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The decision made in 1846 tc provide the United
btates,AiT‘Fvgbe’with an atomic striking force probably
stands as one of thg most prudent military decisions
in American history. This was a wise decision because
it resulted in the Unlted 3tates going to the offense
and building a potent military deterrent to war. Oour
capabllity to lay down a devastating atomic offensive
has been recognized by the World as the force that has
prevented general war for the past decade. However, during
the past ten years there have been such major developments
that I believe we are again at the position where equally
cruclal decisions are reguirsd.

First, by 1958 or certainly by 1960, according
to Intelligence estimates, Russia will for the first
tine possess the cawnability of causing unacceotable
daraze to the United 3tates., Of course I am referring
to her long range atomic striking capability.

Second, 1t anpears tiat in this time period Russia

can effectively deny us the use of forward areas., Here
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I am thinking of the large numbers of Intermediate Range
Ballistic KMisslles whiick shie 1s forecasted to have by
1960.

Third, during the period 1960-65, both USSR and
the United States will be iIn a nosition to integrate
Intercontinental Ballistic lissiles into their striking
force.

There 1s still another situation which has developed
that should cause us some concern. It is that the Russians
will continue to talk peace, and there are too many
people that believe them. This cquld seriously affect
the forces we are given. We must keep this in mind
wnen making our decisions. Before we talk about the
decisions to be made, I would like to review with you
some basic points on which we all have agreed.

(Chart) NINE EASIC PUINT3 O WHICH WE ALL
AGREE

1. (Chart No. 4 ) The Prevention of Apgression:

The United 3tates 1s coxmitted to a »nolicy c¢f peace.
That is, our military pégﬁr will be utilized orimarily
to orevent aggression. ﬁowever, if war cannot be
prevented on terms acceptable to the United States,

e Alr Force must insure that we win -- no matter

how i1t starts or how hollow the victory might be.
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€. (Chart No. Z ) The Air Power Battle: The

§18gy

first requirement or objective of our Air Force is to
win both phases of the Air Pover Battle -- the deterrent
phase and the combat phase, The, deterrent vhase of the

~ Alr Power Battle is being fought now., The detarrent

Phase that I am talking about-is the day to day aopraisal
both sides must make to determine relative military
Strengths. There can be no doubt —- at such time as
Russian forces have the ascendancy over our forces,

amd it 1s to her advantage to attack us, she will attack,
We must have such a force in being that for Russia to
attack the United States would Tean committing national

suicide,

8. (Chart No. 7 ) The Destruction of the Enemy

Offensive: %e all know that the best way to destroy
an eneny air c¢ffensive force is to attack 1t in its
most vulnerable situation -- on the ground before it

is launched,

4. (Chart Wo. - ) The Offensive Force: e have

previously agreed that the best way to prevent or deter
war, and certainly to win cne, is to miintain a suitable

orfensive posture.
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5. (Chart No. 5 ) Defense after Offense: e

have oreviously agreed that we should provide as good
a defense as can be afforded after the reguirements
of the offensive force are satisfied.

6. (Chart ¥Wo. G ) Intercontinental Canability:

we have agreed that the olffensive force shnould have a
predominantly intercontincntal canability. This
requirement was tc be provided on a first priority basis.

7. (Chart No., 7 ) Centralized Control: e

also know and agree that in order to achleve maximum
flexibility, control of offensive air power must be centra-
lized. Piecemealing our force to meet the needs of

local comianders compromises the inherent advantages

of air oower, This principle of air power employment

must not be ignored if we are to bring to bear the

meximua force at tie decisive noint at the right time.

8. (Chart No. § ) The ®rincivle of 3ecurity:

The force must not be so vulnerable to enety action as
to compronmise its strike capability or reliability.

g, (Chart No. ¢/ ) The Principle of Economy of

Force: GEconoriy of force dlctates that the maximum

nortion of the force be capable of particizating in

the decisive battle.
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Now, we are agreed on our objectives and basically
on the means of attalning them. These policies and
principles I believe tu be sound now and in the
foreseeable future -- and I am hot_ready to abandon
thiem. But, let's take a look at where we are heading.

(Chart No. /0 ) WHZIT ARE WE ACTUALLY HEADED
I THE AIR FORCE?

The projected force we will have to support the
principles and policies we have outlined can best be
analyzed by a review of U3AF's Force 3tructure and
Program Cbjectives 1957-1865. This is a review of
the wing strength of TAC, ADC, and SAC from 1957 to
1965:

(Chart No. // ) F320 65-1 TAC FORCE. 4s 1is

indicated on this chart, the TAC force reduces slichtly
in total number of wings ~- a reduction of four wings
from 1657 to 1885. There is an apnreciable reduction
in fighter bombers with an increase in short range
missiles.'

On the next chart, which reflects the number of

delivery veliicles, (Chart No. /Z) F3P0 65-1 TiC,

the TAC force actually 1s growing between 1957 and

19865 -- with thie growth being in short range missiles.
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The composition of thie TAC force is such that it has
very little capability against alr power targets that
threaten the United 3tates. Furtner, the TAC force
is tied inflexibly to forward operations and is sub-
jected to the dictates of theater comranders and to
international agreenents. Jqst at the critical time of
the Air Power Battle these forces are cormitted for
both conventional and atomic support of ground force
operations which will be defensive in nature. Not only
is this force placed in a most vulnerable position,
but also it 1s subjected to the vagariés of forelgn
nolitical support. Our Allles may refuse vermlssion
to launch atdmic attacks from their territories, I do
not consider it necessary nor wise that TAC forces
continue to be provided to smecific land areas in support
of pclitical commitments. Instead, forces stationed
within the continental limits of the Unlted 3tates can
be anplled against comnitments made to defense alliances.

For thie ADC Force (Chart No, /2 ) FSPC 65-1 ADC.
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This force increases in size by 1865 from 34 to 43
Interceptor ¥ings. There is a slight decrease in
total number of alreraft wings with a large increase
in total numbsrs of lMissile Wings.
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On the next chart (Chart No. /4 ) F3PO 65-1 ADC,

the growth of ADC 1is niore evident. This chart reflects
the total numbsr of delivery vehicles prograzmed. AS

can be noted by the bottom two areas on the chart, the
number of Interceptor aircraft rerains relatively the
same., There is a great increase in the number of
missiles, as indicated by the top two areas. This

change 1ﬁ'composition Trom mammed interceptors to inter-
ceptor missiles can be expected to increase further ADC'S
capability of knocking down Russian bombers. However,

we all know that no reasonable increase In ferce will
make it nossible for ADC to stop the enemy from inflicting
pronibitive damage on us. For this reason we lave agreed
that defense of the United States asainst air attack
snculd be accomplisned orimarily by destroying the eneny
offensive canablility at its base, and secondarily by
airborne intercentions. As we get Info the ICBM phase
of warfare, the only defense we will have will bz the

of fensive force. The major benefits to be derived from
any air defense system are early warning and sufficient
threat of attrition to force thie enemy to erploy less
tan optimum tactics., In deternining the depth of tie

alr defense system, care must be exercised to assure

y : W
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tnat it i1s not extended to a point where the cost of

such a system renders it liable to the effects of the
"law of diminishing returns." Examination of exhaustive
studies concerming our programmed defense system for

1950 reveals that it will cost four to five times as

much to destroy a B-5Z as it costs to get the bomber

over the enemy target system.. This 1s assuming that

the bomber force is between 500 and 1,000 and that

they are employed in an optimum fashion from an air
defense standpoint. It is important to note that
costwise, an offense comparable to the proposed 1960
defense wuld amount to a force of 34 B-52 wings, 45 UL,
wita supportinz tenkers on single wing basss. 1In develop-
ing such a defencse system against air attack, it must

be recognized that no system will be camable of effecting
prohibitive losses agazinst a well-ccordinated, determined
offensive force that has preparsd itself for the penetration,
Therefore, | the air defense system must be restrictsd

to that which can be made available without prejudice

to the develooment, equipping, and maintaining of an

of fensive system of such size and coenfiguration as |
will insure a favofable out.come to war, in the event

it should fail to deter the war,
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Let us now look at the 3AC force in some detail,

(Chart No. /5 ) F3PO 65-1 SAC STRIXE FORCE. The apvarent

reduc tion in size from 45 wings in 1957 to 30 wings in
1665 does not adequately reflect the tremendous loss

in combat potential which will occur; This next chart
(Chart No. /() F3PO 65-1 SAC FORCE portrays in numbers

of delivery vehicles what is to hanpen to the SAC force.

This chart shows the total number of SAC delivery vehicles,

pro gramued by ear, with the color green imdicating
Ilgnters, red indicating mediums, orange indicating
heavies, and blue indicating missiles. The vercentage
of the total SAC strike force by tyve of vehicle is
shown for the years 1857, 1960, and 1S63. As can be
seen, 13 medium bomb wings, having a real and demon-
strated combat casability, are being vhased out and
are being replaced by missiles. By 1865, 554 of the
force will be missiles. These missiles can in no
Sense comnensate for this loss In 3AC's combat notential.
Now, I'm just as anxious as anyone to get a missile
Into the Inventory that will improve or increase our

canpeblility, but even if these missiles meet their

Speclfications and time schedules, they could not be
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depended unon to any acceptable degree in winning the
alr battle. Furthermore, they could nlay only a minor
role in achieving destruction to the target system as
a whole. I agree with Secretary Quarles' recent state-
ment that in the foreseeable future the manned bomber
will remain tne preferable_way of doing the job. He
recarmended missiles as an awxiliary -- or suvplement
to —— rather than a replacement for the manned bomber.
And this Is the thing that r=ally concerns me: Ve

are not "augmenting" the manned bomber force with the
missile, we are "replacing" the bomber with a weapon
of questionable capability.

As a summary of my discussion on "Where We are
Actually Feaded in the Alr Force," let us liok at this
chart (Chart No. I7 ) CONPARISON OF FSPO 65-1 for TAC,
ADC, AWD SAC. This includes the total number of aircraft

and misslles for the three commands. It s*ows the growth
trends of ADC and TAC, and the static ccndition cf SAC;
and it shows the differences we will have in 1955 in
numbers of dellvery vehicles. Our defense effort is
growing and if we added the Army and Navy defense

forces as well as their highly vulnerable short range

10
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offensive forces, this clart would more dramatically
portray the trend toward a defense postire at the

expense of the long range offensive capability.

(Chart ¥o. /§ ) WHSRT THE SOVISTS 4RT HEADDNG

Now, let us review wiere the Soviets are heading.

It snould be rscalled taat Intelligzence agencies
have frequently under-estimated the developnent of Soviet
air power, Knowing this, experience dictates that we
accent Intelligence estimates as fairly conservative
or at least representative of the minimum Job facing us.

An analysis of current estimates indicates the
following sigaificant improvemsnts in Soviet capability.

First, an increasing Soviet long range offensive
force.

During the Alr Show last summer, the Soviets disclosed
thet they have long range bomber aircraft comparabls to
our owm. They seeil to have recogized trat as they acquire
the advantages of long range offensive vveanons, the
existing nower relationshi» will alter, giving thnem a
better bargaining position. As to production canability,
the following ciart reflects the zstiiate of Soviet

boniber prodaction through 1933 as accented by the Joint

11
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Intelligence Committee. (Chart No. /9) SOVIET

BCKBER “RODUCTION. The production estimates of

Jet and turbo-prop bombers of the United States and

the Soviets.“ The time period represented is from now to
mid-1853. It is at once apparent that the current
numerical suoeriority of the United States will have been
reduced to parity by the Soviets at the end of the time
period. At this time any superio'rity We may aspsar to
have over the Soviet Lung Range Air Force will be

purely that of deliverabllity. But this next clart reveals
a more significant trend -- dispelling even the appearan ce
of superiority. This next chart shows Soviet heavy

bomber production. (Chart No. 20 ) SOVIET EEAVY BOWBER

PRODUCTION. Based on these same producticn estimates,

this chart conmpares only tae orojected heavy bomber in-
ventories of the United States and the 3oviets during
the same time period. And here is the actual ky to
Strategic air superiority until such tire as a proven
Intercontinental ballistics missile force is avallable.
We agree with the JC3 position stated in their mid-range
plan for 1 July 1857 that -- as the nuclear weanons
sitwation tends to balance —-- the abllity to deliver
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becomes the over-riding consideration. We must face the
fact that the key to supremacy is not found in the total
number of bombers a force possesses; but rather, that
{t is in the abllity of the force to deliver a decislve
blow under the most adverse conditions. In the same
time period of which we spesak, that ability will be
determined primarily by the intercontinental bomber.
By mid-1959, 3cvist production capatity will be able
to augment the long range air army with at least 300
rollow~on heavy bombers each year thereaftsr. These
will certainly be high performance ai;crart with supsr-
sonic dash capability and it is entirely possible that
a nuclear power bomber will be in ‘the early stages of
nroductlon. How much larger the force grows after
1950 seems to me to be related to Soviet success in
developing an effective ICBMN.

Both of these charts point out the fact that the
Joviets will have the advantage in heavy ling range
of fensive aircraft from 1858 on, Our ailr power deterrent
position will be jeopardized from 1658 on.

1t is difficult to appreciate our loss of ascendancy

unlass one looks at tihie resdlts. Every year we var
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gare our programmed for:es against the eStimated enenmy
forces five years in the future. I have sxtracted
comparative data from our war games for 1859 and 1960:
I think these sxtracts highlight what we mean when

We Say we are losing the ascendancy.

(Chart Wo. Z2/) FORCE TABULATION 59 WAR CAIT.

This chart is the force tabulation for our 1858 war
game. Tt was based on joint estimates which Were

firm in late 1954, You will note that we held a slight
advantage in gross nurber of aircraft, The next chart,

(Chart No. Z%) FORCE TABJLATION 60 WAR CAME, reflects

the force tzbwlaticns for the 1960 war fgame. The
advantage in gross numbers of aircrafrt has definitely
swung to the 3oviet -- and the Sipnificant shirft is
in the heavy bomber category.

The next chart, (Chart No. 7%) RISUITS 59 wWAR

GAME, Indicates the results of a war in 185¢ with the
Soviet taking the initlative. As you can see from
tile forces remaining, we have no hope of winning such

& war. The next chart, (Chart No. ¢ %) ERT3II75 80 VAR

GALZ, reflects the status of the forces after the
initial atemic exchange In a var in 16€0. There is no

hope at all of victory in this time pericd either. The
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important taing, however, is that the enemy, because
ne has emphasized his intercont inental cambility,
can launch a tremendoas force on his first wave in
1850, Although we can conceivably deliver g counter-
blow of less than 400 weanons on him, we are through --
tie war is over. Ue may have hurt him -- but he has
declmated us. IT this predicted shift in Suprenacy
actually occurs, it can be anticivated that the U. 3.
Air Force vill fail in its deterrent role,

(Chert No. 2&') INTIRUEDIATE RANCE BALLISTIC

MISSILE. Another significant Soviet advance which
intensifies my concern as long as we are dependent on
Overseas bases, is the forecasted Quantities and
canabilities of their Intermediate Range Ballistic
i1ssile., By 1960, the Soviets should have 1,000
medium range ballistic missiles which will give them
adequate coverage of all our UK, Spain, and Mediterranean
bases, as well as Thule, Xeflavix, ani the Alasxan
comnlexes. Joint Intelligence estim tes Indicate +hat
these missiles will havr g 3-mile CEP with 3 7 yield,
Little, if any, varaing can be expected, thus aircrart
within missile range will »robably bte lost and the
bases rendered Jntenatle, This, in addition t2 & large

15
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proportion of Soviet medium jet bombers which have the
capabllity of destroying our forward bases, causes me:
to questicn our dependence upon these bases to support
the strike force. Certainly fram 1860 onward, we mst
plan to launch our offensive force from the relatively
more secure ZI and Canadian bases,

In the discussion thus far, I have outlined nine
basic points on which we all have agreed; I have
analyzed our program to determine where we are heading,
and I have reviewed where the 3Scviets are heading,

Let us examine our force structure program in the light
of the orinciples on which we have agreed. I propnose
to demonstrate the following:

(Chart No. 76G) WZ ARE VIGLATING OUR OWN AGREED
DRINCIPLES

1. Chart No. 727) THE PRINCIPLE OF THE OBJECTIVE:

A major portion of cur force either cannot by design -
or will not because of limitations - be able to
participate effectively in the decisive battle. Unless
it rema ins entirely clear tc the Russians that we do
have the force with which we can win the decisive rhase

of the AiIr Power Battle, we cammot expsct to deter

16
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aggression for much longer. FSP) 65-1 does not, in
my opinion, provide such a force,

2. (Chart No. 2¥) THE PRINCIPLE CF THE OFFERS IVE:

Offensive Torces with demonstrated capabilities and
resolute acticns are the only means by which cur
objectives can be attained. Successful offense brings
victory; successful defense can now only lessen defeat.
The advantages ¢f offense can be achieved only when the

means available are sufficient to provide a reasonable

chance for success. Compared to the resources available

to the Alr Force, and compared tc the Russian long
range offensive ferces, our emvhasis on the offensive
force is falling far short of our stated aim., It is
obvious from the build-up for pure defense of the
United 3tates and the defense of the overseas land
areas that we are detracting from our ability to meet
higher priority cffensive requirements.

2. (Chart No. 7€) THE PRIICIPLE CF 17AS3.

Although our objective of winning the Alr Tover Battle
is sound, both the operational control of our offernsive
potential and its tactical limitations compromise our
ability to bring the mass of our force to grips with

Russia's lcong range striking power.
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4. (Chart No. 30) THE TRINCIPLE OF SECURITY.
The disposition of our forces to fight, dictated by

their composition and concept of employment, makes
it mandatory that we operate from forward areas just
at the tine the enemy can effectively deny us these
areas. ,Without a oredominantly intercontinental
capability, it is Impossible to oroperly secure the
strike force,

5. (Chart No. 2]) THE RMCIPIE CF ECCNOMY CF

FORCE. Our efforts to satisfy all requirements within

our limited resources héﬁe resulted In none being
completely satisfled and in fact are resulting in a
force wnich is incapable of gaining a decision at any
point. ©Not only will all our exnsnditures have been
wasted if we are put to the test, we will fail to
win the war.

These violations of our own principles make it
impossible to get the npst for cur defense dollar.

(Chart No. 3&) YHAT KIKD CF 4 FORCE AND
ORGANTZATION SnodlD we FAVE 7

We apree basically on the requirerment to destroy
the enemy's air power in the shortest nossible time

alfter the outbreak of lLostilities. The decisive phase
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the ovpponent's air power undoubtedly will be victorious
in the over-all conflict. Any military action other
than that taken to destroy the enemy's air power will
be sscondary. The Sovliet target system and the enenmy's
nosture have a direct bearing on the total Allled
offensive air power required,. |

Let us remember that the Soviets made the mistake
of countering our long range offensive capability by
concentrating on the defense. %We were not greatly
concerned by thelir air defense capabilities.-_Now ‘
that they have started to concentrate on a long ninge
offensive force we should not be panicked into a
defensive posture. We must build un our own offensive
carabilities to counter balance his offense.

our offenslve force must be first designed to
satisfy our over-all world stratsgy. It 1s important
to rerember that general war means our heartland
will te under attack. The success of our tactical
and theater forces in thelir bettles with the enemy's
tactical forces will have little or no effect unon
survival of the Unilted States against Russia's inter-

continental bombardment. e must concentrate on a
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force designed to protect the U, S. in a general war.

If a specialized task, such as a local var, is then
required, this properly constituted offensive force

can accomplish the specialized task.without compromising
its capability, and thus still constitute the deterrent.
to a general war. As in the past, theater type locai
war commitments will probably continue to be levied |
against the long range offensive force, and, in view

of the vulnerability of forward bases, the capability

to operate from less vulnerable areas appears necessary.
SACYs ability to strike such targets is well established.
SAC already has a sizeable 1list of such targets amd

the 1ist is growing steadily. For e:amle, SACELR
recently asked us to hit 23 additional targets which

we picked up the first of January. wWe had already
agreed to strike 33 targets for 3ACEUR.

I am well aware of the tremendous pressures brought
to bear on the Secretzry and the Chief of Staff for
tectical air power to be assigned directly to theater
commanders. It is our duty as the senior air advisors
to the Nation to convince those in authority that air

power assigned to theater commanders is an unnecessary
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compromise of U. S. security. The President and the
Nation mve expressed their confidence in and dependence
on air power as the orincipal deterrent to any military
aggression. We must accept the blame if this alr power
is improperly used.

The Tactical Air Command and the Strateglc Alr
comnand must be in such a state cf readiness as to insure
early and decisive engagement in the air battle. The
attack of air battle objectives in the Soviet Union will
require close coordination and control of all attacking
units. This coordination and control can best be
exercised by a single commander. This commander should
report through the Chief of Staff, USAF, to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. The present practice of training
units in the continental United States within the Tactical
Air Command, deploying these units to overseas areas
where they are »laced under thé conmar.d and operational
control of resnsctive JC3 unified conmanders, and emnloying
these forases in accordance with theater requirenents, can
never achieve optimum effectiveness of offensive air
power., I believe there should be within the United States
Air Force a single offensive air courmand charged with

maintaining an immediate capabillity to participate in
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worldwide offensive air warfare on whatever scale may
be reguired. In an all-out war subsequent to the Ailr
Battle vhase, thie offensive force in its entirety can
be emplcyed In supporting land and naval advancements
if required.

The entire offensive force should be equivned with
the best weapons systems waich can be produced and these
systems should be continuously improved and maintained
I the Inventory at a rate at last commensurate with
the build-up of the enemy's offensive canability.

(Chart No. 33) VHAT CAN ¥% DO TG ACEIEVE A
FORCE AD OPGENIZATION TE REJUIRE? )

Mere affirmation of odrinciples such as we have been
discussing are of little value unless backed up by the
resolution and the camability to abide by trem. Ve must
here today make the crucial decisions I have been discussing
and take acticns which will give us the force and organizga-
tion in the period 1660-65 to most effectively cope with
the enemy situation.

Q@f course, 1f there were no guestions about the
availability of funds, our orcblem would be simplified.

We must face the fact that we probably are not going to

get much more noney for the Air Force. We also ¥now
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that this business 13 getting more exvensive each year.
what we've got to do is to plan on taking the money out
of our own hide. We must establish a priority list for
fulfilling our requirements and must recognize that low
priority requirements will not be satisfied.

The budget figurss wers nct available to me to
commare our defense and offense exnenditures, nor was I
able to obtain the cost figures on the programmed force.
lacking this Information, I can only generalize in my
statements. I believe that cur defense commitments have
reached such proportions that they are causing a cutback
in our required offensive force. We are not arffording
priority in F3PO 65-1 for the offensive that we claim
is our aim,

Certain economies can be realized in combining our
of fensive force, by reducing our dependence upon overseas
operations, and by designing the force to satisfy the
critical Air Power Battle requirements, Only if we
adlere to an over-all priority schedule which supnorts
our gated aims can we ach:ieve within the resources
made aveilable to us an Air Force structure which can
adequately cope with the growing Russian threat during the

1230-1965 time period,
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In sumraticn, I recomnend that:

fore
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L
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(Chart No. -'’) RECOLLZNDATIONS

A. (Chart No. ZF) ‘e start now building an
Intercontinental bombardment capability by 1960-1565
thnat will guarantee a favorable vosition to the United
3tates -- both in a cold and a hot war,

B. (Chart No. 2() Th-is of fensive force be
combined into one offensive command under the control
of the Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, as the
Exescutive Agent of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

C. {(Chart No., ﬂ) This force be financed by
savings and economies resulting from ccncentrating on
an offenslve posture as opposed to meeting all demands
To a limited and unsatisfactory degree.

These are tse crucial decisions we must make today
in full recognition cof the hardships they will imnose on

us individuwally and jointly.
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SPECIFICATIONS FOR SAC ITSSILES
SPECIFICATIONS FOR TAC 1OSSILTS
SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADC LISSILES
COST ESTIiATES FOR VARIOUS ITHS OF

EXPENDITORES THAT LAY BE USEFUL IN
A GENERAL DISCUSSION



STRATEGIC MISSIIES
(180 Aircraft)

1. 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965
Sk-62 (Snark) 1 1 1 1 1 1
SK-644 (Navaho) 1 2 2 3
SM-65 (Atlas) 1 2 2 3 3

Totals o1 2 A 5 6 7

All are long-range, surface-~to-surface stretegic missiles, (Top Secret)

2. Sk=62 SM-644 SM-65
Range 5,500 HM 5,500 MM 5,500 NM
Speed <94 Mach 3.25 Mach 30 Mach
Altitude 50,000 Ft 90,000 F& 500 NM
Accuracy 50%~-2 NM 50%-2 1M 5 RM CEP
Warhead 7,000 # 7,000 # 3,500 # .
Launch Time 3% Hrs 8-16 Hrs 2-6 Hrs
Gross Weight(Launch) 49,000 # 290,000 # 240,000 #
Guidance System Inertial-Celestial  Inertial Radio/Inertial

(Secret)
3. SNARK NAVAHOQ ATLAS
Average Cost per
Unit/# of Upits®/  *§.5Million/140 ? *#$1 ,2Mi11io0n/1, 00K
8/ Does not inelude warhead or launch site.
(Secret )
SOURCES:
1. FSPO 6é5-1.
2., USAF Standard Aircraft Characteristies.
3+ *Rand Project RN 1184 - Cost for Spark System.
#**Rand Project RM 1451 - Cost for WS 1074 System.
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TAC BOMB
(48 Aircraft)

1. 71958 1 19601961 19%2 3 1
B-66 1
B-57 4 3 3 3 3
B-47 1 3 3 3 3 3 1
TB-X/B-58 3 5 6 6
Totals 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
TAC Missile ‘ '
(480 Aircraft)
TM-61 (~2) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
TM-X 103 L 4 A
Totals (-2) 2 2 2 3 5 6 6 6
(Top Secret)
2. - TM~61 TH=X
Range 690 NM
Speed «9 Mach
Altitude 44,000 Ft.
Accuracy 1,000 Ft.
Werhead 3,050 # ?
Launch Time 1} Hours
Cross Weight (Launch) 12,660 #
Guidance System Radio-Line of Sight
(Secret)
3, TH=61 TM-X
Cost per Unit&/ $90,000-4200, 000
g/ Does not include warhead or launch site. (Secret)
TAC Recon Aircraft -- RFSAEE/ RF104 RB66 TRX-1
RF101D RF10 TRX-2
B/ Programmed for special weapons capability .
SOURCES:
1. FSPO 65-1.

2., USAF Standard Aircraft Characteristics,
3. TAC Requirements Division, Hg SAC,
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INTERCE PTOR MISSIIE

1. 1257 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965
Iv-70 (960 4/C) 2 3 5 7 7 7 7
I¥-99 (480 4/C) 1 2 4 6 8__10

Totels 2 4 7 1 13 15 17
(Top Secret)
2. IM-70 14-99
(Talos) {Bomarc )
Range 100 1M 125 W
Speed 2.5 Mach 1,437 Knots
Altitude 70,000 F& 60,000 Ft.
Accuracy 507 505 Within 50F%t.
Warhead HoEe (special weepon follow-on) 300 #
Launch Tinre 2 18n
Gross Weight (Launch) 7,360 #
Guidance System Radio/Radar seeker
(Secret)
Average (,;052 per Unit/ $150,000~$175,000
# of Units ? Without Warheag
2/ Does not include warheed or launch site.
(Secret)
SOURCES:
1. FSPO 65"1.
2. USAF Standard Aircraft Characteristics.
3« TAC Requirements Division, Hq SAC.
i_‘_ 1,0, T‘.—'-- "'"‘:
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ADIENDUN T0 CINCSAC PREENTLTION FOR
USAF COMMAMNIZRS' CONEFE HENCE
Rexey AFB
23-25 Jenuery 1956

27 December 1955

1. Attached are cost estimstes for various items of expenditures that
mey be useful in a general discussion. These figures were obteined from
D/Comptroller who stetes that these are the best figures available end are
useful to show magnitude only but csnnot be applied with any velidity to a
perticular type of asircraft. (Uncl)

2. A review of D/Comp figures (Inel 1) on the comparative costs of
obteining the force shown in FSPO 65-1 for SAC, TAC, and ADC indicates that
the FSPO force exceeds in many instences the present AF annusl budget. The
following is e guick reference chart showing the projected total of investment
and opereting costs in billicns taken from Incl 1: (Secret)

57 58 59 60 61 62 63 6, 65

SiC $8.05 $8.03 9.1 $3.9 $1.5 $2.8 $5.1 §£3.7 3.6
TAC 244, 5.4 6.6 46 e LeT 445 3.1 2.9
ADC 2.4 4o 5. 5.9 6.8 9.6 7.6 6.7 3.4

3 Cnd Totsl $12.9 $17.5 $21.0 $14.6 $12.6 $17.1 $17.2 $13.6 $9.9

3. Inclosure 2 is a breskdown of the FY 56 Progrenm showing percentage
eech command received directly. The following is & quick reference chart
showing {a) the totel in billions, (b) the percentege distribution figures
to mejor elements and (c) the percentege of support being given to SAC
indirectly from other commands: (Secret)

(a) (b) (e)
Major Mission Mission Element Percent of Percent of 56 Budget
Elerent Totel (Billions) 56 _Budret Supporting SAC
SiC $3.92 22.1%
T4C - 2.08 11.7
Continentel Def Forces 2.18 12.3
Continentel ACEM « 78 A
0/8 LCaN 07 o4
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liz jor Missicn
Elerent

0/S Oper

Training
MATE

Depst Support

R&D

A ir Peserves

Lir Netl Guard

Security Svc

He USAF

MDAP end Others
Total

Less Funde from QOther
Sources

Oblipating Auth

4o In the SAC study
hge," it hed been determi

gt the cost of $6 billion/year beginning

D/Comptroller hes mede a new study on the

force by 1961, Incl 3, us
Pescetinre Planning Fezctor
showing the cost per yeer

million cost/B-52 and usirg $7.5 mil
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(a) (v)
Missicn Elerment Percent of
Totel {Pi1lions) 56 Budret

£1.19 6.T#
1.95 11.0
.81 4.6

1.47 8.3

2,01 11.3

o2 1.4

23 1.3

.09 o5

.21 1.2

«45 2.5

£17.74
—2.00
$15,73

(e)
Percent of 56

Budget, Suprorting SAC

(No FY 56 figures -
FY 55 - 16.44%)

(No FY 56 figures -
FY 55 - 13,9%)

28.7

» Feb 54, "Force Requirement for SAC in the Thermonuclear

ned that SAC could hsve the
1957 (cost per B-52 -

40 heavy wing force by 1965

£7.2 uillion).

cost of obtaining the 40 heavy wing

ing $14,470,000 as cost per E-52 (teken from USAF

s Manusl )o
to obtain

The following is a quick reference chert
the 40 Wirg Force by 1961 using $14.4
lion cost/B-52 (Rend Study) beginning

in 1955: (Secret)
Totel Cost to Develep, Maintain & Operete
40 Heavy Wing Force (Billions)
7 Yr
55 56 57 58 59 60 €l Totel
$14.4 nillion/BE~52 1.48 3,07 10.94 11.93 14.74 17.38 18.89  78.47
$7.5 million/B-52 1.13 2.37 8448 9.47 12,28 14.57 16.08 44.43
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5. Llisted below zre some epproximate costs for aircreft snd missiles es

computed using sources indicated.
not included.

Personnel, spere parts &nd other support

A/C per
Tvpe A/C Cost per 4/C “Wing Cost_per Winp_
SAC
B-52 8,857,000 45 398,565,000
F1014 2,630,000 75 196,950,000
Sm-62 500,000 180 90, 000,000
{SN&RE)
SM-65 1,200,000 180 216,000,000
(ATLAS)
ADC
F-1024 3,780,000 75 283,500,000
F~102B 444775,000 75 335,625,000
IMN-99 175,000 480 84,000,000
(BOMARC)
TAC
F=100 877,000 75 65,610,000
F-105 2,439,000 75 182,925,000
F-104 3,675,000 75 275,625,000
TM-61 150,000 480 72,000,000
(MATADOR ) '
Sources:
1. FSFO 65-1l
2., USiF Peacetine Planning Fectors Manual.
3. Rend Project RM 1184 -~ Cost for SNARK.
4e Rand Project RM 1451 - Cost for WS 107Ai.
5. T.0. 00-25-30, 1 June 55.
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