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Pha.se Iof SAFEGUARD was authorized in tha 197'0
budget. (appropriatxons aire not yet settled),

Two sites were authorized, one at Grand Forks andione
-, at Malmstrom. The ob;ectives of Phase I'were:
1. To provide a 1:tactica1 engmeermg check-out of!the:
system:. This involves. putting the system together in its:opesar-
-, Homal configuration and going through the operational shakee--
‘dowm to. make sure we have a system that works at the: earliest:
~_Ppossibile date, (A program of R&D only could answér some:of’
g - the questions yet to be resolved but many problems will not:bes
L - ®olved until we have a fully operational system.)} Two sites: wore.

considered necessary because there are important inter-site:
g problems that need to be resolved.

s 2. The objectives of SAFEGUARD when it is funy .
: _deployed are;y . :

0-; Ta prov:de for. the defense of our MINUTM‘N
missile force which is: vulnerable to the developing Sovied:tbhront:

_posed'by the predicted MIRVing of their SS-9s and improvomont.
: in accura.cy of their Ss- lls.

od= *

- A W X provide for an area, country-wide, defsnse:
* . againstia small number (tens or up to, say, 100} of Chinese: ;
‘vIC-BMs, or an accidental:launch from any country. . y

R e W To provide protection of our manned bombesrférce:
from a. short range attack which would reduce warning time

: .- below a safe level.
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o control capab111ty (Washmgton, D. C.).

[ 't“.».-"—

d 'I‘o provide protection ; for our natwn‘al command

:
v
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When SAFEGUARD was approved by the Pres1dent 1t

“was sta’ced that it woyld be a phased program and the next step

'(Pha.se II) would be:

e

l. Imhated when necessary in response to the threat
or to the progress in SALT..

2 Onented toward the development of the threa.t

The developments since the SAF,EGUARD dec;.s;on Whlch

-need to be considered are as follows:

1. The Soviets have continued the deployment of SS9
missiles (276 are now operatwnal or under construction).

£ 2

2. . The Soviets have contmued with the development of
the three wa.rhead vexrsions of the S59. ' There is not conclusive

evidénce that this development has the capability of destroying

with high probability our MINUTEMAN‘ missile sites but also
there is not conclusive evidence that they will not be able to do
s0. This possibility combined with the known SS9 development,
276 sites operational or under construction and a constructlon

rate of 48 per year, is a cause for serious concern for

MINUTEMAN survivability i in the near future.

3. Continued deployment of SS11 missiles, 900 in place
or under construction, adds concern to MINUTEMAN surviy_abil_ity.

‘Class submarmes than was ant1c1pated at the hme of the

. SAFEGUARD decision causes concern. about the launch surviva-
blhty of our bomber force.

5. Continuing development of nuclear warheads by

'‘Communist China and continuing work on their missile test
‘ _._fagll;l;_leﬁ supports concern about the potent;.al threat of Chinese
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N in m1d 1970 penod or later.
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In summary, the threat to our MINUTEMAN force A
appears more seriows now than in January 1969. The threat
to bomber launch survwablhty locks more serious. The

Chmese threat appears about .the same ‘it is st111 reahstxc but the
tumng is still uncertam. ‘

‘ There are at least three courses poss1b1e in relatlon
to -our MINUTEM.AN force: '

e o

1. Continue with protection of present iorce using -~
ABM and/or hard silos. 7

2, Abandon fixed MINUTEMAN system and go to mobile

m:.ss:.les i

3. Accept vulnerabﬂlty of MM force and place more
‘ rehance on SLBM and bombers.

~Th¢re are several courses available for bomber survi-
vability: - o ; ‘

1. Gotoa chspersed basmg program.

2. Proceed with ABM protection of launch survivability.

v 3. Put less reliance on strategic manned bombers in

- future,
. 4, Develop new bomber W1th surv:wabxhty agamst short

-warnmg time threat, . ‘This would 1nvolve such thmgs as more

- protectxon, short time launch etc.

o Recommendation. We propose to proceed with Phase 1
.of SAFEGUARD on original schedule. We would recommend a

- limited Phase II program, limited to one or two a.dd:.tmnal sites
“authorized in FY 71, ©
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"y full Phase 11 has’ mgmf.xcant fund:.ng requuernents i
: 1971 and 1972 (one extra’ b11hon in 1971 and two extra in 1972 —- = -
L over. the one billion’ and 600 million for Phase I only in ‘1971 and
1972 respectz.vely) It does not appear feas1b1e to meet these
reqmrements, in combmatmn w1th other Department of Defense
Tequirements, and remain within total budgetary constraints. To
hve ‘within these constramts 'we would find it necessary to imple- - .
~ ment a delayed Phase II, w]nch stretches out the progzam by
hnutmg the rate of deployment to two sites per year.  This limits
SAFEGUARD costs to roughly $1.5 billion per year and reduces
“the 71-72 peak. The result of this stretch-out is to delay comple-
tlon of the nation-wide coverage from CY 76 untll January 1980
There are inconsistencies in such.a program WhICh
- should be recognize,d and which could be the source of much grief: -
1. Our argument before the Congress last spring, to ini-
t1ate Phase I, rested heavily on the Soviet threat to MINUTEMAN,
We made the point that we were not asKing for city protection
aga.mst the Soviets -- that the Chinese threat seemed remote --

and we initially wanted MINUTEMAN protectmn against such
threats as the S59 MRV,

2. We're in no different condition now than we were then,
msofar as a Chinese threat to our cities is concerned. We are in
‘worse shape however, where our missiles are concerned. The

Son_ets are continuing to increase the size of their ICBM force
. which could threaten MINUT EMAN.,

3. In view of the above, if we go beyond Phase I,
increased protection for MINUTEMAN sites would seem to be more.
s in order. The '""no change!' cond:.txon in Chinese threat between last
) SPrmg and now would séem to pronde heavy ammunition for those

s opposmg the system to rise and challenge the urgency for area
cu. .« '.defense.

e . TSR

"*4. - The MINU TEMAN survival problem is quite complex
. (I intend to dlSCl.lSS another aspect of it below) and it is not readily
apparent that thé approach of PhaSe 2A is best. Other alterna-

ot h
ves s o-uld“be explored _ AnscLASSlﬂg) 1‘§5F2%LL
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W1thm these constramts, the only alternatwes in -

o SAFEGUARD deployment are variation in the sequerice of 51te

- deployment. If we were to give complete precedence to
MINUTEMAN' defense -we,should start work on the Warren
and Wh1teman sites next. On the other hand, if we believe

jthat _light defense of our cities is most urgent we should turn

‘to Boston and Seattle next. There are compromises in between,
For example, we could deploy next the Whiteman MINUTEMAN

" site near St. Louis and the Washington, D. C. site, both-of which
form part of the defense of our strategic weapons and their
command and control system against Soviet attack and axe
required also for the full Phase Il area, defense. .Another com-
promise which léeans more toward earher prov1510n of light city
defense would be to deploy next the Washington, D. C. site and

- the New England site, This ghoice would have to be made at about
the same time that we decide to’proceed. A fact sheet is available
fwhlch shows various costs and 1mproved Spartan footprints.

No matter how we opt:.mlze SAFEGUARD deployment to
“match the observed threat we may not be able to keep pace with
it at the funding levels we can afford. Consider defense of our
‘population against a light attack. Unless all major population -
centers are covered, we face unacceptable losses since an enemy
- could attack the undefended population first. Completion of nation-
wide coverage by 1979 may well lag by several years the develop-
ment of a limited nuclear ICBM force by Communist China. The
defense of MINUTEMAN presents a similar dilemma because
r ~extra_p91ahon of the present build- -up of SS9s plus better guidance
for the growing SS11 force would require a faster growth of ABM
_capability than the $1.5 billion/year limit allows. The rapid.
multiplication of Soviet capability fo’'destroy MINUT EMAN which
would result from their retrofitting SS9 with MIRV and retrofitting
 SS11 with accurate. guldance presses hard on the SAFEGUARD
T -deployment build-up even with no cut in Phase II fundmg. With

. [~ this in mind, we are engaged in R&D on new ballistic missile

v defense components, particularly radar, which will provide a

. ‘tougher and, hopefully, less expensive growth module, for defense
of MINU‘I‘EM.AN

-
i
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It is 1mportant tha,t the Department of Defense and the
Administration consider carefully these issues, that we agree -
. on a recommended course of action, and that we £u11y under- '
stand the rationale behind that recommendation before we
recommend to Congress a’ FY 1971 defense budget.

sy et

There are problems ;n the £und1ng for our’ strateglc
forces'in future years. Two major considerations, here, are the
growth of Soviet missile forces and the projected improvement in
their accuracy, which are likely to make our land-besejd missiles
‘viulnerable in the near future. Although our vulnerability is
accelerated if the SS‘)s MRYV is a MIRV, Soviet ICBM forces are
growing large enough that the smaller mi'ssiles, as they are’'made
more accurate, 'will constitute a threat 1ndependent of MIRVs,

Figure'1 shows the U.S. accuracy projections and our judgment
of the accuracy of the SS9 <

We must take appropnate expedxtmus action now to

‘ remedy this situation and the courses that can be pursued to pro-

“vide a "fix" are as follows:

1. The contlnued development of Hard Point defense
systems is one poss:.blhty, also, we have had under development,

~and are still wor king on, a Hard Rock Silo program.

2; We have recently started to explore several mobile
schemes to add survivability to the ] MINUTEMAN force.

3. By early spring we expect to be in a position to
as sess the relative merits of the Ha.rd Rock Silo and Mobile

systems and then, based upon ‘that. asseSSment initiate action on
development of the chosen system

- As a consequence of the s1tuat1on described above, one

.. -can foresee the possibility that, because of greater inherent

surwvablhty, we may wish to shift the primary role in our strategic
.deterrent posture to our sea-based systems.. Envisioning this, we
-are looking for chinks in our sea-based armor -~ in the Polaris/
" Poseidon system.’ Although we do not see any immediate chinks,
we do see p0351b1e future problem areas. To f_orestall these, we
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are 1n1t1at1ng develoPment of ULMS (}_Jnderwater Long- Range
~Missile System). This is a'new subinarine. ba.sed mssxle _

‘ system characteérized by a much longer range missile!(up to.

“6,500'n, m, ) and a ql,neter submarine, employing the latest in
.defenswe measures dnd’ dedicated solely to the ULMS task.

' The longer, range. expands the searoom available for operation
from the present approximate 3 .1/2 million square miles foxr-
Polans/ Poseidon, to the order of 40-55 million square mlles.
It also lengthens and complicates the logistics of Soviet.
attackers, avoids the need for our submarines to operate in chain,

. permits CONUS ba.smg and simplifies targeting. In combination
‘with the improved, duieter ‘submarine we believe ULMS will
make us substantially independent -- at 1ea.st for many years -—-
of threat »technvology,a.dvances against our sea- -based system.

' If we were to pursue all of these systems, the B-1
(AMSA), a delayed Safeguard Phase II, ULMS and rebased
MlNUTEM.AN Figure.2 would represent the increase in fund-
' -mg and FJ.gure By the details of the strategm budget

There is one specific point wh1ch has to do with the
relative allocation and build- -up rate of the MM Rebasing and ULMS
programs. Although we expect to decide this spring on what
MM Rebasing option to pursue, it may not be until pos sibly 1973

‘ _that we are able to determine with certalnty our degree of success
V:m "ﬁx:mg“ the MM problem ‘Should it turn out to be a good fix,
‘giving us- lugh ccmfidence in the surv1vab111ty of a significant

- quantity 'of our land -based force, then we may be able at that time to

" slow down the ULMS program somewhat and reduce the rate of

. '.gxpendlture. It could also affect our decision on hard pomt
-»defense. : - RO '

st

Lo

On the other hand, should it not turn-out very successfully,

. we probably would wish to expechte the ULMS and hard point defense
y % \.{_and possibly terminate MM rebasing.
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