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. . 
~baa e. I .Ql SAFEGUARD was a\itborized in tho .· 1970~ 

.· ~~«t&et·, ('pproprici.tion~· ~:r~ not y~t settle'd). . . . . . .. 
. 'Iwo aites w~re authorizt:d, one at' Grand ~orka and!cmee 

at_M~mstrom • . T.h~ objecti.Yes of Pha·ae I' were: 
.. . · 

. . . . 1 .. . 'Io provide a P,l'adicai engi.n•cri.ng check.;out of!tlie: 
· ,l}'t~n'l• T.hi'fl involve~~ P.\Jtting the •rstelJi together in it&-OJ!era"",. • 
. . ~o'ual".epnf~g\lration e.na· gotrtg through the cu~erational ahaxer· . 

doWn tq. ma.k~ sure. we 1\ave a system that works at the · ea:di"~>:t~ 
.Pc>•sible date. ·. (A prog~a~ of '·R-~D only c:oui(!'al')swor som.~of! 
. the. -~tl~~· yet to be t-.esolvot;\ but many problems ' will not~­

_.91\'e~·untU we ha:v~ a fully op~l'atlonal ~ystemi) Two sitEIBt wor.o. 
CO~$~de~ed.. nee:e•$ary becauae there are important inter-&ito.· 
PfOblem.s that 'lieed to be :Z.:es0lved. · .· 

~ The obj¢et1Yes of'SAFEGUARD when it is f~ly· 
~eplPY.ed ar.e, · · · · · ·· · . ·. 

a, To providofor. the d~ense ot our MJNUTSMA'N-: 
-"'i$a~l.~ ~orce whieh ia· vuiner.a~le to the· c}evelopin& Sovie&-:tl:ir.cat: 
poaed:.l)y the predicted'!YfiRVing o£. their SS-~a and imprcwomont: 

. ln a:cau-a.cy of their ss:-.J.i s. 
• ., • ,. ,# • 

•," · ·b • . TQ p~oVid6 for a.n area. eo~ntr,y--wi~e; !le!Bilsa: 
.. a'g~~·t~a : small nurri~er ::(ten$ 01' up to, ·. say~ 100) o( Ch.~n6s.ee 

lC~.Ms• or ~n ._cCic:).cnta.l:laun~ll !rom any c:ount:ry. 

.. 

I , . . 'c. ro pr~vi.<ie P.rote.etion o£ our !'l'l\\.1\1\~Qllom'bar.!o~ .. 

.· 

.. 

•. 
\ 

troro a. short range 'attack which woUld reduce' warnlns tbne 
. ... ~ ,. · .· . .,_low a safe level. · . . . 
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.. . -·· ·- · · ·, .->~! ,. :. ?.:?: P.':"oVide protedioi) .ror .. 9':1+ -~a.tion~~,~-?~mand 
coJ;lt:rol· :e~pa,bi!i~y {Wa~h,irigton.; n. q •. ). ,·:<- - ~;i >;, _ ; ': · -'·-- _..,- · · · :, 

' ·. .. ..... ' . . . ' . '': ·. ·. ·. ·,· . ' . '.·. ' '· .. ' ~ - . : ; :~ _-.. ' ' ' ,-.. 
. . . ... ,· · __ Whe:q . ~,A:FEGU,J\RD was approvecl by ~he-Presldent; it 

. · ~~-~ --~tated. t'b~.t it wo~lq ~e- a phased program and the n~xt 'step 
· (J?ha$e II) would be: ·.:: 

' · .. ~-

. ... -· -· .. _ . 

·-.-........ _ . 1. Initiat~~-~hen n~~essa,.ry in ~espo~se t~- the t~ueat 
. or to the progres;. ._in SAL~:" · . , 

: .· .· r ·. 

2. Oriented toward the development of the threat. . . .~ 

The developments since the SAF,EGUARD decision which 
need to be considered are as follows: .. · · 

1. The Soviets have continued the deployment of SS9 
n;Ussiles (276 ate now operation11 or und.er construction). 

\ ' : 

Z. _ The Soviets have continued with the developmept of 
th~ three warhead versiops of the SS9. •,·'l'hereis not conclusive 
evidence that this d~velopment has the capability of destroying 
with higl_-l_probability our MINUTEMAN missile sites but also 
there is not conclusive evidence tl;>.at they will not be able to do . 
so. · This possibility combined W,ith the kriown SS9 development, 
21b sites op~rational or under construction and a construction 
rate Qf 48 per year I iS a Cause for SerlOUS COncern. for 

· lv!INUTEMAN sur'vivability in the near f~ture. 

3. Continued deployment of SSll mi~siles, 900 in place 
or under construction, adds ccmcer11 to MINUTEMAN survivabil:ity. 

. 4. More rapid productiort'a"n"d deployment of Soviet Y 
Gla$s subm,arines than was all.ticipated at the time of the 

.. SAF_~GH,.i'ARD decision causes concern .about the launch surviva­
bility O( our bomber force • 

".,;.· ··:·.· 

. . . 5. Continuing development of nuclear warheads by 
:c()~t.imst China and. continW.ng work .on 'th~ir' missile test 

_ .Jacilitie$ : support~ concer1:1 about the pote~tial threat of Chinese 
; • '· , :\ · ~ l'· ' , , 0 

: • ' ' • , I • 

;; · . ~ ... . :' 
~ : -~~· . . - .. 

~ · ~ . '. • • 'l ~ •• ·.-. 

DEClASSIFIED IN FULL 
Autblrity: EO 13526 
Cltief,,Records & Oaclass Div. WHS 

. Date: 
-MAR 2 6 2012 

.. .... 



. . .. . ·.\· ·,;.. . 

. .. • . · • :~ · 

. . . 

( 

i 
I 

.; . . ·.,,.: . . .... 

: ..... 

·"' \ '. I· . · • . 

'· · :· .:.::: ::·?-\::~--:~ : y·. :·~~; .. ·· '·. 
·" -:. :_ . . · / > i ., .. . . . 

~~ 

' .• --. 
~ ... ... " !' ' .; . 

. · .. .. r.:. ·. -: . . ·<.', . . .. , . . . . . ,, ·' . ,, ,,. ; . - ~ :: ;,_ .- ~_.;;,;·: ·,., . '· .. <'• : 3 

'· . . :': ,' . ' . . ; .. : . .. .. .• ' . . . . ·.' ,· ' . ' ; .. . . . .- ~~·:~,.'~,: /~::,::~ .. ~ .. ~~ ~: :. . . 

I . 

ICBM. ~apability. ' ''Evidence PQints towar·d·a· po~sibl;·~a~btUty· ... 
•" • • 

0 
' ' , l , ' L .. ' • • ,• ' , ~·,. ,.• ,;\ f • ..... ; .. I ' • ~' '' , 

in xnid-19.70·petiod or later.- · ' · ~· - · · · ·, ," , ·, · _ 
. · . .: . 

. , . . ::· .._ ~ . ~: . ~ . . ,._ . . . . . : .l ( ; . - - : ' ~ ~ .. 

• ·- ' · ... In- sulriinarY.~ ~he· threat to our :MINUTEMAN fore~ 
appears more 'seriol.t'~ nov/ tha~ in January 1969. The threat 
to bomb~r l·a.u~ch ·su.~·~vability looks more serious. The 
Chirt·~se th'ieat -~ppe~rs abolit ,th~ same fit is st~li realist~<: but the 
timing is sl:ill Uncertain: · . · · . . ' .. 

.... ·. . 
\ . .. : ~ ; ' 

' . • • . • • • l' ;-· ~ 

. The:r;e are at least three cours.es possible ~ ,relation 
to · our MINUTEMAN force~ 

• 
1. Continue with protection oi presell,t f~rce using ·: 

AB.M and/or hard silos. ..-· · · 

·. 2. 
nussi).es. 

Abandon fixed MINUTEMAN system and go to mobile 

\ .. · 

3. · Accept vuln~rability of MM force ·and place more 
reliance on SLBM and bombers. . . · 

vability: 
There arc several courses available for bomber survi-

• - •• ! . · • ., . •• 

1. ;Go to a dispersed basing _program. 

2.. Proceed witb. ABM protection of launch survivability. 

3. Put less reliance on strategic manned bombers in 

• ~ . • ; . .-· . . 1 

.. 4. Develop new botnb:~r with survivability aga~st short 
· w~thing tiriie thr~at. _ This wouid 'involve such things as more 
p:r;otectio_n, short time launc~.· e~c~ :' · ~- · · • 

· • . : ' t • · ,. : '~ • • ' , I ' , 

. Reconunendatioh. We propose to proceed with Phase I 
,. co£ SAFE;GUARD on o:tigin~l r:;chedule. We woUld recommend a 

liinited Phase ti program, limited to one or t\vo additional sites 
.... ·. ·'~' ·a-uthorized in FY 71. ··; 

DECLASSIFIED IN FULL 
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: .... -·\A fuli_'Phi~:e.·:n ·bas : signifi~;ant £@SUng reql!ir,e~e~~-s in·-
. . 19~1-~nd 197'2 '•(onE:' e}(tra· billion ~p. 1971 : ~nc;t't~'a ext.~i!,· in 1912 .--·- . 

' ... . over >the one billion' and 6()0 million fo~ Phase I only' ifi -1971 and 
·· :1 ?iE, . ; -~si>~~t~~t;ly) •. _._it~ ~o.es not appear fe~·sible to meet these 
r_eqti~·reinents, i~ · co$blnation ~vith other .Department of Defense 
r._~q~rements, a!ld rem.ain within totai budgetary constraints. To 
iive within these co'n~traints, •we would .fi~d it ~ecessary to imple-' 
me:"Q-1; a delayed Ph~se II, which stretches out the prog:a:am by 
li~ti.ng the rate hf deployment to two 'sites per year.- ·This limits 
S.A:fE::GUAR.D costs to roughly $1. 5 billion per year and reduces 

· th~ ?l-72 peat,t. The result of this ~tret~h-out is tq. delay comple­
... ~on of the nation .. wide coverage from CY, 76 u~til January 1980. 

There are inconsistenci~s in such.a--program which 
shoQ.ldbe recogni~ed and which could be the source of much grief: 

.1. Our argument before ~he Congress last spring, to ini­
t~ate· Phase_ I, rested heavily on the Soviet threat to MINUTEMAN. 
w~ made the point that we were not asking for ' city protection 
against the S6~ets -- that the Chinese threat seemed remote -'­
a-Qd ~e initially want~d MINUTEMAN protection against such 
threats as the SS9 MR,V. . . . . 

Z. We're in no different condition now than we were then, 
insof~r as a· Chinese threat to our cities is concerned. We are in 
worse ~hape. however I where our missil~s are . c(>ncerned. The 
Soviet$ are continuing to increase the size of their ICBM force 
V{hicb could threaten MINUI' EMAN. 

3. In view of the above, if we go beyond Phase I. 
j,l:lc):eased protectio:if for MINUTEMAN sites would seem to be more . 
in orde.i". The 11no change" ~on,ditl.on" _in .Qhi.ilese threat between last 
spring ~ndnow would seem t~ _p;'a·'4de_heavy ammunition .for those 

·· -Opfx)Sing - ~he ~yst·~m to r~·se and .cb.alle.D.g~ th~ urgency for area 
• '. ~ l • • · ·:,· ~e!ense. 

~: .... 

.. 
· · · ',-. · ~ •· · · · 4~ ; 'flie 'MINUTEMAN survival proble'P'l is quite complex 

. (l intend to discuss another aspect of it below) and it is not readily 
'.. .. .. ; : . : ap'pa rent that t~·e a pproa:~li of Phase lA is·· best. Other al te rna-

' . tive$ .shcmld be explored. , ,. 
· ... _ .DECLASS,FIED IH fULl 
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, ... · .· ·: WithiA .. th,~:s~·:~o·ust~aints, th~ .. o~y;'~l~~~n~-~~~~\~/-:_< · ~ . 
SA f~GUARD . deployment ' afe variation in . the. s equ~itce ':'f si,te 

. deploym_en.t. )i ~e w~~e to' give complete pre~~denc'e t6 ' .. . , . . 
· 'MINUTEMAN. '.cie£en5oe, ~ we. should start work on the Warren 

, , i • ' ' • ' • ' ' , , • t , ... · - I' ' , 

ap.d Wh~teman sites next. On the other hand, if we believe 
·. ~~-~t___iighf _d~f.Emse o.f .~nir cities is most ~~gent, _ w:e. should turn 

to Boston and Seattle next~ There are comprormses in between. 
F,o~ example, we, could deploy next the Whiteman MrNU'r'EMAN 
site near St. Louis and the Washington, D. C. site, both1of which 
form part of the defense of our strategic weapons and their 
coin:mand and control system against Soviet attack ~nd are 
required also for· th~ full Phase ll area. defense • . Another com-... . . . ' . . ; 

promise which leans more toward earlier pr~vision of light · city 
_defense waul~ be to deploy ne~t th¢ Washington, D. C. site and 
the NeYf England site. This !=hoice would haye to be made at about 
the same time that we decide totproceed. ,A. ·fact sheet is available 

. whic::h shows various costs and improved Spartan footprints. 
· , . · . . 

: ~- . ·~ 
. N~ m<!-tter how .we optimize SXFEGU.A:RD deployment to 

match the observedthreat we may not be able to keep pace with 
it at the f_unding levels we cari afford. Consider <iefense ()f our 
popuhttion against a light attack. Unless all majo~ population 
centers are covered, we face unacceptable losses sinde an enemy 

· collld attack the undefended populp.tion first. Completion .of nation­
wide coverage by 1979 may well lag by several years the develop­
n'l.ent of a limit_ed nuclear ICBM force by Communist China. The 
defense of MINUTEMA,N presents a similar dilemma because 
exttapqlatiori. o£ the pres~nt build-'up of SS9s plus better guidance 
for the growing SSll force would require a fa$ter growth of ABM 

. capab1lity tha~ the $,1. 5 billion/yea~linrlt allows~ The rapid . 
~U;lt~pllcation of Sovlet ta;pability fo 'destroy MINUTEMAN which 
wou~d, :res.i+it !rom their rehofit~~ng Sp9 with MIRV and retrofitting 

. . S~ll Wi_th ~ccurate guidanci ~resse$ ·hard on the SAFEGlJARD 
deployment l:>u:ild-up even with no cut iri Phase II funding. With 

· ; ,,. this in mind, .we are engaged in R&D on new ballistic missile 
defense c()mponel).ts, particula:rly radar, which will proVide a 

.. ... ~tougher ' and~ hopefully, 'les$ expensive growth' module; for defense 
. _, .. o_iM~NUTEMA~.· . .. , . , 

. : ~· .. .. ' I · . ,. ' 

'· . tit.· 
-~ · 
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· · ·· . . It ·is :~rn,por;t~:qt. ~.h,at t;he Departlrlent ·Of' Defens¢ .~d_: ~he . 
Admiiu.strati.bn consider· :carefUlly these i's$ues, that, ~e,"~:g:tee 
on a recommende_d cou_rse of action, and that we fullr, pn~-~~-:.. · 

. 'stand the rationale behind that recommendation before we 
recolrini~nd to· c?ll.gre~s · a'FY 1971. defe:n~e .budget~ . 

·····•···· There·a~e ·probleqis }.n the -funding fo.r our· strategic . 
fQ~ces ' in future years. Two ma.jo:r ~onsiderations, here,"· are the 
growth ofSoviet missile forces and the pr_ojected impl:'ovt;:z:nent in 
their accuracy, which are likely to mak~ our land-bas~d missiles 
VUlnerable in the near future. Although our vulnerab:llity is 
acceierated if the SS')s MRV is a MIRV. Soviet ICBM forces c;~.re 
growing large enough that the smaller in.i'ssiles, as they ai:'e ··made 
mo.re accurate; will constitute a threat in<}epehdent of MIRV~. 
'Figure 1 shows the U.S. accuracy projec~ions and our judgment 
o! the accuracy of the SS9. 

t . .. 

We must take.appropriate expeditious action now to 
remedy this situation and the ~outs~~ that can be pur~ued to pro-
vide .,a •ifix' 1 are as follows: . 

.1. Tll,e continu~d development of Ha:rd Point defense 
systems is one possibility;''alsci, we hav~ had under development, 

· ~d are still war king on, a Hard Rock Silo program. 

Z. 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 
assess the relative merits of the Hard Rock Silo and Mobile 
systems and the_n, . based upon tbat;.as.sessment, initiate action on 
dev_~lopment of the chosen, system.· 

As a cons~q,;.'ence of the sl.'fuation described above, one 
~an foresee the possibility that, "because of greater inherent 

-- shrviVa.b.ility, we may wish to shift the prill'lary role in our strategic 
. . .. ; .. id.,eterr~ntposture to our sea-based syste:ms • . . Envisioning this, we 

are 1opking for chinks in our sea-bas~d armor· -- in the Polaris/ 
··· .. : .. ·'•.• ··.·Poseidon system.· Although we do not s~~ ~ny imrnediate chinks, 

' vie do see possible futu:re p:roblem areas. To fore~tall these, we 

;,: . ~· 

.. ~.· 

. ,. . 

. .. 
! : 
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are initiating 7 4~·.;,~~9t>tnen~. of :l.JLMS (Q~4~·!*·~~.~r L?-;_;~-~~~hi~ ·. · ·., 
... · .... ·: ...... 

Missile 'Systemr. ·· This· is· •a ··new subinaririe .base.d riiissile ·. 
s'yst~in . ~haracterized ' by ·a. much 'longer'' ra~ge rittss'iie ·: (up to .. 

·:6,S'OO'n·.·1n;·) anti a q\liete~ . submarine, .e~~l.o)ring the latest in 
defens:i_v~ ri1e.~'sures ~nd ·a~dicated solelyto the ULMS t~sk. 
The longer.'. range . e~pands the s earoom avaib.ble for ope ration 
f'i-om :tJie pr.csent. approximato 3 J 12 :miill~n squ·~·.r~ miles. for · 
Polatis /P9seidon, to the order of 40-55 tnillion square miles. 
lt aiso lengthens and 'co:mplicates ' the logistics of Soviet ... 
attackers, avoids the need for our submarines to op~~a:te in chain, 
permits CONUS basing and simplifies targeting. ~combination 
with the improved, quieter submarine we believ~ 'lJLMS wil~ 
fuake us substantially in,depc:mdcnt ~- at·l~ast f_or many years · 
()£ threat technolo~y advances against our s_ea·:.. based system . 

If we were to pursue all of these systems, ·tl:le B-1 
, (AMSA), a ~elayed Safeg\.lard Phase II, ULMS and rebased 
MINUTEMAN, Figure.z would represent the increase in fund­
ing and Figure 3; the details of the strategic budget . 

.. 
There is one s:Pe.cific point which has to do with the 

relative allocation .alld build..,up. rate of the MM Rebasing and ULMS 
programs. Alth0 ugh we expect 'to decide this spring on what 
MM Rebasing option to pursue, it may not be until possibly 1973 
that we are abl¢ to determine with certainty our degree of success 
in "fixing" the MM problem. 'Should it turn out to be a good fix; 
giving· us high confidenc;e in the s.urvivability of a significant 
quani~ty · ·of ()ur land~ based force, then. we may be a~le at that time to 

. dow down the ULMS program somewhat and reduce the rate of · 
~peJ1diture. It could also af.Cect our decision on hard point 
de(e~se. ~ ~· .. 

On the oth_er hand; shbUld .. i,t'not turn ·out very successfully, 
·· we· p~obabiy would wish tc;, expe<ll,t~··th~ ULMS and hard pqint defense 

. , : : ... and possibly terminate MM rebasing. 
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