2!'!'3 (&)
u

The overall performzence of these units was ouvstanding, EZAD
START II revealed no significant changes or trends in'trainins. A
fully objective comparison of this operation with prior accomplish-
slents could not be mede in so short a period, but neither bomoirg
nor air refueling effectivensss was aifecied, Uniis were able

I,
vo complete all training required by regulation. 24k (£)
y

scm 324D 3TART II SAC hozed to determine ths cost of pateriel

L]
+
i

support for the test to be used 23 2 basis for estimeting future
needs, To gather this data SAC established a Materiel Data Cola
lecticn and BEvaluation Team, 2 joint AMC-SAC'effo:t, conposad af
over 1CO personnel from théltwo commands. These ?érsonnel were

located on all beses connected with the HEAD START II test,

243, Final Rpt, “"Materiel Eveluation, HEAD START II, 3 Mer-30 Jan
59," Vol I, Basic Rpt, p 3, in DXIH,

244, HEAD START II Final Operations Rpt, on duplimat, n.d,, in
-DOPLM., At the time research on this portion of the history
was completed the above report had not been distributed. The
historian took information from the duplinmat cop on 9 Sep
59; See also Memo for Gen Westover, from Col L, D. Clay, DPLB,
"Airborne Alert Tests," 17 Dec 58, Ex 24, Chap II, Eistory of
SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59, for information on the EEAD START IT
Training program.
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The team was charged with collecting data, analyzing it,
arriving at conclusions based on their findings. Their final

report consgisted of four prodigious volumes. 245 (8)
u

The following statistics illustrate the increased scope

of HEAD START II operations: 2hé (%)
. u

Overational Summary B.52 KC-135 Percent of Scheduled
Sorties scheduled 1389 217k B-52 99.6 _
Sorties accomplished 1384 2133 XC-135 98,2

Airborne Alert Hoq%s
Scheduled 29406 5891
Aécomplished 29574 5668

Target Hours
Scheduled 2&984 2173
Eccomplisﬁed othkh2 2109

Air Refuelings
Séﬁ?dﬁled 2173

lccompiished 2109

245, TFinal Bpt, "Materiel Evaluation, HEAD START II, 3 Mar-30 Jun 59,"
Vol I Basic Bpt, Vol II, Mission Summary, Vol III, Maintenansce,
and Vol IV, Supply, Transportation, Special -Weapons, Statistical
Svs, SAC-AMC Joint Cost Analysis, in DXIH.

246, HEAD START II Final Operations Rpt, on duplimat, n.d. in
" DOPLM..
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Data.collected during the test indicated a 3-52/£C-135 wing
with a 45/20 unit equippage ccould support the HEAD START II
concept of six 3-52 and 12 KC-135 sorties per day with no ad-
ditional manning, although adjustments in manning documents
would be necessary, If the six and 1l2-sortie rate wa; increased,
however, increased zanning would be rec:.ui.rtet‘..z'g7 The averege
B-52 training sortie in SAC was 10 hours. Increesing this to
24 hours during the overation did not significantly change the
reliability of the girezaft or its systeas, 248 No particular

system limited the coapletion of HEAD START II sorties, but problems

L
occurred with electrical systezs and flight ins:izuments, 279 ()

Despite the attention given it during the test, datz collected
was not accurate cr complete., Unly 54 ‘percent of the Specialists Job
Record forms were corpleted and usabdle, Only 75 percent of the
flight crew wriie ups on the aircraft mission record were included

in the wing's monthly summary 3o SAC, Errors ran as high s 50

247. Fingl Rpt, "Materiel Evaluation, EEAD ST4RT II, 3 Mar-30
Jun 59," Vo1 I, p &,

248. Ibid., p 3.

249, Ivid., p 53,
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percent on maintenance data reviewed by Oklahoma City Air
Materiel Area (OCAMA).. The Air Force Manual 66-1 (Organization
and Field Maintenance) was not an adequate source of data col-

lection for either determining manhours or meintenance data.zso )

U

Determining flying hours costs wes also difficult. 'The test
period was not long eﬁough to identify trends with any degree of
reliability, except in petroleum and lubricants (POL), Cost
figure; on spare parts, depot and contractor maintenance,.engine
overhaul, and other items would have to be gath :red for at least

251 mpe aMe

one yeaf beforé any significant trends could be shown.
logistic support for F.52s was $416.46 per flying hour, or over
$12.2 million for the 29,374 Stratofort flying hours accomplished.
Comparison of the total cost.of HEAD START II air alert with
normal costs indicated en overall increase in total logistic
support cost due to the sccelerated flying hours. The HEAD START
II cycle was also too short to determine costs of overhaul of.

aircraft at the depot. Future tests would provide more accurate

information, 272 () - -
u

250. ‘Ivid., pp 4,19.
251, Ibid., p 5.

252. Ibid., Vol IV, Appendix G-1; Vol I, p 5.
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Problems which appeared in the first EZAD STAST test reap-
peared in the second. The'28th BW exﬁerienced considerable dif-
ficulty with the AN/ARC-65 radio, pertly due to atmospheric
conditions, dbut malfunctions hed been occurring at the rate of
L0 per month with 40 percent due to fzulty tubes. S;pply shortages
elsc caused excessive administrative workloads end cannibalizationms,
at least in the 28th Bomb Wing. 253 The HEAD START II operation also
began without vermission to fly weapons, The CINCSAC decided on 28
February to start without bombs on board and continue the aperation
fpr 10 days; If authority hed not been received by that time, he‘

25k The

vould revert to & ground alert until it was received.
President was subseguently briefed on 9 March and epproved the
sarrying of weapons. Canadien overflight had also been epproved

by that time. 255 Aircraft of ithe 92nd and 28th Bomb Wings began

flying with weapons on board on 13 March 1959. 256 (ﬂ)
Y

The mental and physical condition of the flight crews was

wetched closely during EEAD START II, The 92nd Bomd Wing, and

253, Final Mission Rpt, 28th BW, 1-31 May 59, in DOPLM,

254, Lir, Maj Gen J. V, Edmundson, DO, to MaJ Gen H. T. Wheless, DPL,
DSC/P&P, USAF, 2 Mar 59, (3-7125h), in DOPLM; Msg, Do B-71250,
"HEAD START II,"™ CINCSAC {to COMA® 2, 8, 15, COMBWG 28, 92,
2 Mar 59, in DOPLM, .

255. TWX, AFCVC TS 3959, Gen C, E, LeMey, VCS, USAF, to Gen T. S,
Power, CINCSAC, § Mar 55, (3-71327), in DOPLM,

256, final Rpt, "Materiel Evaluation,” Vol I, p 3.
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later the 4238th Strategic Wing, flew 24 hour sorties. 4n extra
Pilot and navigator weré not added to the crew as recommended
by the Sorgeon in the EEAD START I final report because of.the
increased flight time, The commander of the 92nd, in his owm
words, ". . . kept in very close touch with the morale and mental
attitude of flight crews as this operation has progressed." To
comﬁat fatigue in flight, the procedure of preflight crew rest
at home proved very satisfactory. Also, crew rest perio&s
during the'flight were & major factor in alleviating fatigue,
Few personnel felt %he need for stimulents during flight. Also
fetigie was definitely lessened by the rélief from wearing the
P-4 hélmet and parachute, except durlng takeoff, landing, adnd
rafueling 257 Qg)

Inviolate crew scheduling played a major part in ma:ntaining
high morale during BEEAD START II, As one sircraft commander
noted, "The scheduling . . . laid out for us at the beéinnihg
of HEAD START II looked great, but frankly we had our doubts -
2s to Whether it would be carried out, Now that it is working
out exactly as gcheduled, we feel it's the best operation

wa've ever been in," 258 The cycle flown by crews of the 92nd BW

'

257.. Ltr, Col D. E, Hillman, Cmdr, 92nd 3W, to Maj Gen A. J, 014,
Cmdr, 15 AF, .24 Apr 59, Bx 28, Hiatory of 92nd BW, Apr 59,

258, Ibid.
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flying the sirborne alsrt was four alert flights the firsi two

i15

weeks, two weeks off, followed by two weeks ef ground training,

[s]
squadron duty, and a combat crew training flight. 253 ()
n

This rigié scheduling of missions and the firm time off
between missions for crews did have their complications. The
4238th SW reporteu a "noticeable decline" in the efficiency of
the squadron as far as the performance of additioﬁél duties were
concerned, Squadron personnel not on air alart duiy hadé to per-
form the majority of the addl»lO el functions incident 'to the
normal routine operation of a squadron. They were often re-
guired to be on duty 12 nhours z day, seven days z weak éuring
the test period. The 4238th believed that it would be uarealistic
to continue the operation permznently without additional personnzl
in staff positions or additiqnal combat srews. This would per-
mit more flexible scheduling and make new members available

for additional duties. 220 (g)

Even as HEAD START II came to a close, SAC was looking

ahead to tomorrow’'s needs, The CINCSAC was convinced that the

259, Ibid,

260, EHistory of 4238th SV (H), 1 May-30 Jun 59, pp 15-17.
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airborne alert concept would be approved for continuous operation
sooner or later. Ee felt AMC was not ordering long lead time
itemé needed to support a future operation. Ordering them meant
riskiﬁg future excesses, but this was not serious because they
would be consumed eventually because of the long inventory life
of the B-52 and the KC-135. 261 General Power used evidence of
unshtisfactory supply support during HIAD START II to question
the ability of the AMC system to support the B-52/XC-135 fleet,
Puﬁds'were needed to overcome present deficiencies in the sup-

port program and to proéure long lead time items. 262 (%)

Air Materiel Command shared SAC's desire for an airborne
alért concept during the 106N-64 period, but it had been re-
luctaﬁﬁ to submit addiﬁionaf costs to USAF without a firm basis.
Its HEAD START II report had not been "refinedf,by early July.
Until it waé,'existing data was valid to suppﬁrt the "selling
aspect” but it was not adequate enough for final funding actions.
AMC's sﬁﬁpéft program was predicted on the USAF approved flying

hour program which depicted a SAC-wide airborne alert beginning

1 July 1960. There was already =z 356 million deficit in the

261. TWX, OCG 405, from OCAMA to COMAMC, info CINCSAC, personal .
Maj Gen T, P. Gerrlty to Gen S. E. Anderson, 7 Apr 59, 1n .DOPLM,

-..

262, Ltr, Gen T, S. Power, CINCSAC to Gen C, E, LeMay, VCS, USAP
9 Jun 59, Ex 25, Chap II, Hlstory of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.

U\ r\! :l\ _""T‘“"‘
- Vst l__’
SEGREF-

1)y




lnb tvLﬁzu;L
117
TY-59 B-52/XC-135 flying hour program. This, itogether witkh
long lsad time procurement requirements, made zdequate suppori
of a SAC airborne alert program prior to FY-61 doubtful, To
enter the program on 1 January 1960 (the date SiC des Ted)

prenium logistic suppor: would be required. 263 (=)

u
1t the end of June 1959 USAF supported SAl'as first FY-60
test called STESL TRAP, 29% yitn i1ts increase in airborne alert

sorties to nine per day. The increase would have to be compenscted
for, however, by reduced sorties in other units to remain within
the limitation of z maximum of twelve 2h-hour soriies per dey
which had already been apuroved. Any attempt o incresse daily
sortie rates would jeopardize or delazy the program because new
authorizations would have to be obtained., -Also, deficiencies

in su:;>rting the hesvy bomber fleet (es stated in SAC's § June
letter) prevented USAF from espproving increased flying hours.

It reasoned thet this would compound shortages. EéAD STAR? I
consumptions would be used to determine future needs. In any
cese, the long lead time of certain speres would not permit &

263, TWX, MCG 1774, personal from Lt Gen W, F, McKee, VComdr, AMC,
to Gen T, S, Power, CINCSAC, "Airborne Alext," 10 Jul 59, Ex 26,
Chap II, History of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.

264, This test would begin 1 July and continue through 30 Sep 59,
Units envolved would be the 92nd 3W, Fai-child AFB, Weshington;
the 1lth 3W, Alius AFB, Oklahoma, and the 99th ARS Westover
AFB, Hassac*useuus. (Ln;o, Final Rpt, "Materiel valuat*on,
EZAD START iI, " Vol I, p 3.)
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1 January 1?60 full-scale operationyi.This, ¥as the established Air

agpbmete oo o e e by L

Staff position and it did not change.265 (8)
L : u

The "On-the-Shelf" Progrem

It had become cleerly evident by mid-1959 that Headquarters USAF
viewed air borne alert as an extraordinary maneuver, to de called into
service durlng times of international c¢risis to meet aggression with
a show of strength invulnerable to surprise attack. By the end of
the year funding of the program left no doubt that SAC plans for one-

“Tourth‘of the heavy force continually airborne were not going to be
realized, at least for the near future, Materiel to supédft the
oﬁeration would .be purchased and stockpiled bui no specific starting

date would be set until the threet warranted it. (8)
. ) i

General Curtis E. LeMay, Vice Chief of Staff, USAF, outlined

USAF's‘apprdach as early as Febriary 1959 when he asked SAC to submit

266

plans for a "limited and veriable" Airborne alert program. The

Vice Chief of Staff remindedSAC on 1 July that with HEAD START II
tests soon to be completed a detailed plan which included personnel
and materiel requirements and cost data could now be preasented to

us4F. 257 :(g) -
f .

265. TWX,. AFCIV 52685, USAF to SAC, "Op STESL TRAP," 25 Jun 59, Ex
: 27, Chap II, History of SAC, Jun 58-Jul 59.

266. Ltr, Gen C, E., LeMey, VCS, USAF, to Gen 7.5, Power, CINCSAC,
"Airborne Alert Concent," 12 Feb 59, Ex 15, Chap II Eiatory
of SAC, Jun58-Jul 59. .

267. TWX, AFOOP-ST 52855, LeMay to Power, 1 Jul 59, in History of
. SAC Jul-Dec 59. The documents used in this section are ine
cluded as exhibits in the History of SAC, Jul-Dec 59, but at
the time of this writing they had not beer numbered. 411 will
be found in Chap II of that history.
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ﬁsaF was no less positive of its position in mid-July
when 5iC representatives presanted their eirborne aslaxt briefing
in Washington %o Generals White, LeMay and the Air Sta:f. In a
general comment, General White said that the United States would
have airborne aleri only if the people wanted to pey for it. DMore
specifically, he favored the program on & "random sporedic basis"
unvil the situation dictated a full scale program. - -In his com-
ments,_?eneral LeMay was charzcteristically more blunt, He
left no doubt as te his opposition to the SiC briefing, This
command would have to forget zbout 1 January 1960 as the date
to begin the program, The Air Staff did not eccept SAC!'s
estimate of the graviiy of the situation, 2ad in any event the
operation could not be supnorited with the spares on hand,
Initial funds would have to 8o for spares and it would take 18
months to get them, The Vice Chief of Staff advised that SAC
"Stop beating the drum so loud for Airborne Alert," General
“hite agreeé, The SAC briefers folded their charts and went
home. DBrigadier General Paul 5, Emrick} SAC's Doputy Q;roctor
of Plans, summarized the reception given SAC's vosition at USAF

in a memo to General Power: 268 (ﬁo -

268, Memo for Gen Power, from Brig Gen P. S, Emrick, Dep DPL
"dirborne Alert Briefing," 15 Jul 59, in Hlsuory of SAC
\..--'D‘.'C 596

||n ......
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The Air Staff and SAC positions on Airbornme Alert
are diamietrically ovpcsed. The Air Staff considers that
there is not, at this time, 2 need for susteined Air-
"borne Alert. The capability should be developed and
tested, long lead time procurement accomplished, but
actual implementation must wait the development of a
significant enemy threat or complete failure..of pro-
grammed warning systems,

General LeMay elaborated on USAF's position in ;.message
to SAC shortly after the somewhat disesterous 1l& July briefing.
The President would have to approve and request Congress to
redirect FY-60 procurement funds if current budgetary limitations
and eifendi%ure ceilings vere to be overridden. Thus it was

better to continue FY-60 indoctrination tests (STEEL TRAP), and

-)“r“

plan £or a 1 July 1960 slert of six 2b4-hour sorties for 10 SAC
heavy'iingé-each day. Unless "sirsng overriding considerations"
existéd;'USlF was going to submit the above outlined proéram

to the JCS and the Secbef for approval., General LeMay did say
that SAC's program as presented in its 14 July briefing was
being "evaluated", He then returned to e familiar theme, '

USAF still needed information concerning the "limited and

variaﬁlé"'fype airborne alert. Strategic Air Command must’

coordinate a plan covering this ares with AMC, 263 (8)
u

269, TWX, AFCVC 53527, personal from LeMay to Power and Anderson,
"SAC Airborne Alert," 22 Jul 59, in Hist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59,
‘For a more detailed stetement of USAF's position see Memo
for Gen Power, "Report of Visit to DCS/0, Bq USAF," 8 Aug 59,
‘in Higt of SAC, Jul-Dec 59. (

5,
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The Air Hateriel Command assured USAF that it was preparing

such a plan conjointly with S5iC based on refined ESAD STa3D II

data, 219 (v)

Strntegic Air Command still did not favor the "limited and
variable" concept operated from a ground alert postur;. EZAD START
IT test results indicated to the commend that any plen short of
continuous air alert was "unsound and impraciical" -because of
the comrplexity of ;ersonﬁel, suzaly, meintenance, and targeiin
problems associated with it, Neither would a limited airborne
alert overating frem a ground zlert mest the enemy IC3M threat .
with enough cuantily until gueraniesed and timely warning was
achieved, General Fower urgad %hat FY-61 funding be dased on
supporting & continuous airborne alert in the entire combai ready

.
heavy force as follows: 21+ (%)
Y

1 July 1260 through 31 December 1960--2 airborne alert
sorties daily »er 15 UE unii )

1 January 1961 through 30 June 1961--3 airborne aler:
sorties daily gper 15 UE unit

1 July 1361 and thereafter--3.75 zirborne alert sorties
daily per 15 0UZ unit.

270. TWX, MCG 1870, versonal to Gens LeMay and Power, from Anderson,
"SAC Airborne Alert Prograa," 27 Jul 59, in Hist of SAC, Jul-
Dec 59. '

271, TWX, C-1169, personal for LeMay from Power, "Airborne Alert,”
8 fug 59, in Hist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59. Essentially the same
information was dispatche? %o the JCS circa 12 Aug 59, see
document in Zist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59, )
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But USAF had made up its mind. In reply, -General White

said he would insure that SaAC's proposal was given in full to

the

JCS, but he then returned to the need for data on the "limited

and variable" concept. General White felt he had to push on with

the

do

elert that was advocated by SaC.

development of the program and the acouisition of furds. To

this ne had to consider the costs of a2 lower level of airborne

272 This command replied that it

was ready to suprort any requirement for the develogﬁe;t of

eirborne 2lert, 273 98)
U

i
Bui the next day General Power znd several key staff officers

+

went to Washington armed wiih their arguments in faver of 2 con-

tinao.s air alert. They were determined to convince Generals

Whi

te and LeMay that the limited and variable concept should be

buried once and for a2ll as the guiding theme for eny future

pro

gram. In SAC's estimation a situation whereby a wing partic-

ipated in a2irborne eler: one day and reverted to ground alert

the

next, with no fixed schedule, would produce chaos, Suppiy

need could not be accurately predicted for such 2 variable schedule,

272

273

. TWX, AFCCS 67269, personal White to Power, 25 Aug 59, in
Eist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59. See elso Memo for SecDef, from
SecAF, James H, Douglas, "Airborne Alert," b Sep 59, for
elaboration on the limited and variable concept of air
elert and its relative cost conpered to continuous airborne
alert as advocated by SAC. )

. TWX, C-1780, personel White f=om Power, 25 Aug 59, "Airborne
Alert," in Hist of SAC, Jul-Dec 99,

IVIR] 5o men,
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Personnel would be shifted constantly from tashs asssciated with
eirborne alert to those connected with a2 routine grouad alert,
with no aésuranca one day what they would be doing ihe next,

This would cause a serious degradation of morale, Targeting
would be extrexzely cbmplex; aircraft would have to be restargeted
as they fluctitoted between sir and grouad alert, After = through
discussion ¢ these and other features of 2 limited and veriable
concept, Genzrals White and LeMay egreed that it was ;ﬁfeasiﬁlea

Thus it passed from mention in USAF-SAC correspondence, 275 §:9)
' &

On 27 August SAC presented its plen for carrying out USAF's
desire for a six sortie per day operation in 10 heavy wings, but
USAT was not satisfied that low spares cost esiimeies used were
velids A& joir? AMC~SAC briefing was planned for eariy Septenmber,
and AMC'was.adnonished to be sure that cost data reflected
realistic fund requirements for phased spares procurezeni in

support of th= progranm, 275 ()
m

The combined SAC-AMC airborne alert briefing was finally

presented to General LeMay on 10 September. It was based on

274%. Intervi:w, Rovert Kipp, Historian, with Lt Col H, C, Bayne,
' -DPLBW, 23 Mar 60, Lt Col Beyne accompaniad General Power
to USAF as presentation officer,

275. TWX, ATMIP 69579, from USAF to AMC, info SAC, "2-120 Spares
Cost fox Support of Proposed 4irborne Aler:," 1 Sep 59, in
Eistery of SaC, Jul-Dec 59,
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one-fourth of the B-52 force flying 2& hour sorties beginning
in April 1961 and continuing through 1964. General LeMay
thought it too costly (a2 four year average cost of 3865.5
million) and he directed the briefers come back with estima;es
on how much it wculd cost to acquire the capability excluding
actual operating costs. Cost for this so-called "on-the-shelf"
Program were presented the next day. This approach meant a
reduction of about 8371;1 million. t of course did noé include
any flfing. When the decision was made %o fly continuously
edditional funds would have to be made available in the FY-60

and 61 programs, 276 (2
U

Certain aspects of the "on-the-shelf" pragran immediately
caused AMC concern. Maintaining ready reserve stocks aver an
extended period of timé required considerable effort, e.g., AMC
would require additional nanpower. When airborne alert was
ordered "off-the-shelf" 4MC would need about $700 million more
funds and some 25,000 space authorizations. Also, even vhen- the

shelves were stocked, up to six months from decision date would

276. TWX, MCG 2335, from AMC to CofS, USAF, info CINCSAC, for
the VCS, "Airhowrne Alert,” 15 Sep 59, in Hist of SAC, Jul-
Dec'59. See nlsoMemo for the Record, "Airborne Alert ' Cost,"
17 Se» 59, and Memo for Gen White, "Airborne Alert," 11 Sep 59,
in Hist of SiAC, Jul-Dee 59, for discussion of :the three gir-
borne zlert programs bteing discussed ai Headauarie=s USAF and
by the JCS in Sep 39,
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be needed to support a2 full one-fourtih air alert because of POL
stroage requirements, and these storage facilities could not be

effectively leased over a period of time and not used. 2T (&)

These problems seemed to present formidable barriers to any
concept which was based on increasing the number of aircraft air-

borne on short notice during times of international tension. (U)

By late Ociober 1959 the JCS and the Departzent of DJafense
vere studying USAT's program for "on-the-shelf" airborne z2lert,
It featu—ed a capebility based on a 10 wing (%5 UE) force on

continucus alert for one year et & rate of 11.25 sorties zer

1]

day, ready, if needed, in April 1961, It would cost AMC and

SAC a toiel of 5202,8 million in FY-60 and $324.9 in FY-£1,
Although it soughi funding approval of this plan, USAP felt’

it needed to prepere several aliternate plens to meet any changes
requested by the DOD, USAF asked SiC ané AMC to defermine cost
to support a capability of 6, 9, and 11,25 sorties per dzy in
278

10 wings for time periods of three, six, and twelve months,

These statistics were furnished on 29 October; also included

277. ‘TWX, MCG 2335, AMC to CorS, USAF, "Airborne Alert," 16 Sep
59, in Hist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59.

278, TWX, AFOOP-ST 86493, from USAF o CINCSAC, "On-the-Shelf

Airborne Alert Cepability Prograam," 28 Oct 59, in Zist of
SAC, Jul-Dec 59,
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w27 the number of manpower svaces required for these alternatives,

. 2
wb!sh numbered over 2 thousand in crew members alone, =17 (2

U

Mznoower was eveﬁ more dear in the Air Force then fuhds.
General White, in reply %o SAC's estimates; asked what soriie
rate cculd be suppo-iad if no edditional personnel were assigned
and haw soon this command could attain one-iourth capabiiity if
additionel personnel were assigned on the day flying began. 280
The rercly was that 2 3-52 unit of 15 UE could fly e maximum of
two soriies per day and & 45 UE unii, six. The eerliest dake
ona-fourt2 capability could be attained was directly related %o
the longest lead tize iten in the support field, that item being
engines. 3eceuse if required 18 months ;6 provide engine spares,

the eerliest time when SAC could attain a one~fourth cepability

a1
was 1 July 1961, 281 &

U

279, TWX, DPLBW 4113, CINGSAC to CofS, USAF, "On-the-Shelf Alert
Capability,” 29 Oct 59; in Fist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59.

280, TWX, AFXPD 88034, Hq USAF, to SAC, Attn: DPL, "Estaplishe-
ment of Airborne Aler‘ "3 lov 59, in Hist of SAC, Jul-
Dee 59,

281, TWX, DPLB 4207, CINCSAC to CofS, USAF, "Establishment of
alrborne Alert," 4 Nov 59, in Hist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59.

A "\r“u-n'-..

\_§ﬁ_(7TT{E¢_ UNCLASSIFED




—SeGRET
At inte
UNCLIZDFD  aer
The Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, Materiel, U3sR
succeeded in iamproving upon this dete by various exerciszes
ceiplated in late November.* Already planned pescetime Tflying
hours, less training hours, would be used %o attain an earlier
cepability. By using these peacetime assets, without.waiting
on the "on-the-shelf" spazes srocurement, 2 six sortie level
could be begun late in Novemder 1960; and tis nine and 11,25
sorvie level on I January 1961 and 1 May 1661, respectively,
USAF also considered using War Reserve Materiel (WRY) assets
to eliminate snother couple of monihs from the time i+ took
to begin the opesraticon. They adzitied a risi: would be invoived

S . . . 282
in depleting WRM stocks during F¥V-61, (2)
u

* It is necessary to explain the assumptions used by USAF's
DCS/M. They were besed on a 1 December 1959 fund availa-
bility and the longest lead time of 14 zon*hs for engines
end twelve months for other items at the soriie levels where
no additional engines were needed. Also, it was assumed
that materiel assets were available to support the peaceiipme
flying programmed. 4lso, the figures Tepraesented a cepa-
bility from a materiel standpoint only, eand did not take into
account personnel, maintenance capabiliiy, or lead- time re-
quired to obtain them. (Info, Lir, Maj Gen V. O, Senter,
Dep CofS, Materiel, USA®, to Gen T, S, Power, CINCSAC,
"Estimate for Airborne Alert Initiation Dete," 3Q Nov 59,
in Zist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59.)

282. Lir, Maj Gen W, O, Senter, Dep Cofs, Fateriel, USAF, to Gen
T, S, Power, CINCSAC, "Estimate for Airdowrne Alert Initiation
Dute," 30 Nov 59, in Hist of SAC, Jul-Dec 59,
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The preceeding were interesting exarcises, but they were
only that., EHeadguarters USAF informed SAC, for its "information
ané guidance," that it was proceeding with the "on-the-sheif"
vrogram reflscted in the FY-61 buéget. This meent: (a) a
ready capebility for 10 3-52 wings (&3 G3) and supporting
tankers Uo conduct six airborne aleri sorties per day each
for one year; (b) a capebility date of 1 March 1961, based
on procurenment lead iize; (c) rno spesific stasting date will

be established, it will e dizecied by the JCS; (d) the SaiC

D

heavy force (B-52/KC-133) will continue buildup in ground

elert toward the goal of one-third to be airborne in 15 minutes;
(e) eairborne alert training will be supported through FY-61 }
at an'averase of six sorties per day, elthougn additional
sorties were permissable if normal training flying hours were
reduced; (£) no increases in perscnnel would be approved beyond
current authorized menning, therefore crew to aircraft ratids
remained at 1.6 to l. 297 The following-funding would be

made availables 25% (2) -
Y .

283, TWX, AFCCS 9L47§, Eg USA
in Bi

to CINCSAC, info AMC, "Airborne
Alert," 3 Dec 50, of

SAC ’ Jul—Dec 590

284, dIvid,
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- --60 FY-&I
Spares (aMC) $100 million 360 millien
- . 325 millien
Toial 9100 million $39 million

<t

Also made availadls in addition to the above was $80 million (345H
in FY-60 and $35% in FY-61) in War Reserve Matarjel sparss, plus

neo
$41 million in PY-60 to support STEEL TRAP tesis, <77 (£)
7\

The USAF position was thet =z reduced program was necessary

because of other essential force requirements and reduced dollax

availebility, but £t still favo-ed s one-foumih "on-the-sghalf"

. . 286
capatility &3 an "ovtimum" resuirenent, (33

Cortianed Testine

STEEL TRAF I was the third airborne alert indocirinstion
brogram corducted by SAC to deiarzine +: - feasibility of making
such a procedure rcutine, During the pegiod 1 July through 1
Cctober 1959 the 92nd Bomd Wing, Fairchild ATB, Washingtoé, a
Participant in the HEAD START II test, continued with nine bonb
and 18 tanker sorties of 24 hour and two hour lengths,';espect-
ively. The 1lth 3omb Wing, Alius AFB, Oklahoma, contq}buted four
24 hour bomb sorties° The 99tk Air Refueling Squadron, Westover

AF3, MasaachuSetvs, furnished edditional tarnker support for

285, Ibid,
286. Ibid,
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STZEL TRAP I with 8 three hour sorties per day. 20! (Z)
u

Of the 1,168 sorties scheduled in STEEL TRAP. I, 1,138 )
sorties were airborne, and 1,078 were flown as briefed. 4
total of 2,336 refueling sorties were scheduled and 2,195

completed, The target effectiveness wes 92 percent, 288 ()

u

As in EZAD START II, a Matariel Deta Collaction and Evelua-
tion Tean gathered matariel date, enelyzed it, and exrrived at
conclusions relative %to ihe cogt of the overation., The %ean
conglsted of 29 SAC and 22 AMC representaiives. They were
vo get a larger, more vzlid semple of daie than had been sc-
complighed in HEAD START-II. Their final report consisted of

three volumes, 209 £
U

Conclusions reackted in HEAD SPART II were generally cor-

roborated in STEEL TRAP I, The latter test re~enphasized that

287. Final Report, "STEEL TRAP I Materiel Evaluation," 1 Jul-

5 Qet’ 59, Vol I, Basic Report, p 3.

288. CINCSAC's Ready Reference Book, Plans, Vol 3, Part VI,
"Airborne Alert," 15 Jan 60, in DPLEC,

289. Ibid., p 2. The three volume report is on file in DXIE,
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from 2 support viewpoint ths positive scheduling of the operation

i
-

was very accepiable, Schedules were worked out far in advance,
allowing the pariicipanis to plan their fuiure work and leisure,
Also confirmed by STEEL TRAP was that increesing the soriie length

ning soriie was 10 hours) did

to 2k hours (an average B-52 trai
not sigrnificantily change the reliebility of the aizcraft's

systems, In EZiD START II 83 percent of in- flight failures
occurred prior to 10 hours flight time, In STEEL TRAP I 74

-~

: 250
percent of all malfuactions occurred prior to ien hours.®’” (g)
u

Although ai;c:aft systems limitations did not seriously
affect STZEL TRi? scrvies, problems dig exist with the elactrical
sysvem, the flight insirument systen, and the landing gear system.
3i. air sborts and one ground abori were caused by electricel
system failure., Similar trencés were encountered in HEZAD ST4RT II,
Failure.of flight instrument gyros,eauseQ the mejority of wEite-ups
in the flight inst-ument systen, aand1n~ gear failiures could be
traced to stones strewn on taxiways because of construction which
caused excessive tire failure. STEEL TRAP I also coincided
with the previous test in its conclusion that nine B-52 and 18

KC-135 sorties could be supported within the existing ;upply

system, but a high rete of cannibelization continued with a

290. ibid., pr 4, 10, For additional informetion on the success
of the opersiion et unii level see History of 92nd 3W, Sep
25-22, and History of llth 3W, Sep $9, pp 14-18.
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corresponding dacline in positive supply actions, 291 In the
92nd Bomb Wing z serious ground suppori problem resklied from
various Ground Suppori Eouipmenu (GSZ) bveing out of commission.
In the area of accuracy and completeness of reports which the

collection tean derended upor for much of its inforzation,

little improvement was made over HEAD STi3T II, 292 ()
u

Strategic Air Command continued airbe-ne alert training
during the latiesr months of 1959 under Ogperation Order 20-€0,
STZEL TRA? Il. Deginning 6 Cciober, thrae strategic wings, the
£125rd at Clinicn-Sherman AF3, Oklehoma; <ze 4228th at Columbus
AT3, Mississippi; and the 4130%ih’ at Bergs‘rom AFB, Texas,
represented the Second Air Force. They we=e supported by the
502nd, 901st; and 910th ARSs ai these saze bases. Eighth Air
Force units perticipating were the 99tk 3ecad Wing and the 99in
AR5, Yestover AFB, Massachuseits, and the Llst ARS, Griffiss AFB,
New York, The test was to continue until 14 January 1960.

Each straitegic wing provided two sbrties per day and the

99th Bomb Wing six sorties per day. The 90lst, 902nd and 310th_

291, Ibid., pp 45, 10.

292, SAC T-12 Report, "Wing Commanders 2emarks," 92nd BW,
1 Jul- 6 Qct 59, in DXIE,
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ARSs launched four sorties a day; the 99th ARS eight; and

g —
the 41st four. 2f5 Weapons carrled were seal d vlt MK- 15/2

e

ka/l, or 36/2, s Mission oogectlves vere the same as in previous
Q )
sests: 00 (s (roY (V)

(a) Indoctrination of new units in airborne alert
operations,

(b) Obtain data for use in computing future costs and
manpower required to continue an expanded airborne alert
operation,

(c) Determine if pres nt manning documents are
capable of supporting continuous airborne alert operations,

293, SAC Ops Order 20-60, "STEEL TRAP II," 10 Aug 59, in DXIH;
Commander-in-Chief's Ready Reference Book, Plans Vol,
Part VI,-'"Airborne Alert," 15 Jan 1960, in DPLBC,

294, Ops Order 20-60.] |






