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TITE PRESIDENT ,.

;;**-*"b
Update on lO( (U)

At my request, Barold Brown has eent you the attached Ferno €provlding 1) an u$ate on the carntrlalgrr to win I'nProved 4
support for the MX, and 2) a sunmary of the evolutions in
the basing mode design since your decLEion last September, (U)

Haroldrs memo seems guardedtly opttmistic concerning improved
public aeceptanee. fL''l'tsd nrakEs' cle6r that winning acceptance
for the ttX program is going to requlre a Long and arduouE
carqralgn. Two aspects of ttrig campaign that you might also
note ares

Parallel DOD andwhite Houee coordLnatlng groupg
have been set up to insure that€he campaJ.gn benefits fron
all perspectJ.ves, and we all articulate the sane policy.

In vlew of the great skepticism being exPreaaed about
whether we can cotplete a cmpetent EIS wlthin this year, hre
are takLng special steps to explaLn to ttre public how our
EIS process ie carrying out lts rcrk, and rve are planning
for.a blue ribbol review of the EIS to help establ'iEh ite
credibility. ,ln
You w111 note that Earold's neroo does not describe any plane
he may have for visiting Nevada,/Utah himeeLf, although f
have suggeated to hlm that he do this. (U)

FinaILy, let me add a personal note. We have just been through
two very cLoEe votes on l,IX at the Platform Commlttee. l,e need,
withih Lhe party, todo sone more missionary work on MjX. L wiLl
be talkLng Lo Jick gfatson, Anne Wex1er and others about this.
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DEUISSFTO ll
MEMORANDI'M FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Update on M-X (U)

I have
in the deta
while remai:
nade last S
in M-X and
posture, f
tionaL info

recently informed you of several changes we have nade <- ?
iled engineering design of the M-X basing arrangenent,
ning well within the scope of the basing decision you
epternber. Because of the intense political interest
the importance of this systen to our future strategic
believe it rcould be useful to provide you sone addi-
rnation, and update you on our current activit,ies. (U)

The design upgrades are explained in the letter I sent to
Committee Chairmen in Congress on April 29, 1980 (Enclosure 1).
Essentially, we changed the missile transporter from an "integral"
design, in which the nissile and launch equipment are always
nounted'on the transporter, to a "non-integral" design, in which
the missile, Launcher, and ancillary equipment ro1l out of a van-
like transporter into a shelter loading dock. This design change
has two big advantages: it is cheaper, and it elininates the
requirenent for a separate shield vehicle to cover the transporter.
The new design cannot dash automatically fron one sheLter to
another, but can dash into a choice of shelters fron an alert
posture on the road, if we come to believe at, sone future tine
that the Soviets have penetrated our screeD of location uncertainty.
Additionallyr. the new design is nuch Dore arnenable to use of -nasssinulators,-which we belieie wiLl probably be necessary. JrJ

You will note that my letter to Chairnan Stennis announced
these changes in a low-key way; I wanted to let hin know that we
were doing everything possible to save costs and reduce the
complexity of the systeur, without having the changes seem to
amount to a new basing mode, which they do not. At this point,
nembers fron the affected states recognized that with'the new
dash nethod we could do away with the loop road, and use linear
roads if we wished. Because the tern "racetTack" had acquired
pejorative connotations, it was easier for those members to
support us if they could take the credit for "killing the
racetrack." Hence, the big headline in the Star. (U)

The land saving made possible through going fron loop to
linear layouts will-probably be about 5t. Together with reduced
spacing between shelters, the entire system as now planned vill
extend over about 20t less tand and will require about 1000 niles
less of road than originally thought. (U)
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As ne anticipated, the political opposition to M-X is quite
strong and comes from a variety of querters:

- Those who don't want any new missile systen.

- A snaIl, hlghly yocal group that nay not be totally
opposed to new strategic'forces, but doesnrt like
our basing choice for M-X. Sone of these advocate
a new subnarine-based systen because they have no
concern about SSBN (or SLBM) 'vulnerability.

- Those who are great3.y concerned about environmental
impact in'the desert states. These people team
easily with the first tuo groups.

- Some strongly pro-defense people, who belieye that
the Air Forcers vertical shelter recommendation was
the best plan and the Adninistration watered it
dorrn. (Geueral Lew Allen h.as been uorking hard to
defuse this opposition. Enclosure 2 is a letter

.he wrote about'three months ago oD these issues.
The sane letter also'anticlpated the design change
to the non-integral transporter.)

- Last, and perhaps,uost lmportantr'the sincerely
concernecl cLtlzens of 'Neyacla'andl Utah. These
resideuts haye'a loag tradltion of suspicion of
federal actlyitLes ln thelr'areas.' 'lrlost people in
inpacted areas are tlef,ense-al.ntled and, to some
extent, reluctant to ftght'defense prograos. They
are, hofever, very uuch concc?ned about the pos
sible inpact of M-X on thelr ltves. They are most
worried about the influx of'people into thelr
isolated comunities; the inevitable change in
life-styIe ttat wlll resultl'the possibtlity of
boom-bust 'problens; 'antl the irnpact on 1ocal mining
and agriculture. Understanclably, they tend to
resolve thelr dllenna by adopting the arguments of
the second aud third groups.

I an taking every step possible to al'leviate the real adverse
effects and to inform the local people honestly of the scope
and character of those problems we cantt conpletely elininate.
(The facts are frequently a lot Less worrisone than runors. ) (U)

One major activity we are involved in, which you will hear
more about in the future, is the "spllt basing" study to assess
the additional costs antl problens in locatlng one half of the
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system in Nevada and Utah and the other ln New Mexico and Texas.
I have already stated in some hearings that the extra cost of
split basing may be prohibitive (perhaps $3-4 billion), but the
nenbers and Governors from Nevada aad Utah insist that a thorough
study be nade. I recognize that Nevada/Utah elected officials
must question this project with sufficient rlgor to demonstrate
to their constituenci.es that thelr interests are being cared for.
I have promised an objectlve anrl conp]ete analysis. (U)

l{e haye found frequent vlslts'out llest by senior ctyllian
officials and Air Force people, who are working there continuously,
extrenely heLpfu1. A few weeks ago Bill Perry and David Aaron
were oD a two hour panel debate on M-I that nas broadcast
nationeLly on public TT. Siace then, BilL has spent additional
tine iu the Soirthwest, lncluding attendlug some meetings ln very
snalI torfrs, gettlng'to know'the people'and hearing their con-
cerns first hend. (U)

I believe that aLL these activlties are paying off. We
haye ileveloped considerable feel for those actions we night have
taken which would be totally unacceptable, and for areas where
reasona.ble accommodatlons ancl comprooises can be made. We have
found, too, thet so[e'oppositlon melts away when our representa-
tiyes describe to small st'tizen groups'ln situ the need for M-X,
and the e:rtensl.ve aoalyses leatllig ui-t6-tEi-partlculer design.
We ui1l bontinue to scek and accept atl such eilucattonal
opportlml.ties- as we' forthrl.ghtly address cl.tl.zen concerns. (U)

Naturally; many'ol those lssues"and others'find abJe gpokes-
persbus in Congress r' and ne haye a fu1I plat,e of ongoi,ng
Congressional-'actions, but we still may' need further l{hite House
assLstance. (U)

The first of two important evetrts in the coming months is
publication in July of the Draft Bnvironmental Inpact Statenent
(BIS) in support of 'the cleploynent'atea selection and land
acquisition. Following publlc hearlngs during the conruent
peiiod, the final EIS is- to be subnltted in November, leading
to a Dicenber dectslon'and subsequent 'introduction of necessary
lantl withdrawal Legislation to Congress. Our scheclule requires
Legislatlve action by ntd-1981 in order to protect our 1986
IOC rlate. (U)

The second inportant event is the System Dosign Review,
beginning next month and continuing through Septenber-, that will
give us i nore detalled look at t,he consequences and beneflts
of design decislons we haye made since you authorized the start
of full-scale engineering development last September. (U)
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In sunnary, I an pleaseil uith engineering progress oD
the M-X prograir and am- nore confident than ever that r+e nade
the right basic decisions last year. We are sti1l facing
some battles to obtain a high degree of public and Congres-
sional support, but we have a very vigorous Program and I
feel the situation is irnproving. Your continuing support
has been most heLpfuL. (U)

-A-e4fu

Enclosures /91. Letter to Senator Stennis
s.ts

2. Gen Allen letter to Chairnan Price
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UNITEO STATES AIR FOHCE
WASH|NGTON, O.C.20330

4 ltt

27 February 1980

Eonorable Dlelvin Price
Chalman
Conntittee on Armed Services
Bouse of Representatives
tlashington, D.C. 205il5

tflo
Dlh 00I 2I 20t5

Dear llr Chairman:

I an writing to provide an update on the information
provicted to you in my letter of Deeember 28r 1978 regardtng the
status and plans for the M-X program. It is clear that tbe
!t-X mlsstle and its aseociatedl basing mode will be iesucs of
concern ln the forthcorting review of, the FY 198I budget.

fp asalet the Comnittee in considertng these natters, t
vtsh 'to nake it clear that the Air Force renal.ns flrnly eonnitted
to the development and deployment of the !l-X uisslle ln a survivable
baslng node. We remain convinced of the ingnrtance of retalnlng
a vlable strategic Trlad that includes the uniquc contrlbutions
of the land-based ICBM: qulck, f,lexLb1e responeeS independence
from rlarningl high alert rate; dependablel.proven command, control
and connunlcationei and low operating cost. After erhausttve
gtudies of some 35 alternatlve baslni rnodee, ttre ALn Force (gup-
ported by both the elr Force Sclentlfic Advlsory Board and the'Defense Science Board) concludled that survivabLltty of the land
based ICBII force could best be provldedl by a systenr--known as
nultlple protectlve structures (uPs)--that basee a relatively
sma1l nurober (200) of nissiles in a relatlvely large nunber
({600) of eheltere.

unltke many of the other alternatlves conslderedt, FIPS not
only provides for survivablllty of the ICBM force, lt 6oea go ln
a nanner that preserves the nilitary characteristlce that give
ICBHs their value. Further, M-X in MPS, while expensive, iE
less so than many other alternatlves and ls consistent in cost
wlth previous stiategtc programs. In the' courae of dlscuseions
wlth the governors of the states where M-X ls likely to be deployed,
we have found that an acceptable HPS bastng configuration must
lnclude polnt security to rninimize the withdrawal of land fron
public use and a careful cleslgn to reduce adverge envlronmental
Lrnpacts. Our M-x,/uPS design meetE these criteria. Finally1 we
salisfied ourselves that H-X in ItPs was verlflable under extstlng
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concetlts.of SALT and, more importantly, rras eompatible with our
long term arms control goa1s. For these reasons,, the Air Force
last year recommended M-x in MPS basing to the Admlnistration
and to the Congress. We continue to do so; althoughr ES detailed
bclow, the lilPS node now under developnent includes addltional
features beyond those we described to you ln rny letter of
Decenber 28, 1978o .

Last yearr the Air Force reconutrended to the AdlnlnlstratLon
and to Congresa that a 92 lnch M-X mlsslle be developed for
deployoent Ln the vertlcal shelter HPS basing mode. We believed
this would provide the lowest cost solution for a survivable,
ef fcctive land based 'ICB}I force. Vertical t{PS relies totally on
concealment (one raisEile hidden among 23 shelters) for surviva-
bllity and Lt was our j.urlgurent that concealnent would provlde
adeguate confldence in the systcnr's survLvabtlity.

. .Thls recommendati.on was submltted through. the Offtce of the
SecretarA, of Defense and tbe Natlonal Security Council to the
President. In the course of high level deliberations, the
President declded to proceed with ttre dlevelopnent of the 92 inch
!l-X missile deployed in an MPS basing mode. Eowever, queetlons
weEe raised ln regard to our eonfidence in the system'g survLva-
b111ty'and to the-adequacy of its veriftablltty features.

The flrst concern was based on the question of how we could
be assured now of having adequate confidence in thie single means
of survivablEy for ttre-ltfe€ine of the !t-X systen whlch-is

'expected to extend well lnto the 21st century.

To adldress thls concern and to add to our confldence in'the
eystemrs eurvivabllity, the Air Force worked with the Offlce of
the SeGretary of Defense to develop a variatl,on of ttre llPS systen
whieh retains ttre eoncealment node of survlvabillty, but adds a
second mode--enhanced aobility including dash. 3his. aysten,
known as horizontal dash ttlPs, wq's approved last September by the
President for fuIl scale enginegrlng development. It is'lmportant
to note that, in concept and dteBign, vertical and horizontal llPS

' 6ystens a.re largely the same. Their military characteristics
and invironmental impacts are virtually identicaL. The lmportant
dlistinctions are that the horizontal mode has the inherent capacity
for rapid mlssile relocation and c6sts somewhat nore.

The purpose of adding mobllity to the normal concealment
node ls to deny the Soviets the prospect of executing a suecessful
attack even in the unlikely case that they could gather sufflcient
knowledge of the locatlon of a significant number of the !l-X
roLssiles.

2 ocT 2 8 20t[



The baseline borizontal dlash sysEem provtdes enhaneed mobility
that ie useful in several ways. First, should we suspect that
concealnent has somehow been conpronised r (or, if we sinply wlsb
to add to our conftdence that the Soviets could not know the
nlssl.le locatlons ) Lt would allor us to relocate all urlssilee in
about 12 hours. ?his conpares to about two daye with tbe vertLcal
ayatem. Further, lf concealment remained ln question for aone
Perlodr oE ln tlmeg of helghtened tension, we could'placc all or
a lrcrtlon of the nlsslle force'in motion witbln the mleslle
flelds, planning to dash to the nearest shelters upon receipt of
tectlcal warnlng. fhis can be accomplished ln less than miegtlc
fllgbt tlmes with thq hortzontal, but not the vertical system.
rinilly, the horizondal dash sysieur would also provide tf,e eapa-
blltty for the nissiles to dash on receLpt of tactlcal warnlng
fron a glven shelter to any o.ther shelter on their closed loops
wlthtn tbe flight time of a Soviet ICB!.! attack.

The horizontal MPS systen costs about $4 ttillon nore than
the basic vertical eystem-. Eowever, if the vertlcal eysten ls
nade as moblle as possible (to acconodate the two day reshuffle)
by providlng the same number of transporter-erector-launchers
(TEfsl as coEted for the horizontal system' the difference drops
to about $2 to 3 billion. The Air Force believes the added
confldence in survlvabtlity provl.ded by the horlzontal syeten ls
vell porth the addedl cost.

A iecond questlon poeed durl,ng the htgh level review of tbe
vertlcal sheltere deslgn dealt wlth'the adequacy of the features
to pernlt.verlflcatLon by natlonal technical Eeans. In the
proposed vertlcal chelter configuratlonr the prinary basis for
veriflcatLon was to be provldled by controlled aseembly and con-
trolled introduction of the nissiles into the deplolment area.
The underlying concept wis that the ml.ssiles would Ee veriflable
durlng assembly and introduction and'then, in effect, disappear
ln the deplolrment area--just ae.is presently the case for SLBMS.
Optl.ons for perlodlc inspectlons of selected Elortions of tbe
deplolment area using national ,tecbnical meane of verifiiation
were aleo dLscussed. ;

The basic deslgn for controlled introduction of nisstles lnto
the deplolzment area was adopted in the horizontal UpS destgn.
Eowever, to broadlen the verification opportunities, it was declded
to add other features to enhance verifiabtlity, most notably the
openable viewlng ports on the horizontal shelters. These additional
features add about SI blllion to the system cost.

Although ratification of SALT II is now delayed, the Al.r
Force strongly believes that the features to enhance verification
should be continued in development. These design features could
be excluded from the system without significant cost penalty if
a decision to do so were made prior to production which Is scheduled
to begln in 1983.
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In aeeordance with the Presldentrs direction' the 92 lnch
l,l-X missile and horizontal tlPS basing mode entered full scale
englneerlng developnent (FSED) late ln ttre past fiscal year.
Part of this process involves the deflnttlon andl refinenent of
major systen components as weII as the concept of operations for
eraploynEnt. For exanple, we are conducting najor tradeoff,
analyses on the conflguration Of the misslle TEL and the protectlve
strucEure. We are also examinlng in great depth several movenent
concepts to deternine the most effective rray to explolt the
nobility featureg of the horizontal dash basing mode.

Further, in "orfll.nce with the intent of Congress as expressed
ln the 'stevens Anendment'r the Alr Force is continuing to examLne
the vertlcal shelter HPS and refineurents of the baseltne system.

Our principal activity in regard to verti.cal l{PS has been
to 'seek methode to enhance nobility andl thue lncrease our confidence
ln tbe survlviabtlity of the systen by decreasing the tlne required
to relocate the misslles fron one gbelter to another. lfe have
conducted several experinentss at the Engineering Test Bed faellity
in Nevada, but the results are not encouraging. It apPears that
thc tilne requlred for a slngle removal and subseguent insertioB
maneuver cannot be reduced to less than I L/2 to 2 hours--aPPre-
ciably longer than ttre 15 to 30 minutes associated with the
horizontal MPS. fhis le the slngle most unattractlve feature of
the vertical ehelter notle. ; .

The englneering work to dlate on a reftnement of the baeeline
horlzontal eystem has been promising. Thie approach envislo.ns a
transporter that ls separable from the erector-launcher and
this permlts a consideraQly smaller shelter. Further, since- the'
transporter wouldl act as the shielding vehlcle for ulssile movement
and emplacement, thl.s ref lnenent would pernrit dash from the
connecttng roadway to a shelter'wlthout urunasking the location
of the actual ereltor-launctrer rlith its enclosed nissile. If
further trork supports the concePt, it aPPears that thls design
would coet about $2 billion less ln acqulsltlon. We are continulng
to examlne this and other modifications of the details of the
horizontal. MPS basing mode approved by the Preeident and antieipate
further refinement of the system during the nonral course of the
current full scale engineerlpg developnent phase.

rn light of the deferril of SALT Ir rati.fication, we have
been compelledl to re-examine the adeguacy of all of our strategic
programs, including M-X, against the possibility of very large
Soviet threats. Actually, the M-X,/MPS system lras designed from
Ehe beginning with this possibility in nind and, last year, w9
brtefed your Committee on the ability of M-X in MPS to coPe with
much larger threats than forecast, But firstr ttrs important to
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note that the deferral of SALT II does not necessarily mean that
all arms control pursuits would be abandonedl or that there would
be no restralnt,s on deployment of nuclear warheads. Ife belleve
the Soviets nade the large investment in their modernized ICBtt
force with the expectatlon that they could gain an advantage by
threatenlng our fCBHa. The purPose of il-X ls to deny them
that advantage'... .. .. ..1..... .::.

The fundamental goal of ups ti to deter an attack'by con-
frontlng the Soviete uith a situation in whlch they would always'
have to use more of thelr force (at least 2.3:1) than they
eould ex;nct to destroy. ' ::i '

Thus.a rationai Lneny, lf etarting fron a position anywhere
ne.ar parity, would be dleterred from attacklng because such an
attack would cauEs tbe relatlve balance to shift agalnst him. But
an unfavorable exchange ratio might be acceptable if the attacker
began wlth an lnventory so 1ar9e he couldl overyhelr :".

The baslc H-X MPS system df 200 misslles ln {600 sheltera
was designed to provide about 50 percent survlvability agalnst the
predlcted threat and to maintain a substantial number of surviving
lreapons if confronted with considerably larger threats. Large
lncreageE in the threat could be offset by inqreaelng shelters,
lncreacing mlseiles or both. This could be done without expanding
the total area over whtch the system ts deployed. ft would cost
us less to respondl to tbe lncreased threats tban lt sould for
the Soviets to dleploy tben. 

: ..
rlhen considering the possibility of greatly expanded Soviet

threats, it Is irnportant to note that the counterforce capabillty
of'Dt-X will provlde a very subetantlal disincentive to the Sbvlets
to further expand their IPBI.I force by deploying new nlesileE
ln fixed sllos carrylng lncreased numbers of RVs. A U.S, eounter-
force attack uelng the M-X on Soviet current generation, silo-baeed
ltIRVed fCBllE would confront, the Sovlets with an adverse exchange
ratio on the order of from 6:l to 10:I. That isr 6 to l0 Soviet
RVs could be destroyed for eaeh;ll-X RV expen ed. ft would appear
that a ratlonal Soviet planner would be forced to thlnk very hard
beforE deciding to fractionate his fCBM payloads further (to 20-30
RVa on an SS-18 class misslle, for example), and deploy the new
misslles in fixed sllos slnce this would sinply confront hin with
an even more adverse exchange.'ratio. Paced wiEn a U.S. t|-xrll{Ps
deployment2 the Soviets would be nuch more like1y to undertake
measures to inprove the survivability of their own ICBMs, through
some noblle deployment configuration, for exarnple, rather than
taking steps that would only place a larger number of ICBM rreaPons
aE risk.

Additlonally, it should be noted that if the Soviets actually
did deploy such very large numbers of warheads, we would have

(}cr 2 8 20,5
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considerable concern aa to the surlvlvabttity of'the otber two
legs of the friad as well. This concern would increase drastically
lf those other two lege were standlng alone erlthout tbc support
of !t-X In ttlPS.

tf, nevertheless, the Sovlets elected to conclustvely reJect
stratcglc afns control and deploy greatly expanded ICBIi thrcats--
well ln cxcess of ten thoueand ICBU warheade--we mlEht be drl.ven
to aerlous conaldlerations of the use of an anti-balIletic nisgile
(ABU) systen to defend tI-X. Sucb an ABM system would preferentlally
defendl only the sheltere occupled by missiles and hence wouldl
counter the increased threat at a fraction of the Sovietrs coste.
With this inberent r€siliency, !l-X in ltPS offers a meana of
rgsponding successfully to very liarge threate and thereby sbouldl
dlssuade the Sovie'ts fron naking the very subetantial expendl.tures
to fleld such threats.

:

fhe threat to ltinuteman Lg serlous and real and we have found
no easy solutl.ons. We continue to believe nost strongly that tbe
etrengths of ttre Triad sbould not be abandoned in ttre' face of the
Sovlet threat. Sutrrivabtlity of, the ICBIi force le our foremoBt
obJeet,lve and thls requlreuent results ln a eonplex baslng
arrangement. We have revlewed carefully every conponent of the
eystero and aII aspects of lta operatlons. t{e bave consulted
wlth a host of scientiflc andl technologlcal advlsors ln governnent,
ln lnduetryl ancl in the academic world gnd there la agreenent
that thc tean of Aoerican indluEtry and the unltedl Stater Alr
Force can buildl andt operate this systern wlth the gane succces lt
has demonatrated wlth equally compler syetems ln the Past. uost
lnportantly, Gen E11is, the Connander In Chief of Etrategic Air
Conirnand wbicb w111 bear the .res5nnslbtllty for tbe operatiori of
M-X t{PS, ha6 concluded after careful and crltical review that
the operation of this syitem ls well wtthln the capability of
his Cornmand.

In conclusion, I want to restate Ehe conviction of the Air
Force--a convl,ctlon shared by the Joint Chlefs of Staffr'the
Secretary of Defense, thc National Security Council, the President
and the Congress--that a survlvable land-based fCBU system Ls
eriticallf needed to malntain essential equlvalence and stable
deterrence. The Air force, based on many yeara of, exhauettve
etudly, is convinced that the,uPS concept offers the best solution
and thats the additlonal confidence offered by the horlzontal
verslon of I1PS approved by the President is well worth the
adldlltional cost. We believe that we can contlnue to reflne this
system during developrnenu with a vlew towards lowering cost, and
lncreaslng effectiveness. lfe ask for your continued suPPort to
move forward wlth il-X in l,lPs at the f astest pace possible.
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A stnllar letter has been sent to the Eonorable ilohn C.
Stennisr-Chalrman of the Senate Arned Services Committee, the
Eonorable Warren G. HaEnuson, Cbairnan of the Senate APProPrlations
Comnlttee, and the Honorable Jamle L. Wttlttenr Chairman of the
Eouse Appropriatlons Conmlttee.

SLncere

45
LElt AI,LEN, JR., General, USAI'
Chlef of Staff
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