
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Description of document: The Fighter Interceptor Force 1962-1964, Air Defense 
Command (ADC) Historical Study No. 27 (1964) 

 
Requested date: 19-March-2025 
 
Release date: 04-August-2025 
 
Posted date: 29-September-2025 
 
Note: This document is part of a group of NORAD/NORTHCOM 

Historical Papers available here. 
 
Source of document: FOIA Request 

HQ USNORTHCOM/CS 
ATTN:  FOIA Requester Service Center 
250 Vandenberg Street, Suite B016 
Peterson Air Force Base, CO 80914-3801 
Fax: 719-554-2619 

Email: n-nc.peterson.n-ncspecialstaff.mbx.cska-foia-omb@mail.mil 
 FOIA.gov 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The governmentattic.org web site (“the site”) is a First Amendment free speech web site and is noncommercial 
and free to the public.  The site and materials made available on the site, such as this file, are for reference only.  
The governmentattic.org web site and its principals have made every effort to make this information as 
complete and as accurate as possible, however, there may be mistakes and omissions, both typographical and in 
content.  The governmentattic.org web site and its principals shall have neither liability nor responsibility to any 
person or entity with respect to any loss or damage caused, or alleged to have been caused, directly or 
indirectly, by the information provided on the governmentattic.org web site or in this file.  The public records 
published on the site were obtained from government agencies using proper legal channels.  Each document is 
identified as to the source.  Any concerns about the contents of the site should be directed to the agency 
originating the document in question.  GovernmentAttic.org is not responsible for the contents of documents 
published on the website. 

http://www.governmentattic.org/NORAD-NCOMhistFilesCat.html
mailto:n-nc.peterson.n-ncspecialstaff.mbx.cska-foia-omb@mail.mil?subject=FOIA%20Request
https://www.foia.gov/agency-search.html?id=74454e69-7304-41a7-8060-4c1c12678e7d&type=component


.,.: 

::){t .. ~. 
J • I 

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

I .~ , • - • !lo 

• •l 
• ' 

' ;-_· 

·: .. ' 
•• l \ '"'• 

I ~.1' .? :, t ·•• ' ' ( "''"-( • • 

,.• :\" ·-.,~~~-{ ·:,~ _,-•i, 

DECLASSIFIED 

THE 

FIGHTER 

1INTERCEPTOR ·, 
,1, 

'L., I fl 

IFORCE 

-1984 
' .• ,._ :--:.-·' . 

1·I11;!tr.1i: 

... IIIOHAIID P. •aMULL■N 1, ··► 
'r• ~ ~-- -

"· 

... 

• : I ' • •• CJ , ir :tt, .. 

_,. ;:::: :lf t{~}f~ 

DECLASSIFIED IAW EXEClJTIVE ORDER 12958. 

DATE REVIEWED: ,J tl 7ha/l dOOD • 

REVIEWER: .:f..if¼f Jl~~I . 
.i/) f~ 

,.. '~ I \ I .._,. ....._,, 



. ' . 

. • 

.. : ' ':. 

TABLE OF OONTENIS 

CHAPTER ONE: 
The Cuban Crisis and the After-th. 

CHAPTER TWO: 

-. . . . . . . 1 

Deployaent to Alaska ............... 27 

CHAPTER THREE: 
Defense of the Panama Canal . .......... 35 

CHAPTER FOUR: 
Iot~rceptor flanning .............. ,41 

CHA.R'l'S ... . . .. .. ... .. .. . .. . . . .., . • • • ,., • ... • • 65 

THE SUPPORTING DOCTJ}(ENTS TO THIS HISTORICAL 
STUDY WI LL BE FOUND IN VOWME THREE 
(SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS) OF THE PRESENT 
HISTORY. 

• r 

l 

I 
I 

. . . 1· I • 

:155 



• I 
I ' , t t • 

.. 

.• 

' • 

. 
, I 

LIST OF CHARTS 

CHART 1: Page 65 
ADC Interceptor Squadrons by Type 

31 December 1961 - 30 June 1964 

CHART 2: Page 66 
ADC Tactical Aircraft by Type 

CHART 3: Page 67 
Fighter Interceptor Force, June 1962 

CHART 4: Page 69 
Fighter Interceptor Force, December 1962 

CHART 5: Page 71 
Fighter Interceptor Force, June 1963 - -

CHART 6: Page 73 
Fjghter Interceptor Force, December 1963 

CHART 7: Page iJ 
Fighter Interceptor Force, 30 June 1964 

CHART 8: Page 77 
1960 Fighter Interceptor Program 

(As Programmed 15 March 1962) 

CHART 9: Page 79 
1967 Fighter Interceptor Program 

(As Programmed 24 January 1963) 

CHART 10: Page 81 
1968 Fighter Interceptor Program 

(As Programmed 1 July 1963) 

CK\RT 11: Page 83 
1969 Fighter Interceptor Program 

(As Programmed 3 July 1964) 

• 

•. .. CHART 12: Page 85 
Base Deployment of the Fighter Interceptor 

Force 1946 - 1964 

j, 

I . , 

156 



CHART 13: Page 87 
Total Tactical Aircraft Possessed by ADC 

1950 - 1964 

CHART 14: Page 88 
ADC Jet All-Weather Interceptors Possessed 

(Century Series) 1955 - 1964 

CHART 15: Page 89 
ADC Jet All-Weather Interceptors Possessed 

(First Generation) 1950 - 1961 

CHART 16: Page 90 
ADC Day Fighters (Jet) and Conventional 

Interceptors Possessed, 1950 - 1955 

157 

- -



. . : 
I 

' I 

r -

-

FOREWORD 

It was a time of nlarms and excursions and 
steady attrition of the fighter force, the period 
from 1962 to 1964. In 1962 there was rapid de­
ployment and dispersal to meet the threat posed by 
Cuba. In 1963, the possibility of an increased 
threat to Alaska made it necessary to shift ADC 
interceptors to that area. In 1964, ADC began 
providing a "portable" air defense for the Panama 
Canal Zone. Meanwhile, despite the addition of a 
few F-104A aircraft to the tactical inventory, 
attrition ate away nearly 15 per cent of the a­
vailable force during th~ 30-month period between 
January 1962 and June 1964. There were 805 inter­
ceptors in the ADC inventory at the end of 1961. 
By the middle of 1964 that number had shr~nk to 
688. And attrition was likely to continue, since 
productiun of int~rceptois had ceased in 1961. 
There was the possibility, however, that the form 
of Improved Manned Interceptor (IMI) represented by 
the YF-12A (Air Force designation for the A-11) would 
ultimately be made available for air defense use. 
The model unveiled to the public 30 September 1964 
included the ASG-18 fire control system and the 
AIM-47A air-to-air missile, the subsystems essential 
in converting an advanced fighter into an advanced 
interceptor. The decision to authorize quantity 
production oi the Yr-12A had not yet been made. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

THE CUBAN CRISIS AND TIIE AFTERMATH 

Reactio.n witi1in the United States was generally 

favorable in late 1958 when the rebels of Fidel Castro 

came dmm out of the Cuban mountains and when, in January 

1959, they ousted the current dictator, Fulgencio Batista. 

Events of the next two years, however, offered adequate 

proof that Castro's Cuba was no friend of the United States. 

-There was increasing evidence that Cuba, despite its location, ·---- -

had been drawn behind the Iron Curtain. On 3 January 1961 

the Eisenhower udministration, as one of its last official 

acts, broke diplomatic relations with Cuba. 
. 

The emergence of a Communist state off the Florida 

coast, plus intelligence concerning the lengthening of 

1 

~ - ,.,,~ 
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•1 airport runways and the building of missile pads, made it 

· prudent to look to the defenses of south Florida. There 

was no likelihood of a major offensive strike from Cuba, 

but Castro was believed capable of nuisance raids against 

' Miami, where mnny of his opponents had taken refuge, and 

other cities of south Florida, CONAD (the U.S. element 

of NORAD) decided to take out insurance for south Florida 

- -
in the form of a ''Co11tingency Plan for Augmenting the Air 

Defenses of Southern Florida," dated 5 January 1961. Th is 

plan called for the Navy to deploy interceptors to Key West, 

with ADC supplying the contingent at Homestead AFB, south 

of Miami. The CONAD doc 1.1ment, which came to be known as 

the "Southern Tip" plan, was not immediately effective, 

however, bec~use JCS a~proval was required prior to imple-
1 

mentation. 

Oddly enough, ;he only permanently based Air Force 

interceptor strength in the area, the 76th FIS at McCoy AFB, 

Pinecastle, Florida, was in the process of moving to the 

·. northeast at the time the requirement for strengthening the 

defenses of Florida developed. In order to position the 

1. , CONAD Operation Plan 1-61, 
"Contingency Plan for Augmenting the Air Defenses of Southern 
Florida, 11 5 Jan 1961 [Doc 96 in Hist of ADC, Jan-Jun 1961]. 
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diminishing interceptor force as nearly astride probable 

enemy approach routes as possible, USAF, in the summer of 

1960, hatl approved the transfer of the 76th FIS from McCoy 

-~ 1 • to Westover AFB in Massachusetts. The 76th had disposed of 

. . . 

moat of its F-89J aircraft by the end of 1960 and aircrews 

and suppcrt personnel had begun to move north. F-102A 

interceptors for the re-equipped squadron began to arrive 

at Westover in February 1961 and by mid-April the 16th-was 

fully equipped. Unfortunately the 76th, when needed in 
2 

Florida, was in Massachusetts. 

On 7 April 1961, the JCS, through CONAD, ordered a 

two-week test of "Sout!:ern Tip," beginning 12 April. 

Tyndall AFB, Florida, the ADC weapons testing center, de­

ployed six F-102A aircraft to Homestead, where two inter-

ceptors were maintained in five-minute-alert status at all 

times. The Tyndall aircraft were not assigned to any par­

ticular interceptor squadron, but were from a pool maintained 

for test and training purposes. They were, however, tacti­

_cally configured and were armed. The makeshift "Southern Tip" 

• 2, Memo for Record, 11 76 FIS Capability to Support 
F/TF-102 Aircraft." n.d., ca. 31 Jan 1961 [Doc 352 in Hist of 
ADC, Jan-Jun 1961); Msg 26MOC 2-3, 26 AD to ADC, 10 Feb 1961 
[Doc 354 in Hist of ADC, Jan-Jun 1961]; Minutes, Program 
Control Committee, ADC, 25 Apr 1961 [Doc 356 in Hist of ADC, 
Jan-Jun 1961]. 
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. air . defense system was ln being when the abortive "Bay of 

Pigs" invasion of Cuba by anti-Castro forces occurred on 
. , 3 

17 April. 

The two-week suitability test of the south Florida 

defenses did not end on 26 April as originally scheduled. 

The following day the JCS directed that "Southern Tip" con­

tinue indefinitely. Also on 27 April 1961, CONAD forwarded 

·to the JCS a four-phase plan which would result in estab-

lishment of a permanent air defense system in the area. The 

phases were as follows: 

Phase I 
Phase II 
Phase III 
P!" ..... se JV 

"Southern Tip" 
Extended Contingency Operations 
Mini~u~ Permanent Installation 
Permanent FulJ Capability 

JCS agreed to implementation of Phase II on 29 May 1961, 

but added thai': action on Phases III and IV would have to 
- -4 

await further political and military developments. 

3. Msg AOOOP-P 741 r ADC to USAF, 8 Apr 1961 [ Doc 358 
in Hist of ADC, Jan-Jun 1961]; Msg 32DC0-260, 32 AD to ADC, 
19 Apr 1961 [Doc 11 in 32 AD Study, "The Air Defense Build­
Up in Southern Florida, January-December 1961," hereafter 
cited as "32 AD Study." 

4. Hist of NORAD, Jan-Jun 1961, pp. 84-88; Ltr, CONAD 
to JCS, ''Air Defense in the Southern Florida Area," 27 Jun 
1961 ( Doc 13 in 32 AD S l udy); Msg COOP-X 162, CONAD to JCS, 
13 May 1961 [Doc 100 in Hist of ADC, Jan-Jun 1961]. 
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Within a short time, Tyndall began to notlce the 

absence of six F-102A aircraft and in the middle of May ob­

tained ADC permission to reduce the number deployed to 

Homestead to three, This number was increased to four in 

July when aircraft of the 482nd FIS from Seymour Johnson 

AFB in North Carolina arrived in Florida to fulfill the 

ADC commitment. While repairs were being made to the 

,·, Homestend runways between July 1961 and January 1962, the 

"Southern Tip" interceptors were based at Miami Inter-
5 

• :,, . national Airport. 

Four interceptors, of course, constituted the slimmest 

of token forces, a ~ituation both AOC and CONAD were Rnxious 

to correct. One plan, broached in February 1962, called 

for the transfer of a squadron of F-104 aircraft from the 

Air National Guard to ADC for use in Florida. ADC had at 

5. Msg 730DC X188E, 73 AD to MOADS, 18 May 1961 [Doc 
360 in Hist of AOC, Jan-Jun 1961); Msg ADIRP-E 1077, ADC to 
USAF, 23 May 196:i. [Doc 361 in Hist of ADC, Jan-Jun 1961]; Msg 
ADODC 1109t ADC to 73 AD, 26 May 1961 [Doc 362 in Hist of ADC 
Jan-Jun 1961); Msg ADOOP-WI 1179, ADC to 73 AD, 6 Jun 1961 
[Doc 363 in Hist of ADC, Jan-Jun 1961); Msg AFOOP-BU 76498, 
USAF to ADC, 8 Jun 1961 [Doc 364 in Hist of ADC, Jan-Jun 1961]; 
Msg ADOOP-WI 1334, ADC to 26 AD, 24 Jun 1961 (Doc 369 in Hist 
of ADC, Jan-Jun 1961]; ~sg ADMDC 1969, ADC to SAC, 15 Sep 
1961 [Doc 771 in Hist of ADC, Jul-Dec 1961]; Msg ADOOP-WI 
2078, ADC to SAC, 27 Sep 19~1 [Doc 775 in Hist of ADC, Jul-
Dec 1961]; Msg ADLSP 2354, ADC to 26 AD, 25 Oct 1961 [Doc 
776 in Hist of ADC, Jul-Dec 1961); RCS: 1AF-Vl4, ADC, 2 Feb 
1962 [HRF]. 
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one time utilized F-104 aircraft, but had released them to 

the ANG in 1960 because the F-104 did not include a fire 

control system sufficiently sophisticated to make the 

weapons system an adequate all-weather interceptor. The 

F-104 1 however, was ideally suited for the duty anticipated 

. in ' Florida. USAF showed interest in this proposal, although 

not all USAF staff offices agreed with ADC as to the manner 

in which the ANG F-104 aircraft should be used. There was 

one school of thought which held that the F-104's should be 

retained by the .A.NG and that the Homestead alert should be 

maintained by rotation of ANG aircraft and crews. ADC 

strongly disapproved of this suggestion, ~ountering with 

the rec :• ;:LIJ1endation that all ANG F-104 aircraft be trans­

ferred to ADC. When that happened, ADC proposed to move the 

~ 71st FIS from Selfridge to Homestead and re-equip it with 
• I 

'· 

' I . 

F-104 aircraft. The remaining ANG F-104 1 s were to be used 
6 

to · replace the F-102A interceptors of the 331st FIS at Webb. 

USAF finally adopted the ADC position in early summer 

and forwarded the ADC proposal to the Department of Defense. 

. ·• Despite repeated inquiries on the part of ADC, the 00D delayed 

. I 
6. Msg ADCCS 617, ADC to USAF, 2 Mar.1962 [ooc 1]; 

Msg AFOOP 72866, USAF to SAC, 23 Mar 1962 [DOC 2]; Msg 
ADCCR 1072, ADC to USAF, 19 Apr 1962 [DOC 3]. 
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its decision month after month until mid-October, when a 

negative decision was rendered. Probably because the situ­

ation in Cuba would not permit delay, OOD decided to shift 

a squadron of Navy interceptors from San Diego to Key West, 

rather than authorize re-equipment of the 71st FIS following 

a transfer from Selfridge to Homestead. The Navy unit was 

ready to move almost immediately. Re-equipment of the 71st 

FIS with F-104's obtained from the ANG would have required 

at least several weeks. On the other hand, DOD approval of 

the USAF/AOC/CONAD pruposal in July would have resulted in 

combat-ready F-104 aircraft being available in South Florida 

when the Cuban crisis developed in October. As it was, 

ADC had four F-102A interceJJtorf:; in the ''Southern Tip" area 
7 

when the crisis broke. 

The first hint that something cxtrnordinary was 

afoot came 17 October 1962 when key me mbers of the ADC 

Operations staff were called into an impromptu conference 

• by CONAD Operations. At that time thQ ADC people were told 

7. - Msg ADMDC 1946, ADC to AFLC, 20 Jul 1962 

N i Msg AOODC 2111, ADC to USAF, 9 Aug 1962 [ooc 5]; 
Msg ADCX)P-WI 2240, ADC to 32 AD, 23 Aug 1962 [DOC 6]; 

g OP-WI 2445, ADC to USAF, 12 Sep 1962 [DOC 7]; Msg 
82788, USAF to SAC, 14 Sep 1962 [DOC 8]; -Msg ADOOP-WI 
2800, ADC to Air Divs, 19 Oct 1962 [OOC 9r:----

s 
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that the JCS had directed CONAD to strengthen the inter­

ceptor force in south Florida. CONAD was in the process 

of writing an operations order, issued the next day, that -
called for ADC to increase the strength of the F-102A unit 

at Homestead (the detachment from the 482nd FIS) from four 

. to 18 and move 12 F-106A aircraft of the 48th FIS from 

Langley AFB, Virginia, to Patrick AFB, Florida, by 0800 

hours (EST) on 20 October. In addition, ADC was asked to 

make sure that the 17 F-101B, 18 F-106A and 9 F-102A 

-interceptors at Tyndall were made ready and alerted for 

possible CONAD orders. The interceptor contingents left 

· Seymour Johnson and Langley on 18 October, "turned around" 

at Tyndall and arrived at Homestead and Patrick, respectively, 

on 19 October, well ahead of the CONAD time limit. The 

ADC interceptor force in Florida had grown from 4 air-
s 

craft to 74 in about 48 hours. 

On the supposition that the two squadrons, plu~ the 

Tyndall aircraft, might be insufficient to meet the threat 

from Cuba, ADC warned the 3211d Air Division on 19 October 

to be ready to shift t~e F-102A aircraft of the 331st FIS 

8. Ltr, ADC to 25 AD, "Briefing on Participation of 
ADC in Present Contingency Operations," 16 Nov 1962 [HRF]; 
CONAD Operation Plan 1-62, 18 Oct 1962 [HRF]; Monograph, 
"Contingency Operations of the 73 Air Division (Weapons), 
15 October-31 December 1962," p. 16 [ HRF]. 
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from Webb AFB, Texas, to Florida on short notice. Either 

ADC was omniscient or had pre-knowledge, because the 

9 

• ' following day, 20 October, the JCS requested, by telephone, 

that CONAD re-examine its plans for the delense of the 

southeastern United States, On 21 October, CONAD recom­

mended to the JCS that certain Air National Guard units in 

the southeast be federalized and th1t two additional regular 

interceptor squadrons be mov~d ir.to the area. CONAD move­

ment orders were almost concurrently given to ADC. The 

71st FIS from Selfridge AFB, Michigan, was able to move 

12 F-106A's into Patrick before the end of 21 October. 

The last of the 1~ F-102A interceptors from Webh a~rive1 

at Homestead in the pre-dawn darkness of 22 October. On 

21 Octob•~r, Tyndall was told to be ready to put six F-102A's, 

eight F-106A's and eight F-1018 1 s on five-minute alert within 
9 

an hour of notification. · 

Thus was the interceptor force deployed in Florida --

,, 
,' 

l 

two squadrons of F-106A's at Patrick, two squadrons of F-102A's ' j 

' . 

9. Msg ADOOP-W 2801, ADC to 32 AD, 19 Oct 1962 [HRF]; 
Msg COOP-P 1022, CONAD to JCS, 21 Oct 1962 [HRF]; Msg ADCCR 
62-272, ADC to AFLC, 21 Oct 1962 [HRF]; Msg ADCCR 62-274, 
ADC to 30 AD, 21 Oct 1962 [HRF]; ADC Historical Study No. 15, 
"The Air Defense Command in the Cuban Crisis," undated but 
early 1963, p. 27, ( hereafter cited as "ADC Historical Study 
No. 15"). 
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at Homestead, plus 22 ready aircraft at Tyndall -- when 

President John F. Kennedy announced to the public the 

evening of 22 October that Russian missiles had been emplaced 

in Cuba and that the United States intended to have them 

removed . 

The distinct possibility that the direct confron­

tation between the United States and the Soviet Union would 

result in full-scale nuclear war made it prudent to disperse 

a considerable proportion of the interceptor force in accord 

with previously laid plans. At noon on the day of the 

President's speech, therefore, ADC ordered implementation 

of the dispersal pla~. In seven hours, 1~7 interceptors 

from 26 squadrons had been dispersed to 17 bases. The 

dispersed aircraft carried their nuclear armament, the first 

time in the history of the command that ~uch flights had 
10 

been ordered. 

Unfortunately, the dispersal plan was still in the 

' early stages of development at the time of the Cuban crisis, 

. ~ having been f!.rst proposed in 1961. tTse of proposed dis-
, , 

I' 

r,. 

persal bases in Canada had not been approved by the Canadian 

, government, nor had the Navy approved ADC use of Navy air 

-10, ADC Historical Study No. 15, p. 30. 
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facilities. As a consequence, many ADC squadrons dispersed 

to ''interim" bases that would not be used when the formal 

dispersal plan was completed. Also, where "permanent" 

dispersal bases were used, facilities were inadequate. 

Later dispersal exercises were likely to be much more 

comfortable than that of 22 October 1962. At any rate, 
11 

dispersal was accomplished as follows: 

Sq 

498 
318 

82 
83 
84 

45G 
15 

29 

13 
5 

18 

11 

325 
62 

438 

445 

ftome Base 

Spokane IAP, Wash. 
McChord AFB, Wash. 
Travis AFB, Cal. 
Hamilton AFB, Cal. 
Hamilton AFB, Cai. 
...;ast le AFB, Cal, 
Davis-Monthan AFB, 

Ariz. 
Malmstrom AFB, 

Mont. 
Glasgow AFB, Mont. 
Minot AFB, N.D. 

Grand Forks AFB, 
N.D. 

Duluth MAP, Minn. 

Truax Fld, Wis. 
K.I. Sawyer AFB, 

Ptii ch . 
Kincheloe AFB, 

Mich. 
Wurtsmith AFB, 

Mich. 

Permanent 
Dispersal Base 

Dispersal Base 
22 Oct 1962 ------

Calgary, Alta. Paine AFB, Wash. 
Comox, B.C. Paine AFB, Wash. 
Siskiyou, Cal. Siskiyou, Cal. 
Lemoore NAS, Cal. Kingsley Fld, Ore. 
Lemoore NAS, Cal.---Kingsley Fld, Ore. 
Fresno, Cal. Fres~o, Cal . 
Williams AFB, Ariz. Williams AFB, Ariz. 

Saskatoon, Sask. 

Saskatoon, Sask. 
Portage la Prairie, 

Man. 
Hector Fld, N.D. 

Portage la Prairie, 
Man. 

Des Moines, Ia. 
Hector Fld, N.D. 

Volk Fld, Wis. 

Phelps-Collins Fld, 
Mich. 

Billings, Mont. 

Billings, Mont. 
Hector Fld, N.D. 

Hector Fld, N.D. 

Volk Fld, Wis. 

Des Moines I Ia. 
Phelps-Collins Fld, 

Mich. 
Phelps-Collins Fld, 

Mich. 
Phelps-Collins Fld, 

Mich. 

11. ADC maps of planned and actual dispersal, 22 Oct 
1962 [HRF]. 
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Sq 

27 
75 
76 
49 

539 
98 
85 

326 

87 

319 

Home Base 

Loring AFB, Me. 
Dow AFB 1 Me. 
Westover AFB, Mass. 
Griffiss AFB, N.Y. 
McGuire AFB, N.J. 
Dover AFB, Del. 
Andrews AFB, Md. 

Richards-Gebaur 
AFB, Mo. 

Lockbourne AFB, 
Ohio 

Bunker Hill AFB, 
Ind, 

Permanent 
Dispersal Base 

Chatham, N.B. 
Bagotville, Que. 
Burlington, Vt. 
Val D'Or, Que. 
Olmsted AFB, Pa. 
Atlantic City, N.J. 
Patuxent River NAS, 

Md. 
Grand Island, Neb. 

Phelps-Collins Fld, 
Mich. 

Des Moines, Ia. 

~ispersal Base 
-22 Oct 1962 

Olmsted AFB, Pa. 
Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
Burlington, Vt. 
Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
Olmsted AFB, Pa. 
Atlantic City, N.J. 
Atlantic City, N.J. 

Grand Island, Neb, 

Clinton County 
AFB, Ohio 

Hulman Fld, Ind. 

The 331st FIS from Webb remained at Homestead only about 

a week before it was replaced by the 325th FIS from Truax. 

Since none of the interceptors deployed to Florida expected 

to use nuclear wea!X)ns, the us~ of the 325th was logical since 

it was the cnly F-102A squadron which had not yet been modified 

to carry the GAR-11 nuclear missile as primary armament. 

The 325th was notified of this commitment on 26 October and 

the move to Homestead was completed the following day. The 

482nd remained at Homestead, its aircraft b~ing fitted with 
12 

2.75-inch rockets. 

Sixty interceptors were deployed to Florida in the 

first flush of the Cuban crisis , but it did not prove possible 

12. Operations Log, ADC Command Post, 26 Oct 1962 
[HRE']. 
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to maintain the full complement at all times during the 

month the deployment was in force. The trend as regards 

aircraft on hand was steadily downward as the effect of 

extensive flying began to tell on both machines and men. 

The first week an average of 49 aircraft were on hand . 

13 

In the first week of NovP~ber the average dropped to 45, 

then to 39 the following week. During the last 12 days of 

the crisis period that ended 23 November, the average was 

35 aircraft. The day-to-day situation is g~ven in the 
13 

following table: 

Date 

22 Oct 
23 Oct 
24 Oct 
25 Oct 
26 Oct 
27 Oct 
28 Oct 
30 Oct 
31 Oct 

1 Nov 
2 Nov 
3 Nov 
4 Nov 
5 Nov 
6 Nov 

DEPLOYMENT OF ADC INTERCEPTORS IN FLORIDA 
22 October - 23 November 1962 

Patrick AFB Home.stead AFB 
(F-106A) (F-102A) 

24 36 
16 30 
23 36 
23 29 
17 24 
21 30 
21 15 
20 27 
22 23 
19 26 
19 26 
20 24 
17 26---------
17 26 
16 26 

Total 

60 
46 
59 
52 
41 
51 
36 
47 
45 
45 
45 
44 
43 
43 
42 

13. ADC Force Status Reports, 22 Oct-23 Nov 1962 
[HRF]. 
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Patrick AFB Homestead AFB 
, Date (F-106A) (F-102A) Total --

7 Nov 20 15 35 
8 Nov 18 20 ---- 38 
9 Nov 19 21 40 

10 Nov 16 19 35 
12 Nov 18 15 33 
13 Nov 18 18 36 
14 Nov 18 15 33 
15 Nov 15 15 30 

• 16 Nov 17 24 41 
• 17 Nov 17 20 37 

18 Nov 17 13 30 
19 Nov 18 17 35 
20 Nov 17 17 34 
21 Nov 20 23 43 
22 Nov 22 16 38 
23 Nov 22 5 27 

A similar attrition prevailed among the dispersed 

interce~tors. Nearly one-third of tho~e ~riginally <l\s­

persed on 22 October were no longer in that status three 

weeks later. Shortages of facilities and supplies at 

disp~rsal bases and exhaustion of aircrews and maintenance 

men combined to drive down the number of dispersed aircraft 

as the days went by. The nature of the decline was as 
14 

follows: 

DISPERSAL OF ADC INTERCEPTORS 
23 Octouer-14 November 1962 

Date F-102A F-101B F-106A 

23 Oct 
24 Oct 

31 
28 

14. I bid. 

68 
68 

66 
61 

Total 

165 
157 

' I 

. ,:. 

.• 
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I, 
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Date 

25 Oct 
26 Oct 
27 Oct 
28 Oct 
30 Oct 
31 Oct 

1 Nov 
2 Nov 
3 Nov 
4 Nov 
5 Nov 
6 Nov 
7 Nov 
8 Nov 
9 Ne-\" 

10 Nov 
12 Nov 
13 Nov 
14 Nov 

F-102A 

28 
29 
26 
19 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
19 
23 
23 
23 
20 
20 
18 
21 
19 
18 

F-1018 

68 
68 
68 
68 
66 
66 
64 
64 
64 
59 
58 
56 
60 
53 
59 
59 
53 
53 
54 

F-106A 

61 
54 
59 
60 
66 
62 
61 
56 
60 
58 
54 
52 
54 
50 
50 
42 
41 
40 
40 

15 

Total 

157 
151 
153 
147 
147 
143 
140 
135 
139 
136 
135 
131 
137 
129 
129 
119 
115 
112 
112 

Afte~ 14 November, piecemeal pe~missic~ was grant~d tn 

recall dispersed interceptors to home bases and within 10 

days dispersal was ended. 

Although the use of Air National Guard units was 

not contemplated when the original CONAD operations order 

was issued on 18 October, the revision of 20 October called 

for the federalization of the 159th FIS at Jacksouville, 

Florida; the 122nd FIS at New Orleans; the 111th FIS at -Houston; t.he 157th FIS at McEntire ANG Base, South Carolina; 

and the 151st FIS at McGhee-Tyson Field, Tennessee. It was 

~ 1 proposed that F-104 aircraft from the last two squadrons be 

I 

;. 
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on alert status at Key West. Federalization was not 

authorized, however, although ADC took the precaution of 

issuing conditional federalization orders on 29 October. 

, These orders were never given effect and the Air National 
15 

Guard took no part in the Cuban crisis. 

The immediate crisis over Cuba abated in late Novem­

ber 1962 when it appeared that the Russians had been sincere 

in agreeing to withdraw their offensive missiles from the 

island. The situation did not return to pre-Cuba normalcy 

in Florida, however. Temporarily, until a permanent air 

defense posture for this part of the country could be de­

ised, approximately 20 F-106A interceptors of the 71st, 

94th and 48th squadrons were retained at Patrick and 20 
•. 16 

aircraft of the 325th FIS were kept at Homestead. 

Such a plan, which involved the permanent transfer 

of the 71st FIS from Selfridge to Homestead, was submitted 

• in December 1962 and approved by the Department of Defense 

on . 12 January 1963. During the approval process, ADC had 

decided that total air defense would bE better served by 

15. Msg COOP-P 1022, CONAD to JCS, 21 Oct- -1962 [HRF]; 
. Msg ADODC 2900, ADC to 26 AD, 26 Oct 1962 [ DOC 10]; ADC SO 

G-113 thru G-124, 29 Oct 1962 [HRF]. 

16. - Msg ADOOP-WI 3302, ADC to 32 AD, 30 Nov 
-· 1962 [OOC 11r-

• f L 
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moving the 319th FIS from Bunker Hill AFB, Indiana, to 

Homestead, rather than the Selfridge unit. The Department 

of Defense had no objection to this change in plan, but 

added other refinements of its own. The Homestead squadron, 

00D telicved, should be equipped with F-104 rather than 

F-106 aircraft, since the F-104 offered superior performance 

in fighter-against-fighter combat. ADC had handed its - -
F-104's down to the ANG in 1960, because the F-1C4 was 

deficient in terms of fire control system and was therefore 

an inadequate all-weather interceptor. This was deemed a 

relatively unimportant factor in Florida, since Cuba did 

not have a bomber force of consequence. Cuban intrnders 

were likely to be flying Russian MIG fighters, which made 

~peed and altitude capability of utmost importance. To 

achieve this type of defense 0pposite Cuba it was necessary 

to retrieve the F-101 1 s from the ANG squadrons at McEntire 

(South Carolina) an<l McGhee-Tyson (Tennessee) and replace 

them with F-102A aircraft. The second squadroil of F-104's 

was to go to the 331st FIS at Webh AFB, Texas. The necessary 

F-102A's for the ANG were to be provided by inactivating 

the 76th FIS at WP<..:tover AFB, Massachusetts, and by reducing 

the number of interceptors at Thule, Greenland, from 12 to 6. 

f . ..., r::. I,) 
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• • It was anticipated in January 1963 that the 319th would be 
17 

operational with the f-104 at Homestead by 15 June 1963. 

.• 

• 1' 

A tcmp01·ary httch cll1 Vl'lopcd in this minor redeploy­

ment action on 27 March 1963 when USAF ordered that all 

movement be halted. An unnamed member of Congress insi6tcd 

that he had not been informed of the pending organizational 

changes and asked that all activity be stopped until the 

reasoning behind the changes was satisfactorily explained. 

This wa8 accomplished in a n1at ter of days and the rnove of 

• the 319th FIS and associated changes were allowed to continue. 

Tho 319th FIS assumed alert status (but not fully operational 
18 

status) with F-104 airc1·.,:t at Homestead on 15 April 1963. 

The ability or ADC to rapidly deploy additional 

fighter strer1gth into Florida was tested again on 22-23 May 

1963 when 24 F-106 aircraft from the 11th FIS at Duluth, 

Minnesota, and the 48th FIS at Langley were ordered to 

Patrick. The deployment order was given at 0430 hours (EST) 

17. Ms~ AFOOP-E (no number), USAF to ADC, 15 Jan 
1963 [DOC 1?.]; ADC Opc1·atior1s Plan 2-63

1 
' ' Redistrib11t:!.on 

of Interceptor Resources, " 22 Jan J863 [DOC 13]; Msg ADLSP 
229, ADC to Air Divs, 24 Jan 1963 [DOC 14 J. 

18. Msg ADCCS 951, ADC to USAF, 
• 29 Mar 1963 DOC 15 J; Msg ADMSS-EM 967, ADC to Westover AFB 

et al, 29 Mar 1963 [DOC 16]; Msg MNOOP 2911, MOADS to 32 AD, 
. T6 Apr 1963 [ooc 17 J. 

l' 
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on 22 May, All 24 aircraft were in place at Patrick by 

1049 hours (EST). This group conducted training interceptions 
I 

under SAGE direction before returning to home bases on 24 May. 't 

The exercise was considered highly successful, although 

there were some complaints .i.bout the comparatively slow re-
19 

act ion times of supporting transport aircraft. 

Meanwhile, CONAD began planning for the substitution 

of ADC interceptors for the contingent of Marine Corps F-48 

aircraft to be withdrawn from Key West on 15 June 1963. The 

482nd FIS at Seymour Johnson, which provided the F-102A s.:-1.r­

craft for the detachment maintained at Homestead at the be­

ginning of the Cuban crisis, was also selected to honor this 

comm~tment. Si~ F-102A interceptors from the 482nd began 

operating from Key West as of 15 June. Key West operations 

were of a hand-to-mouth nature and of somewhat indefinite 

duration, because the Naval Air Station did not have the fa­

cilities required for permanent support of Air Force aircraft. 

ADC estimated thnl tile facilities required to support six F-102A 1 s 

permanently at Key Wesl would cost about $2mil 1 ion. Neither 

the Navy commander at Key West, ADC nor USAF was immediately 

19. Msg AIX>OP-WI 19n4, ADC to 26, 30 and 32 AD, 22 May 
1963 [DOC 18]; Msg ADOOP-WI 1924, ADC to USAF, 22 May 1963 

IOOC 191· Msg 30-00P-1 S-0873-63, 30 AD to AOC, 29 May 1963 
DOC 201; Msg 26OOP-WF 63-10641, 26 AD to ADC, 29 Way 1963 

~DOC 21]. 
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• J. 



.. ,. 

., 

20 - I 

sure where the necessary funds would come from, At any 

rate, at the middle of 1963 ADC was furnishing 30 inter­

ceptors (24 F-104's at Homestead and 6 F-102A 1 A at Key West) 

for the defense of southern Florida where only four aircraft 
20 

had been earmarked fol' that purpose prior to October 1962. 

In July 1963, ADC re-cast its contingency plan for 

defense of Florida to emphasize deployment to both Patrick 

and Key West nnd shift responsibility for theprovision 

of the required aircraft. Under the revised plan, the 1st 

Fighter Wing (71st and 94th FIS) at Selfridge replaced the 

11th FIS as the source of 12 F-106A's for movement to Patrick. 

The 48th FIS (Langley) c0nti~ued to shoulder the responsibi­

lity for the other 12 aircraft. In addition, the 482nd FIS 

was told to increase the number of F-102A's at Key West 

from 6 to 20 in the event of another crisis involving Cuba. 

Assignments were changed, however, as the year went along, 

In September, the 48th FIS became involved in the Inter­

ceptor Improvement Program (IIP) and the commitment of the 

20. Msg COOP-P X-118, CONAD to ~DC, 19 ~ar 1963 
[OOG 22]; Msg AOODC 2026, ADC to USAF, 4 Jun 1963 [ooc 23]; 
Msg ADODC 2067, ADC to 26 and 32 AD, 7 Jun 1963 [DOC: 24]; 
Msg ADODC 2079, ADC to 26 and 32 AD, 8 Jun 1963 (OOC 25]; 
Msg ADODC 2118, ADC to 26 and 32 AD, 13 Jun 1963 ( DOC 26]; 
Msg AFXOPN 71998, USAF to ADC, 19 Jun 1963 [OOC 27]. 

t • 



I • 

--- -

-•I',_ 21 

1st Fighter Wing was raised from 12 to 18 F-106A aircraft. 

The other six int~rceptors to be deployed to Patrick were 

to come from the 95th FIS, Dover AFB, Delaware, between 

1 October and 15 November 1963 and from the 539th FIS, 

McGuire AFB~ N.J., between 15 November and 10 December. 

The 48th was to again assume the commitment on 10 December 
21 

1963. 

In December 1963, the contingency plan was further 

modified to specify that the 325th FIS at Truax Field, 

Wisconsin, would be liable for the emergency duty at Key 

West if the 482nd was unable to do so. The same change in 

plan also created a third lin~ of defense for Key West, 

obligating the 82nd FIS at Travis AFB, California, for 
22 

emergency duty in Florida if the 325th failed to act. 

Since the reason for deployment of F-104 fighters to 

Homestead was improvement of fighter-against-fighter capability 

I, . in southern Florida, ADC had come to the conclusion by ln.te 

21, - DC Operations Plan 33-63, ''Southern Tip 
Contingency ~ Ju 1 1963 [ HP.F]: Msg 2600P-W 63-11361, 
26 AD to WAADS, 30 Se1; 19G3 [ OOC 28 J. 

22. 
12 Dec 1963 
30 AD to 28 AD, 16 Dec 
to POADS 1 19 Dec 1963 [DOC 31]; 
WI 5996, ADC to 25 and 30 AD, 19 

5900, ADC to Air Divs, 
, Msg 30-00P-J.2-0BS, 
Ms 250PP 732G! 25 AD 

Msg ADOOP-
] . 
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June of 1963 that this purpose would be better served by 

providing the 319th FIS with late-model F-104G ~ircraft in 

place of the F-104A aircraft retrieved from the ANG. USAF 

replied, in October, tl1at ADC could hnve been supplied with 

more modern versions of the F-104 if the Depnrtmcnt of 

Defense had approved the USAF request to maintain an F-104 

production line in operation. USAF contended that it was 

wise to keep open a second source of fighter aircraft in 

addition to the line which was currently producing the 

Republic F-105. DOD, however, did not see the situation in 

the same light and ordered that F-104 production end as 

scheduled. Consequen tly , ADC would h~ve to do thQ hPst it 
23 

• could with the F-104A. 

Nevertheless, the fighter-against-fii:.;:hter capability 

of ; the F-104A was to be enhanced by addition of the M-61 

20-mm. gun. These aircraft, when possessed earlier by 

• ADC, had been armed with the GAR-8 {AIM-9B) Sidewinder 

- -
. missile. This heat-seeker was effective against bombers, 

but ineffe;~ive in fighter combat. Hence it was decm0d €S­

sential to equip the ADC aircraft with fighter armament, the 

23. Msg AFORQ 76836, · usAF to ADC, 9 Jul 1963 [DOC 33J; 
Msg ADLDC 5280, ADC to USAF, 14 Oct 1963 [DOC 34]; Msg 
AFORQDW 63875, USAF to ADC, 18 Oct 1963 (ooc 35]. 
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M-61 gun. This modification began in February 1964. While 

this modification was taking place, the JCS directed TAC 

to furnish the 319th with eight F-104C aircraft, armed with 

the M-61 gun, from the 479th Tactical Fighter Wing, George 

AFD, California. The TAC fighters arrived at Homestead on 
24 

5 February 1964 and were returned to George by 30 April, 

In late February of 1964, ADC conducted another test L ,. 

of its ability to deploy an interceptor force to south 

Florida and carry on air defense operations under the di­

rection of the Montgomery (Alabama) Air Defense Sector once 

the force was in place. This was Exercise ''Arawak Spear . 11 

The 48th FIS was to de~loy 12 F-l0G's to Patrick and the 

48~nd six adtiitional F-102A's to Key West. Tne 444th FIS 

at Charleston AFB, South Carolina, was to remain in place, 

but was to come under the operational control of MOADS during 
I 

this exercise. The 159th FIS of the Florida ANG (Jacksonville) !· 
was also to provide eight F-102A's for "Arawak Spear." The 

exercise began at 1000 hours {EST) on 26 February. The F-102A 

24. Msg ADM LP 39 0, ADC to T.\C, 4 FE>b J.964 { OOC 36]; 
Msg ADOOP-WI 401, ADC to 26 AD, 5 Feb 1964 [DOC 37]; Msg · 
ADM LP 409, ADC to 26 AD, 6 Feb 1964 [ DOC 38); Msg AOODC 12:J:;, 
ADC to CONAD, 8 Apr 1964 [ DOC 39]; Msg ADOOP-W 1310 1 ADC to 
26 AD, 15 Apr 1961 [DOC 40J: Msg ADODC 1340, ADC to CONAD, 
17 Apr 1964 [DOC 41] ; Msg ADODC 1368, ADC to CONAD, 21 Apr 
1964 [DOC 42]. • 

-
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aircraft from the 482nd were in place at Key West hy 1205 

hours, the contingent of F-lOGA's from the 48th completing 

the move to Patrick by 1155 hours. Despite adverse weather, 

this force flew 116 sorties and watched, at various periods, 

the Atlantic Coast between West Palm Beach and Fort Myers 

and between Patrick AFB an~ Savannah, Georgia, as well as 

the Gulf Coast between Cross City and Tampa. No special 

problems arose during the exercise and "Arawak Spear" was 
25 

regarded as both successful and instructive. 

The ''Southern Tip'' plan was revised again in Mar,~h 

1964, but few significant changes resulted. The 48th FIS 

and 1st Fighter Wing were still obligated to move 12 F-106A's 

each to Patrick in tl1e event of an emergency in the southeast. 

The 482nd FI~i continued to be ol111gated to inc~e its force 

of F-102A's at Key West from 6 to 20 in time of trouble. 

The new plan, however, formalized a system of substitutions 

for the units holding primary responsibility for emergency 

deployment. This had been done before, but in the form of 

25. 
1964 ( ooc 43 
1964 [DOC 44 
[DOC 45] j 
CONAD, 4 Mar 

JS2 

765, ADC to 26 ~D, 26 Feb 
807, ADC to 26 AD, 28 Feb 

Ms g ADODC .824, ADC to USAF, 28 Feb 1964 
2CHCn 6403-039, 32 CONAD Rgn to 
16]. 
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miscellaneous directives. Now the whole plan was brought 

together in one place. The substitute for the 48th was 

the 95th FIS at Dover. The 539th FIS at McGuire stood be­

hind the 1st Fighte1· Wing, while the 325th FIS at Truax was 

t:1e stand-in tor the 482nd. The 331st FIS at Webb AFB, 

Texas, was to provide F-104 aircraft to supplement those 

of the 319th FIS at Homestead, In May 1964, shortly after 

the revised plan took effect, ADC alerted affected units 

that a re-play uJ 1.l1c Cubnn crisis of October 1962 mii;;ht 

be imminent. ''Current events," said the ADC message of 

7 May, "make the implementation of ADC OPLAN 33-64, Southern 
26 

Tip, quite probable." 

This ala.rn, was short-lived, however, and within a 

week the normal condition of readiness in the southeast 

was resumed. As of the end of June 1964, 18 F-104A aircraft 

of the 319th FIS were available at Homestead, supplemented 

by four similar aircraft from the 331st FIS at Webb. The 

detachment from Webb was expected to remain at Homestead 

until all aircraft of the 319th had been mod.ified to carry 

the M-61 gun. Six F-102A's of the 482nd FIS continued to 

26. Ms~ ADODC 1530, ADC to CONAD and Air Divs, 7 May 
1964 [DOC 47]; - ADC Operations Plan 33-64, "Southern 
Tip, 11 1 Mar 196000C • ,48]. 
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stand alert at Key West. Other elements of the ADC inter­

ceptor force stood ready for emergency duty in Florida on 
27 

short notice. 

Apex Status Report, ADC, 
30 Jun 

I • 

I 
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CHAPTER TWO 

DEPLOYMENT TO ALASKA 

Barely had the Cuban crisis subsided into a condition 

of wa1·y wa tchfu.iness before a new a la1·,., be 11 ra.ng in Alaska. 

On 15 March 1963 1 two Soviet aircraft invaded United States 

air space over Alaska. The F-102A interceptors available 

to the Alaskan Air Command proved inadequate to challenge 

the invaders, who turned out to sea after an uninterrupted 

flight over coastal areas of Alaska. The Alaskan air 

commander was understandably concerned over his inability 

to intercept high-performance ~ircraft of possible hostile 

intent and recommended that the 40 F-102A's in Alaska be 

replaced by F-4C advanced tactical fighters. NORAD concurred, 

4 April, that improved interceptors were needed in Alaska, 

27 
- -
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but did not agree that the F-4C was the answer, since the 

need was immediate and deliveries of the F-4C were not 

scheduled until the spring of 1964. NORAD believed that 

either the F-101B or the F-106A would be an improvement 

over the F-102A, however. Later in April, though, in 

response to a request for recommendations from the JCS, NORAD 

said at least a portion of the Alaska interceptor force 

should be replaced by F-'1C's or by F-lOlD's or F-106A's 

furnished by ADC on a rotational basis. NORAD added, 

bringing up a perennial topic, that the ultimate require-

ment in Alaska was the IMI. A month later, 28 May, the JCS 

concluded that immediate improvement of the interceptor 

force in Alaska was necessary and directed USAF to coordin­

ate the necr.ssary action with NORAD and CINCAL (Cornmander­

in-Chief, Alaska). USAF appointed ADC as Air Force executive 
28 

agent in this matter. 

During a 19-20 June conference the interested parties 

decided that this requirement would be met by deploying 

eight_ ADC F:-lOtiA interceptors to Alaska on a temporary basis, 

effectiye ~5 Jul~. NORAD gave the implementation order 
I ~ I • 

28. Msg NASV-M X051, NORAD to ADC, 10 May 1963 
[ooc 49]; Msg NASV-M X052, NORAD to ADC, 10 May 1963 [DOC 50]; 
Hist of NORAD, Jan-Jun 1963, pp. 63-65. 
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' ~ shortly after the decision was reached and on 25 June the 

25th Air Division was informed that it had been chosen to 

fulfill this commitment. The 25th Air Division, in turn, 

passed the assignment along to the 325th Fighter Wing 

(318th and 498th FIS) at M'cChord AFB, Washington. The plan 

(Operation "White Shoes'') called for the deploying unit ·to 

maintain two aircraft on readiness alert at King Salmon and 

Galena, with thE remainder based at Elmendorf AFB. "White 

Shoes," incidentally, was intended as an interim answer to 

the air defense problem in Alaska, pending determination 

of a permanent solution. ADC estimated this emergency de-
29 

ployment would last ~O days. 

When the deployment to Alaska actually occurred in 

July, tte number of aircraft involved was raised to 10. Be­

cause of transport difficulties, the complete detachment 
30 

did not reach Elmendorf until 17 July 1963. 

With the most pressing need filled by the deploym,:,nt 

of F-106's, the matter of a permanent solution was attacked 

Report, ADC, AL~PP-P, 24 Jun 1963 
[ HRF]; AIXJOP-P 2234, ADC to USAF 1 25 
Jun 19ti3 OOC ; Msg ADODC 2229, ADC to 
USAF, 25 Jun l96J [ooc 52]; NOFORN EX CANAQ~, Msg 2500P-T 
360-G, 25 AD to :MATS, 28 Jun 1963 [DOC 53]. -

30. Hist of 25 AD, Jul-Dec 1963, p. 99. 
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by representatives of riORAD, ADC and Alaskan Air Command 

(AAC) in September, but the results were inconclusive. AAC 

insisted that it could not accept the pe1·manent assignment 

of either F-106 or f-101D aircraft from the AOC inventory 

because of a lack of facilities and other, unspecified, con­

siderations. There fore, ADC proposed to continue the ''White 

Shoes'' deployment indl•finilely, a period ADC believed would 

cover at lea.st two more years. ADC also recommended that 

the number of aircraft deployed he cut to eight and that 

regular within-Alaska deployment to King Salmon and Galena 

be stopped because of short runways and highly dangerous 

operating conditions. It wa9 recomrnended that F-106's be 

dispersed to these two satc-llite hases only when the com­

mander of th:- Alaska NOMD Rt'1-t.lon believed an urgent tacti-
31 

cal requirement existed. 

The ADC proposal was not acceptable to USAF, however, 

and on 26 September 196:J USAF told NORAD that the indefinite 

31. DODC 3035, ADC to USAF, 
28 At1g 19f;3 Ms ADODC 5054, ADC 
to USAF, 20 p 1963 Msg ADLPP 
5078, ADC to USAF, 24 p 1963 OP-WI 
5138, ADC to AAC, 30 St'p 1963 [ DOC 57 J; Msg 
ADOOP-WI 5307, ADC to USAF, 16 Oct 1963 DOC ] . 
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deployment of F-106's to Alaska could not be supported frqm 

a cost effectiven<!ss standpoint. USAF suggested that 

"White Shoes" be modified to call for deployment of F-106's 

only during times of peak Soviet activity. It was also 

recommended that facllities within Alaska be improved to . 
permit optimum use of F-102's assigned there. CINCAL 

responded with a request that the full-time deployment of 

F-106's continue, since it was impossible to determine when 

''peak Soviet activity" would occur. Further, CINCAL ex­

plained that only the airfields at Nome, Point Barrow and 

Umiat could possibly be improved to the point where they 

could be used by F-102 interceptors and it was estimated 

thai. such impl".JVements would cost $61 million. CINCAL did 

not think the gain in defense capability would be sufficient 

to justify the cost. The NORAD reply was in a similar vein, 

coming to the conclusion that, pending the availability of 

the IMI or the F-4C, continuing deployment of F-106's was 

the only logical alternative. USAF capitulated in December 

1963, approving the continuation of ''White Shoes, 11 At the 
---

same time, USAF expressed the opiniori that ''White Shoes" 

amounted to a very l~mited improvement of air•defense 
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capability in Alaska and that it was studying-o-t..her alterna-
32 

tives such as Lhe feasibility of using the F-4C. 

Meanwhile, maintenance support of the F-106's in 

Alnska was putting such n severe strain on the 325th Fighter 

Wing at McChord that its operational capacity, as revealed 

by a December Operational Readiness Inspection, was being 

affected. ADC therefo1·c requested that AAC assume greater 

responsibility for maintenance of the F-106 1 s in Alaska. 

USAF agreed that this was desirable and issued the necessary 

instructions. These actions, however, did not produce the 

desired improvement and on l February 1964 ADC activated a 

permanent maintenance detachment of the 325th Fighter Wing 

Alas~ .. ~, increas::.ng the manpower allotment of the 325th 
33 

in order to make this possible. 

The 3~5th Fighter Wing got a measure of relief in 

March 1964 when it was allowed to stand down from the "White 

Shoes" deployment while participating in the Interceptor 

32. Hiot of NORAD, Jul-Dec 1963, pp. 80-82; -
, Msg ADOOP 5919, ADC to 25 AD, 1:3 OC'c 196J ~]. 

DMLP-B 58 i6, ADC to AAC, 5 Dec 1963 [ DOC 60]; 
Ms ADMSS-WAl 5997! ADC to 25 AD, 19 Dec 

61]; Msg ADOOP-Wl 6025, ADC to 
·•' • 25 AD, 20 Dec 1963 [ooc 62]; Msg AOODC 6079, ADC to USAF, 
~ • 27 Dec 1963 [DOC 63 Ms• ADMSS-WAl 6092~ ADC to 25 AD, 30 

Dec 1963 [DOC 64]; Msg ADCCR 373r ADC to 
:· 25 AD, 31 Jan 1964 
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Improvement Program. The "White Shoes" commitment was 

assumed between l March and 1 June by 1st Fighter Wing 

(71st and 94th FIS) from Selfridge, an organization that 

was also involved in the ''Southern Tip" operation. The 

1st Fighter Wing, incidentally, was fulfilling the AOC ob­

ligation in Alaska when that ~.rea was struck by a major 

earthquake on 27 March 1964. The 1st Fighter Wing sustained 

damage to two F-106's. Seventeen AAC F-102 1 s were tempo-
34 

rarily put out of action. 

Another attempt was made in June 1964 to provide a 

''permanent" solution for the problem of Alaska air defense. 

This time USAF recommended that F-102's be withdrawn from 

Alaska and replaced, on a permanent basis, with a squadron 

of F-lM's from the ADC inventory. ADC did not concur with 

this recommendation, especially pince recent_ (May 1964) 

Tentative Force Guidance from the Department of Defense had 

shown ADC with an interceptor force of 20 squadrons -at the 

end of Fiscal 1967. Anyway, ADC added, the limitations 

34. , Msg ADCCR 37~, ADC to 25 AD, 
31 Jan 1964 26OOP-W H64D2-17, 26 AD to DEADS. 
15 Fe~ 1964 DOC 66]; Msg ADMSS-WAl 759, ADC to 26 AD, 25 
Feb 1964 [DOC 67]; Msg AACORS 02, AAC to TIG USAF, 28 Mar 
1964 [ DOC 68 J; Msg ALDS 38, AAC to USAF, 31 Mar 1964 [ DOC 69]; 
~DC 1190, ADC tu 25 AD, 6 Apr 1964 [OOC 70]; -­
- Msg ADOOP 1694, ADC to 25 AD, 14 May 1964 ~ 
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imposed on F-106 1 s operating from Galena and King Salmon 

prevented their effective employment. It was the ADC 

position that the F-102 1 s should be retained in Alaska. If 

this was not possible, ADC recommended that the commitment 

for defense of Alaska be assumed by F-4C aircraft under 

the operational control of NO&~D. ADC thinking- on this 

matter apparently coincided, at least in part, with that 

of the JCS, because at about the same time the JCS directed 

NORAD to replace the ADC ''White Shoes" F-106 contingent with 

F-4C fighters, effective in July-September 1965. It ap­

peared that "White Shoes" as currently constituted would 

i,1.~.t abo•.1t one more year. The ADC p 1.ann("r who h:-.t1 oredicted, 

in September 1963, that "White Shoes" would cover a period 
35 

of about two years was proving to be an excellent guesser. 

35. Msg ADCCR 1922, ADC to USAF, 8 Jun 1964 [DOC 72]; 
Msg ADCCS 1996, ADC to USAF, 12 Jun 1964 [DOC 73]; Msg 
ADLPP 2526, ADC to USAF, 11 Aug 1964 [DOC 74]. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

DEFENSE OF THE PANAMA CANAL 

With the air defenses of south Florida and Alaska 

strengthened by "Southern Tip'' and "White Shoes," respectively, 

attention turned to the Panama Canal. The Canal was within 

striking distance of Cuba and of any Castroite government 

that might appear in Central America or northern South America. 

Defense against air attack on· the Canal was provided solely 

by antiaircraft weapons. No interceptors were assigned to 

the USAF Southern Comn,and (USAF SOUTHCO), the air component 

of the unified U.S. Soutl1ern Command (USSOUTHCOM). The JCS 

Panama command was roncerned about this situation and recom­

mended that interceptors be provided for this area, at least 

by reflex action, in the event of an air defense emergency. 

35 



In November 1963, USAF gave ADC the responsibility of 

planning, with USAFSOUTHCO, an expanded air defense of the 

Canal. The two conwmnds met in Panama on 5-6 December 1963 

and hammered out a plan which called for the deployment of 

varying numbers of F-102A interceptors to Panama, to a maxi-
36 

mum of 18 aircraft, in varying states of emergency. 

In order that a quick determination might be made of 

the feasibility of the Panama deployment plan, AOC recom­

mended to CONAD and USAF that the plan be exercised almost 

irn1nediately, with 18 F-102 1 s to be sent to the Canal Zone 

on 6 January 1964. Tentative date for the return to the 

United States was set at 21 .Tanuary. The 326th FIS at 

Richards-Gebaur AFB, Missouri, was chosen as the source of 

the interceptors for Panama, CONAD and USAF approval was 
37 

forthcoming before Christmas. 

The formal order directing the deployment to Panama, 

Exercise "Gin Tonic," was issued 1 January 1964 and the 

36, 
20 Nov 1963 
1963 [ OOL 76 ; 
Dec 1963 [OOC 

37, 
1963 (DOC 77 
1963 l DOC 78 
( DOC 79]. 

Msg ADODC 5657, ADC to USAFSOUTHCO, 
Msg COOP-P X-450, CONAD to ADC, 17 Dec 

Msg ADOOP-Wl 5998, ADC t~ U~AF, 19 

Msg ADOOP-WI 5998, ADC to USAF, 19 Dec 
COOP-0 X-458, CONAD to CINCS0:- 20 Dec 
COOP-0 X-462, CONAD to ADC, 24 Dec 1963 
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planned deployment of 18 F-102 1 s from Richards-Gebaur began 

at 0600 hours (CST) on 6 January. In less than a week, 

however, the exercise was disrupted by anti-U.S. rioting in 

the Canal Zone and in the neighboring Republic of Panama. 

On 13 January USAFSOUTHCO was forced to admit that the local 

civil unrest had produced such a drain on the Command's 

resources that it was no longer able to support 18 F-102A 

aircraft and recommended that 10 be returned to the United 

States. USAFSOUTHCO contended that the first few days of 

"Gin Tonic" had provided sufficient information concerning 

the support of the complete force and that the eight remaining 

aircraft could adequately test operational concepts, 

USAiSOUTHCO, &.l: the same t 11:ie, argue<.! against withdrawal of 

the entire force on the grounds that it would ''deprive us 

of an air defense capability and psychological capability 
38 

at a time when nuisance attacks are a decided possibility." 

Accordingly, 10 of the 18 F-102A's in Panama were sent 

back to Richards--Gcbaur on 14 January. Four-aays later, 

JS, - s~ OOP 15152, U~AFSO to US~1NCSO, 13 Jan 
1964 [ OOC 80 l; , Msg AOCCR 001, ADC to CONAD, 1 Jan 

.1964 [DOC 81' • s ~ OPL 10003, USAFSO to USCINCSO, 4 Jan 196~ 
(DOC 82); , Msg ADC TRsk Force (Panama) CCR 15150, ADC 
Task Force to USAFSO, 13 Jan 1963 [OOC 83], 
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18 January, the ADC Task Force announced that ''Gin Tonic 11 

would be completed 21 January and the eii,:ht remaining inter­

ceptors would leave Panama on 22 January. This proveJ . to 

be erroneous information, however, because the JCS had just 

decided that the interceptor force currently in Panama 

should not only remain there, but be au~mented by four ad­

ditional F-102A aircraft. This was intended as a show of 

force to forestall belligerent action on the part of.anti-

t.. U.S. elements based in the Republic of Panama. CONAD vigor-

f ; - -

ously protested this JCS decision, explaining that the F-102A 

.was designed as an interceptor and ill-suited- Tor showinis 

the flag to ground-bound dissidents. CONAD added that 

while short-term diversions of CONAD forces did not seriomsly 

degrade coJ-f.'\ff' s primary miss ion, "removal of CONAD forces, 

already limited, for extended periods of time does adversely 
39 

affect CONAD's air delcnse capability." CONAD "strongly 

requested" that the interceptors presently deployed in the 

Canal Zone be returned to their home base as quickly as 
40 

possible. 

39. Msg COOP-0 X-1-127, CONAD to JCS, 24 Jan 1964 
[ DOC 84]. 

40. 1 bid. ; -• Msg ADC Task Force CCR 1524 0; 
ADC Task For~(PanmT"'To USAFSO, 18 Jan 1964 [ooc 85]j 
Msg ADOCP-SDO 214, ADC to 29 AD, 18 Jan 1264 [DOC 86]; 
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Apparently the CONAD protest was heeded, because not 

only was the "Gin Tonic" force not augmented, but the eight 

interceptors dcpluycd to Panama were also returned to Richards-
41 

Gebaur on 1 February 1964. 

As was true with 1-cspcct to Alaska, ADC warned affected 

subordinate commands on 8 May 1964 that current events in 

the Canal Zone might require another "Gin Tonic" on short 

notice. This warning was rescinded on 22 May, however, 
42 

without act ion. 

A second test of the plan for emexgepcy deployment 

to Panama, Exercise "Cashew Tee," began 6 July 1964. This 

time only eight F-102A's from the 326th FIS w~re deployed 

and only a week was consumed. The 1ntercEptors retur~ed 

home en 13 July. This exercise was not impeded, as "Gin 

Tonic" had been, by rioting Panamanians. The final report 

[Cont'd] - Msg: ~16, ADC to ADC Task Force (Panama) 
18 Jan 1964 ( OOC 87 J; _, ADC Task Force CCR 15266, ADC 
Task Force (Panama), to USAFSO, 18 Jan 1964 [OOC 88]; -
Msg ADC Task Force CCE 15267, ADC Task Force (Panama) to ADC 1 

19 Jan 1964 [ OOC 88 l; Msg ADOOP-EI 241, ADC to Air Divs, 
21 Jan 1964 ( DOC 90). 

•11. - , Msg ADC Task Foi·ce Ci::R 15430, ADC Task 
For~e (Panama) to USAFSO, JO Jan 19G4 [DCC 91]. 

42. - MMC 1562 , ADC to 26, 28 and 29 ADs 1 
8 May 1964 [ ~); Msg ADODC 1777, ADC to 26, 28 
and 29 ADs, 22 May 19 . DOC 93]. 
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of "Cashew Tee" found no fault with the manner in which the 

interceptors deployed or the way operations were conducted 

after the interceptor force arrived. All recommendations 

involved radar surveillance problems in Panama and the in­

adequacy of communications, operations facilities and main­

tenance and supply support at Howard AFB. Considerable im­

provement was needed before the Air Force organization in 

Panama would be able to support an air defense operation 
43 

of significant duration. 

1 43. Msg AOOOP-WI 1860, ADC to AFLCt 1 Jun 1964 
. . C 94 ; Msg ADOOP 1935, ADC to CONAD, 8 Jun 1964 [DOC 95]; 

'I 

Msg ADC Task Force CCR 15616-11, ADC Task Force 
(Panima) to CSAFSO, 11 Jul 1964 [OOC 96); Ltr, ADC, AOOOP-P 
tc- ·LDC , ADODC, "Rf'po·rt of the ADC Tas~~ For~e for !:: ...... ~-cise 
CASHEW TEE," 17 Jul 1964 [ OOC 97]. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

INTERCEPTOR PLANNING 

The ADC interceptor force was a relatively stable 

• organization, in term~ of numhe~~ of squadron~, between the 

end of 1961 and the middle of 1964. The most notable 

characteristic was a gradual attrition in numbers of air­

craft. Attrition, however, was inevitable, since production 

of interceptor aircraft stopped in 1961. Attrition could 

be arrested, from time to time, by the transfer of inter­

ceptors from overseas units, but the trend was unmistakable. 

As to squadrons, tl1 e ,.iumber r..va.ilable to ADC decreasr.,., 

or.ly from 41 to 10 during this period. One squadron was 

added in July 1962 when the 57th FIS at Keflav1k, Iceland, 

was transferred from Military Air Transport Service (MATS) 

41 
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I 
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to ADC and converted from F-89J to F-102A aircraft. One 

squadron was lost in the first half of 19G3 in the aftermath 

to the Cuban crisis. The 76th FIS at Westover AFB, Mass­

achusetts, was inactivated to provide F-102A aircraft for 

one of the two ANG squadrons that gave up F-104's to equip 

the 319th FIS at Homestead and the 331st FIS at Webb, The 

83rd FIS at Hamilton AFB was inactivated as a means of making 

, . up attrition losses of F-101B 1 s in other squadrons. As a 

result of this action, the 84th FIS, also at Hamilton, l1ad 

its aircraft complement increased from 18 to 24. The other 

F-lOlB's were distributed to understrength units. The 

n~mbers 4nd types uf squad~ons ava!lahle to ADC ~re given 

in Chart 1. 

Although the number of squadrons remained virtually 

the same, slow attrition was noticeable in the numbers of 

aircraft as the years went along. The extent of attrition 

is outlined in Charts 2 through 7. 

Attrition also forced a continuous redt•ction in the 

size of tht f:iquaJru ,:, which rer.,:i ined in the ·1 nterct 1~u,r 

iJrce. Squadrons utilizing F-1018 and F-lUnA aircraft were 

built in "cells" of six ui1·craft. A ''full" squadron was 

assigned 24 interceptors. Out it was also possible to have 

squadrorsof 18, 12 and 6 aircraft. At the end of 1961, 

.. 
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eight squadrons had 24 F-101B aircraft and three squadrons 

had 24 F-106A's. During the succeeding 30 months, the number 

of squadrons controlling 24 F-101B aircraft dropped from 

eight to three. Only one squadron, the 11th FIS at Duluth, 

still had 24 F-106A's. And attrition forced continual 

reprogramming as it became increasingly npparent, for ex­

ample, that i~ 11,-as going to be 1mpossibl-:! to maintain a 

squadron with 18 aircraft in a particular squadron until 

the second qua . .-ter of Fiscal 1968. It would be necessary 

to drop the a il"cra ft authorization from 18 to 12 in the 

first quarter of Fiscal 1967. Dozens of such programming 

changes were ~ad~ between the end of 1951 ard the iniddle 

of 1964. Attrition seemed to be forcing the programmers to 
44 

fight a losing battle (s~e Charts 8-11). 

Another side effect of attrition was the loss of 

bases, particularly to the Strategic Air Command. It was 

I 
l 

. I 

44, Msg AOOOP-WI 653, ADC to USAF, 7 Mar 1962 (DOC 98]; ' 
Weekly Activity Report, ADC, ADLSP-P, 30 Jan 1963 [HRFJ; -
Msg AOODC 3052, ADC to USAF, 29 Aug l963 [DOC S9]; Msg A~ 
5886, ADC to US~F : 11 Dec 1963 [DOC 100~]: Msg ADI.PP 414 
ADC to ,\ir lJivs, fl Feb ~96·.i !ooc 101]; 
Msg ACODC 1321, ADC to USAF, 16 Apr 196 , u ORN 
EX CANADA, Msg ADLPP 1705, ADC to Air Divs, 15 May 1964 
[ooc 103]; ~~ Msg ADLPP 1890, ADC to Air Divs, 3 J•rn 
1964 [ OOC 1 ; AULPP 2616, ADC to Air Di vs, 20 Aug 
1964 [ooc 10s . -
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'general USAF policy to give jurisdiction over bases to the 

major air command controlling the major activity thereon. 

Therefore, as the ADC 1nterceptor force contracted, ADC 

often became a minor µartner in base operations and re­

linquished jurisdiction over the base to another command, 

This occurred at Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota, ag of 1 July 

1963, when SAC took control. This completed a SAC sweep 

the three northern plains bases -- Minot and Grand Forks 

in . North Dakota and Glas~ow in Montana -- built in the early 

fifties primarily for ADC use. Minot and Glasgow had gone 
45 

to SAC earlier. 

Harnly had thJ mechanics 0f the Grand Forks transfer 

been completed, before SAC was requesting the transfer of 

K, I. Sawyer a~,d Kincheloe Air Force Bases, both located in 

the upper peninsula of Michl~an. SAC presented statistics 

· which proved, at least to SAC satisfaction, that SAC mission 

activity outweighed ADC operations at both bases. The Plans 

organization in ADC headquarters prepared a rep i-y-----v.·h ich gave 

ADC conr.:ur.:-erir.€" t0 th1 lransfer of K. I. Sawyer , but robj'!"cted . . 
~ 

tCI + he transfer of Ki nche !oe. Th is posit ion did not correc1.. ly 

reflect the· fee ling of the ADC Command Sect ion 1 however 1 and. 

45. Weekly Activity Report, ADC ~DLPP-G, 21 Feb and 
17 Apr 1963 [HID']. 
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the reply, signed by Maj. Gen. Benjamin J. Webster, AOC 

Chief of Staff, which actually went back to SAC on 20 May 

1963 did 11ot concur in the transfer of either base. A 

month later, 22 June 1963, a personal message from Lt. Gen. 

Hunter Harris, Jr. , SAC Vice Commander, to Lt. Gen. Robert 

M. Lee, ADC Commander, repeated the request for transfer 

of both bases. G:-ncral L€e MJdif iE:<l ::ht ~ar lier ADC F-tand -by agreeing to the transfer of K.I. Sawyer, while adding 

that he "stronisly opposed" any change in the status of 

Kincheloe, The transfer of K,l. Sawyer occured 1 January 
46 

1964. 

111 the face of continuing a•i:trition, it was ,nevitable 

tha-:. ADC would object to a USAF proposal, broached 16 October 

1962, to transfer 22 additional F-101B interceptors to Canada. 

ADC had previously furnished 66 F-101B's to the Canadians. 

Since Canada had not yet agreed to accept atomic weapons, 

ADC contended that transfer of the aircraft to Canada would 

mean a loss of nuclear capability in continental defense. 

46. ?.!sg L.c'L 3440, SAC to ADC, 1 r~y 19i;J f DOC 106 J; 
Weekly Activity h~port, AOC, ADLPP-G, 9 May and 25 Jun 196~ 
[lrnFJ; Msg ADCCR 18'17, ADC to SAC, 20 May 1963 [DOC 107 J; 

M 4826, SAC to ADC, 22 Jun 1963 [DOC 108]; --­
; Msg ADCCR 2249, ADC to SAC, 27 Jun 1963 ~ 

g LPP 2571, ADC to 30 AD, 1 Jul 1963 [OOC 110]; Msg 
DPLCA 5053, SAC to USAF, 2 Jul 1963 [DOC 111]; Msg ADLPP 
2582, ADC to SAC, 2 Jul 1963 [DOC 112]. 
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ADC added that procurement of an advanced interceptor, such 

as the IMI, might make it feasible to provide sufficient 

first-line interceptors to the Canadians to permit them to 

maintain five squadrons, but until that time ADC was opposed 

to the transfer. The matter was dropped at that time, but 

was brought up again nearly a year later, in September 1963. 

Again ADC opposed the proposal, although the 1MI was not 

mentioned in the 1963 objections. ADC merely pointed out, 

for the second time, that Canada still refused to accept 

nuclear weapons and to transfer interceptors capable of 

carrying nuclear armament would lessen total NORAD air de­

·fense strength. ':'li~ door was lf'ft oren for future transfer, 

however, when ADC explained that it would be amenable to 

provision of F-101B's for Canada upon the availability of 

Project Clearwater F-1U2's ~ts replacements. Clearwater was 

a Department of Defense plan for the withdrawal of F-102 

interceptors from overseas bases. The F-1018 transfer plan, 

however, was again dropped and never, as of October 1964, 
47 

revived. 

The best answer to attrition, of course, was the pro­

vj_sion of a new and advanced interceptor to teplace at least 

47. Msg ADCCS 2808, ADC to USAF, 20 Oct 1962 [ooc 113); 
Msg AOODC 5092, ADC to USAF, 25 Sep 1963 { DOC 114]. 

2Ul 

j 

~ I 
i 

• l 

j 

• 

l. 



.. 

. l 

r • I 
I • • 

47 

a part of the aging and diminishing interceptor force, 

This had once ~en the F-108, cancelled in September 1959. 

From that time, ADC was continually busy preparing specifi­

cations and justifications for advanced interceptors, 

generally improved versions of the F-108. This was a 

frustrating occllpation, since the Department of Defense for 

years appar<?11tlv r:--fuscd to t\l1rn·ovi! cic ... clopment of such an 

ail·craft. It was a very closely held secret, meanwhile, 

that an aircraft offering excellent possibilities as an 

interceptor was under development at Lockheed. This was 

the deceptively titled A-11, which entered the development 

cycle in 1959, the same year the F-108 was cancelled, 

For those who did not know about the A-11, or be­

lieved it was intended as a Central Intelligence Agency 

(CIA) replacement for the U-2, one heartening aspect of the 

cancellation of the F-108 was tl1e continued development of 

the ASG-18 fire control system and the GAR-9 air-to-air 

-missile. This seemed to be a hopeful indication that some-

day an intercept o ,. would he built to house thesr, :ii r defense 

sub-systems. Such a marriage was suggested in May 1960 

■ ••• when ADC asked AROC to loo!{ into tl1e possibility of creating 
I 

• I 
an advanced interceptor by equipping the North American 

A-3J, a Navy aircra[t,with the ASG-18/GAR-9. ARDC and 
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North American conducted some tests, but ~hen theoretical 

calculations in tile autumn of 1960 indicnted that the A-3J 

would have only 37 per cent of the kill p!"obability of the 
48 

F-108, ADC enthusiasm for this aircraft cooled rapidly. 

After this disillusionment. ADC began work, in October 

1960, on the specifications for a~ advanced long-range 

manned interceptor t h:ll i nvo 1 ved "A"ha t ADC cal led a ''quantum 

jump" in interceptor performance. This vehicle, known as 

the Long Ran~e Adva11cPd Piloted Interceptor System, or 

LRAPIS. was to offer a speed of Mach 5 and an altitude of 

200 miles. The Wright Air Development Division of ARDC ad­

mi.tted that the L!t.~PIS was technically feasible, but that 

the technical difficulties would be great and the cost woulct 
49 

be fantastit.:. 

In view of the ARDC comment, ADC, in eg.!_y 1961, 

scaled down the LRAPIS to a vehicle capable of speed of 

Mach 4.5 and an altitude of 90,000 feet. A formal Qualitative 

48. Msg: ADI~PD-DC 1478, ADC lo ARlJC, 1~ May 1960 [Doc 
165 in H~st of .ADC, : .. 11-,Jun 1960]: Weekly Act.tvity Rerort, ADC, 
ADLPO-D t 10 May, 16 May, 14 Ju 1 and l Sep 1960 [ HRF j. 

49. Weekly Acttvity Report, ADC, ADLPD-D, 11 Oct 1 

31 Oct, l Dec .:i.nd 8 Uf'.C 196 O [ HRF]; Aerospace Defense Systems 
Summary, ADC, Feb 19(i 1 [ HRF J . 
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Operational Requirement (QOR) on this subject was submitted 

to USAF in April 1961, but generated no enthusiasm there. 

It -had neither been appi-oved nor disapproved by the end of 

1961. Meanwhile, in the summer of 1961, ADC was inv1 ted to 

particip:ite in planning a new, all-weather, joint-service 

2.5 Mach aircraft called TFX. But ADC demurred on the 

ground that a ~ach 2.5 interceptor would be too slow to 

counter the pos t-1965 threat. Also, ADC felt- it needed an 

aircraft with a radius of act ion of at least 800 miles. In 

August 1961 USAF entered the discussion by presenting the 

Department of Defense with a proposal to provide 25 squadrons 

of long-range interceptors to ADC, beginning in Fisc:-~1 1967. 

DOD disapproved the USAF request, but USAF hoped approval 

would co.ne later, with funds to be made available in the 

budget for Fiscal 1963. USAF had in mind an aircraft that 

offered performance somewhere between that of the F-108 and 
50 

LRAPIS. 

50. Ltr, ADC to USAF, 
''Qualit.l~ive pe ... ~l.io11al Rcquirl2'menl for a Lorg Range Advanced 
Piloted Inte1·cept0r Syst .... m (i,RAPIS) ," 11 .~pr 19ol iDoc 413 
in Hist of ADC, Jan--Tun 1961]; Weekly Activity Report, ,\DC, 
ADLPD-D, 15 Sep, 29 Sep, 26 Oct and 14 Dec 1961 and 17 Jan 
1962 [ HRF); Msg Af'ORQ-AD 78G57, USAF to ADC, 15 Jun 1961 
[Doc 416a in Hist of ADC, Jul-Dec 1961]; Msg AFSSA-AS-4 
99328, USAF to AFSC, 5 Sep 1961 [ Doc 4•17 in Hist of ADC, 
Jul-Dec 1961); Msg AFOHQ-TA 61182, USAF to AFSC, 12 Sep 1961 
[Doc 448 in Hist ,, f ADC, Jul-Dec 196 l J; Msg ADCC3 1931, AOC 
to USAF, 13 Sep 1961 [Doc 449 in I-list of ADC. Jul-Dec 1961]; 
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But no funds were r~quested for ~hat had come to be 

known as the Improved Manned Interceptor (IMI) in the budget 

for Fiscal 1963. In something of an afterthought to his 

testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee on 

22 January 1962, Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara 

said that "later on, if a new interceptor is required, we 

could consider the TFX fighter for that role," 

of course, was not what ADC and USAF wanted, 

51 
The TFX, 

Even so, USAF indicated to ADC in January 1962 that 

,. DOD recognized the need to modernize the interceptor fleet 

,. 

after 1965. At the same time, USAF did not believe it was 

tr..~ oppi:--:-tune morr,....-!.t tc push LRAPIS. Noth lng mu("h happe:ned, 

however, as the months stretched into years. Hopes were re-

kindled wher; Secretary McNamara vis 1 ted ADC/NORAD on 14 Aug­

ust 1962 and appeared to listen sympathetically to briefings 

which detailed the requirement for the IMI. He asked for a 

further briefing on the subject in Washin~ton on 5 September. 

{Cont'd] Msg AFORQ 6J810, USAF to ADC, !tl Sep 1951 [Doc 450 
i.n Hist uf Atv:;, ,_Tul-::. .... c 1961]; USAF, Current Statl1',,. Ri:>port, 
Nov 1961, p. III-1 [Doc 441 1n Hist oT"Aoc-;-Jul-Dec 1"ITTrr]; 
::i.;·.d Dec 1961, p. III-1 [Due 265 in Hist of ADC, Jul-Dec 1861]. 

51. Senate Hearings on Military Procurement Autho:-­
ization for Fiscal l9G3, Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
22 Jan 1962, p. 78. 
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Near the end of the year, the Secretary of Defense responded 

to a question from President Kennedy by outlining in a memo 

the performance data on five aircraft being considered as 

advanced interceptors F-4, A-3J, TFX, Eagle/Aerie and IMI. 

This action gave rise to rumors that a decision was about to 
52 

' be made. The l'llmors wc.!'e wrong. 

Instead, the Secretary of Defense asked USAF, in 

January 1963, to make a comprP-hensive study of the air 

defense system, war gamlng the same five possible interceptors 

'mentioned in the memo lo the President. This led to the 
53 

Continental Air Defense Study (CADS) of January-May 1963. 

To th~ House _.;.ru1ed Services Committee, thP. Secretary, in 

testimony given 31 January 1963, outlined the interceptor 
54 

situation this way: 

Whether or not the Soviet Union actually 
deploys a new long-range bomber, we in­
tend to make a thorough study of the en­
tire problem of modernizing our manned 
interceptor force and we hope that next 

52. Weekly Activity Report, AOC, ADLPD-D, 17 Jan and 
10 M~y 1952; ADL~~-A, 18 Jun, 21 Aug, 17 Sep and 12 Nov 1962 
and 14 Jan 1963 (HRFj; Memo, ADLSP, ADC to ADC Staff Sections, 
1'Programmed Action Directives," 28 Nov 1962 [OOC 115] . 

[HRF]. 
53. Weekly Activity Report, AOC, ADLSP-A, 18 ,!:in 1963 

-54, House Hearings on t~e Department of Defense 
Budget for Fiscal 1964, House Armed Services Committee, 
31 Jan 1963, p. 323. 
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year we will be in a better position 
to make sow.e definite recommendations 
on this subject. I do not believe, 
in the liKht of presently available 
intelligence and the wide range of 
options open to us, that the situation 
requires us to make a decision now. 
There are a number of aircraft already 
in production, under development, or 
programmed which could be adapted to 
the intc1·cepto~~ role with onlr modest 
additional outlays for development 
costs. 

After detailed co~sideration of cost, availability, 

expected operational life and extensive war gaming of all 

five options, the CADS group, in its report of May 1963, 

reached the '' tentative" cone lusion that the IMI was the 

p:i.·nfer:-.::G opt ion and m:t.de the "tent~ ti ve" recom.11endat il')n 

that 12 squadrons of IMI's be procured. Unfortunately, a ---
similar AFSC effort, "Survivable and Effective Air Breathing 

Defense Study" (SEADS), performed under contract by North 

American Aviation and General Dynamics, reached the conclusion 

that a scaled-up version of the TFX offered the best possi­

bilities as an advanced manned inte:~eptor. ADC pointed out 

the obvious disadvan~ages of the concurrent existence of 

two Air Force studies which reached divergent conclusions 

and added that ADC approved the CADS report, but definite!y 
55 

did not ·agr":e with the SEADS conclusions. 

55. Msg ADLDC 1569, ADC to ASD, 17 Apr 1963 [DOC 116]; 

21.0 



,. 

53 

No immediate action was taken by the Secretary of 

Defense with respect to the U!I or any other advanced manned 

interceptor and on 4 February 1964, before a joint session 

of the Senate Committees on Appropriations and-·-Armed Services, 

he revealed why. I 11 the first p 1 ace, the Secretary had read 

an entirely diffr.rPnl set of conclusions into th€' CADS re­

port. In the second place, he did not think it was yet 

possible to assess with any decree of accuracy the nature 

of the future manned bomber threat, His reasoning went as 
56 

follows: 

I informed the committee last year that 
whether or not the Soviet Union actually 
dep .:. ::-yed a new long-r::tnge bom~cr "!.'<? :':I•· 
tended to make a thorougn study of the 
entire problem of modernizing our manned 
interceptor force. Such a study was 
completed by the Air Force last year. 

There are actually a number of aircraft 
already in production, under development, 
or in operation which could be adapted 
to the interceptor role, including the 
F-4, th e A-5, theF-111 (TI"X), and the 

[~ont'd] Msg AOLDC 2826, ADC to US.\F, 29 Jul 1963 [DOC 117]; 
Msg ADL:'<; 2987, All - to USAF, 1~ Aug 1963 [OOC 118]; Weekly 
Activity Report, ADC, ADLPW-A, 9 Aug 1963 [HRF]. 

56. Joint Senate Hearings on the Department of Defense 
Appropriations for Fiscal 1965, Senate Committee on Appropri­
ations and Armed Services, Part I, 4 Feb 1964, pp. 102-03. 
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C-1358, the last serving: as an air-to-air 
missile plat101·m. St ill another possi­
bility would be a completely new inter­
ceptor (JMI) hased upon somti of the latest 
work done on airframes and engJncs. One 
of tlie ~urprb,in~ conclusions of the Air 
Force stully is that any one of these five 
systems wouldJ for the same total program 
co.st, prnv1tle roughly comparable defenses 
:i~ainst a fairly wide rani;e of possible 
bomber threats. 

Thus, L he su l ec ti on of an ath:a need int cr~­
cc pt or wuuld most likely have to be based 
on ot!Jc~r consider.at ions; for exami:le, 
a\..·ailalJility, the d egree of confidence 
in systems c!J::iractcristics and in the 
cost estimates, vulnerability to no­
w~u•nin~ or intensive defP.nsc suppression 
attacks, dependence on ground control, 
usefulness in a TAC role, effectiveness 
against a i-.upersonic bomber threat, etc. 
Ear'. r,f ~he five alternative systems has 
its own p:.ut i.cul:i .-:· s: •· ,?np:ths ancl._'!['yk­
nesses in tc 1·ms of these 'secondary' c1· i­
tcr ia. Selection of any one of these 
systems now would involve some kind of 
uncertainty. 

Nevertht•lcss. we do have a number of good 
choices fo1· a 'fol low-on' interceptor and 
we will continue to have these choices for 
some time. But until we can better discern 
the character of the future manned bomber 
threat and determine the pn•pcr balance 
amoni; tlie llu·ee basi( clement s of our de­
fen'.~i 11,~ pos ture -- tha..; is, dcf~nse against 
manned uonibe rs, defense against ICBM's and 
suhma1·ine launched missiles , and civil 
defense -- it would be premature to make a 
choice. Meanwhile ".l,e are proceeding with 
the production and improvement of the F-4, 
th~ clc\'eloprncnt of the F-111, and dt:?velop­
ment ul a number of sub-systems which 
might 1,e needed by a new interceptor. 

.. 

I 
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None of this Lestimony gave any hint of the surprise 

of 29 February 1964 -- just 25 days later -- when President 

Lyndon B. Johnson announced development of the A-11, an 

aircraft offering a sustained speed of 2,000 miles an hour 

and capable nf altitudes above 70,000 fP.et. The President 

also said the A-11 was underi::oing tests to- determine its 

c.a.pability as an inte1·ceptor, On 5 March, Secretary McNamara 

told a press conference flatly that the A-11 was an inter­

ceptor and specifically the IMI for which the Air Force had 
57 

been asking. 

So great was the surprise, since the general outlines 

of current developments were usually, regardless of classi­

fical1..on, known to tile press, that a spate of sco1iing 

articles appeared following the announcements of the President 

and Secretary of Defense. For example, Ordnance contended 

that "the A-11 is no more of an interceptor than the RB-70 

is a strategic bombe1·, official pronouncements to the contrary 
58 

notwithstanding.'' The Saturday Evening Post hinted darkly 

that the A-11 was revealed rs an interceptor merely to take 

the steam out of the drive for the IMI. Even though the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff were unanimously in favor of the IMI, 

57. "President's Prf:'SS Conference," Washington Star, 
1 Mar 1964; "A-11 is What the AF Asked," Laurence BarreTr;­
New York Herald Tribune, 6 Mar 1964. 

58. Ordnance, May/Jun 1964. 



according to the ~' Secretary McNamara v.·as not convinced 

nn advanced interceptu1· would ever be needed, hence the A-11 
59 

·smokescreen. 

Despite the iosistence of critics that the A-11 was 

too frail to carry tile fire contrul system n.nd armament 

required of an interceptor, the YF-12A (Air Force designation 

foi: the A-11) revealed J-u tl1c p\•blic on 30 September 1964 

was equipped with the ASG-18 fire control system and AIM-47A 

(GAR-9) originally developed for the F-108 and continued in 

development following the demise of the F-108. While 

Republican campaigners remai11ed unconvinced (Rep. Melvin 

Laird of Wisconsin, chai1•man of the Republican platform 

~or._nitt1::;e, ca.:led it the "all-purpose political aircra1t''), 

the general consensus was lhat if the YF-12A was not the 

Bil it was likely to !Jc a highly satisfactory substitute for 

it . for examplL•, charat;terizcd the YF-12A as "a real 
60 

interceptor, lean and mean." 

The public showing of 30 September 1961 verified the 

fact that an interceptor of trcm~ndously improved performance 

was available. As of early October, however, ri□-p1•oduction 

contracts had been written and the DepartJt1~nt of Defense had 

59, "The G1·cat A-11 Deception," James Atwater, 
• • Saturday Evening Post, 2 May 1964. 

60. Time, 9 Oct 19CH; Colorado Springs Free Press, 
1964; cTiTcng:o Tc ibunc, 2 Oct l9ti4. 
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not decided whether such contracts would be written. ADC 

requirements were those listed in the recommendations of 
61 

the CADS study -- 12 squadrons of 12 aircraft each. 

Force pro~ramming, as practiced by ADC from 1962 to 

1964, cal led gen£' i·a l ly for a gradua 1 decline in the inter­

ceptor fo1·ce as the l'f'Sult of aircraft attrition. The size 

of the individual ~qu4drons also declined for the ~amc 

reason. The p1·o~ram of 15 March 1962, alone, was an ex-

cept ion·, in that it foresaw 41 squadrons at the end of Fiscal 

1966, the same number active at the time the program was 

written. The decline, according to the programmers, would 

begin in Fiscal 1967. By the end of that year, according -
to th ~ p~ngram of 24 January 19uJ, the intercep~~ ~ force 

would be down to 39 squadrons. The program of 1 July 1963, 

which loc.,ked ahead to the end of F isca 1 1968, foresaw a 
62 

force of 37 squadrons. 

A new dimension was added to interceptor force pro­

gramming in May ]964 when the Department of Defense, in 

61. Colm·~do Springs :c'ree Press, 1 Oct 1964; Command 
Briefing, A~bUct 1964, Cor:--A.K. McDonald, ADLPW. 

62. ADCM 27-2 1 Vol II, 15 Mar 1962 [HRF]; ADCM 27-2, 
Vol II, 15 Mar 1962, as amendP.d by Chg H, 24 Jan 1963 [HRF]; 
ADCM 27-2t Vol II, 15 Apr 1965, ns amended by Chg D, I Jul 
1963 [ HRF J. 



getting ready for prep:u·at ion of the defense budget for 

Fiscal 1966, produced a TPntative Force Guidance (TFG) 

' document that called for re<luction of the interceptor force 

to 21 squadrons by the end of Fiscal 1967 and specified 

where each of th~ squadrons should be localed _-- Tl1e then 

current ADC programming guide called for a force approxi­

mately 'double that size at the ~nd of Fiscal 1967. ADC, in 

a reply of 11 June 1961, did not argue the size vf the. 

force proposed in the TFG, but recommended a considerable 

change in deployment on the grounds that the ADC-proposed 

deployment would (1) provide an improved northern defense 

posture, manned by regular ADC units (2) provide a better 

organizational base for the IMI and (3) reduce the number 

of moves and equipage changes necessary to establish the 
63 

Secretary of Defense's force in an optimum defensive posture. 

ADC recommended that the TFG force, if formally ap­

proved, consist of eight F-1018 squadrons, 11 F-106A 
64 

squadrons and two F-104A squadrons deployed as follows: 

F-101B 

Hamilton 
Kir.;;sley 

F-106/ .. 

George 
McChord 

F-104A 

Homestead 
Charleston 

63. Msg ADCCR 1973, ADC to USAF, 11 Jun 1964 
[ooc 119 J. 

64. Ibid. 
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F-101B 

Glasgow 
K.I. Sawyer 
Oxnard 
Griffiss 
Otis 
Suffolk 

-
F-106A 

Cast le 
Paine 
Minot 
Kincheloe 
Loring 
Richards-Gebaur 
Langley 
Dover 
Selfridge 

F-104A 

The combat CP.pability of the currently p1·ogra:-ir.:ed 

59 

force as opposed to that of the TFG force was then extensively 

war-gamed by ADC. In either type of warning situation 

(tactical or strategic) or against either type of attack 

(counterforce -- the strategic retaliatory complex -- or 

countervalue -- population and industrial centers), the 

gam~bi shvwed that the programmed i .. n-ce wreaked .;,.:J:1::: it::e:.:ably 

more havoc among the attackers than did the TFG force. ADC 

then recommended, in July 1964, that the programmed force be 

retained in preference to the TFG force. And ADC had signi­

ficant allies in this position. On 7 OctobeT - 1964 the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff (with the Army Chief of Staff absent) re­

affirmed an earlier decisi:·1~1 that the interceptor force 

should not be reduced to TFG levels unless the IMI was made 
65 

available, 

·65. Lcr, ADC to USAF, "Secretary of Defense Force 
Guidance Memorandum,'' 6 Ju 1 1961 [ DOC 119A]; Command 
BriefingJ ADC, 8 Oct 1964, Col. C.E. Hammett, ADLOC. 
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Meanwhile, since TfG was a proposal and not a 

directive, ADC force programming continued in the even 

tenor of its ways. The ADC program of 3 July 1964 forecast 

a gradual decline in interceptor strength until 37 squadrons 

would remain at the end of Fiscal 1969. This was the same 

number predicted f~r the end of Fiscal 1969t but there was 

a difference. The program for the end of Fiscal 1968 called 

for one F-101B squadron of 24 aircraft 4nd three F-106A 

squadrons of 12 aircraft. The succeeding program did not 

include the squadron of 24 F-lOlB's and the number of 12-

aircraft F-106A squadrons had increased to four. The most 

rPcent o~agram (ab of October 1964), dated 18 Septe~be~ 

1964, called 1or an interceptor force of 36 squadrons at th0 
66 

end of Fisct.l 1969 (see Charts 8-11). 

Attrition occurred in many forms, but the most unusual 

form it took during 1962-64 was an indirect resul-t of Project 

Clearwater, a proposal lo reduce the flow of U.S. gold over­

sens by returning overseas F-102A ~1uadrons to the United 

States. C,ne Clearwa1..cr transfer was to concern ADC. It also 

ii.valved removing an ADC squadron from Davis-Monthan AFBt 

66. ADCM 27-2, Vol II, 15 Apr 1963t as amended by 
Chg D, 1 Jul 1963 {HRF]; ADC Program Document 64-69, 15 Apr 
1964, as amended by Chg Ct 3 Jul 19o4 and Chg F, 18 Sep 
1961 [ HRF]. 

I . 
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Arizona, in ord~r to permit a greater concentration of SAC 

and TAC iorces thet"e, The plan as developed in August 1963 

was for ADC to transfe1· the 15th FIS at Davis-litonthan to 

TAC, with AOC retaining the squadron•s F-101B aircraft for 

distribution nmong other F-lOlD unlti-. v.1th1n the command. 

ADC would then receive the 16th FIS (F-102A aircraft) from 

Naha AFB, Okinawa, ~nd would base it at Edwards AFil, Calif­

ornia. It was anticipated that the transfer would take 
67 

place in December 1964. 

The Secretary of Defense gave his approval to this 

transfer on 19 November 1963, but by this time there were 

reasons why thr. transfer as planned in August appeared im­

practical. The $1.2 millions for the construction of re­

quired facilities at Edwards was not to be available from 

the Fiscal 1961 funds and would have lo wait for Fiscal 1965 

appropriations. This would mean that the squadron would 

have to operate under highly austere conditions for the 

first 12 to 15 months after it arrived at Edwards. Further, 

it appeal'cd thn.t the TAC F-4C: wing planned for Davis-Monthan 

would be placed elsewh e re. Therefore, it had become practicn: 

to move tile Naha squadron to Davis-Monthan and.USAF so 

n7. --- Ms i; ADCCS 2967, AUC to USAF, 14 A~g 1963 
. [ DOC 120]; ~P 2978, ADC to 28 AD, 16 Aug 1963 [ DOC 121] . 

.. 



recommended in December 1963. ADC, however, preferred 

Edwards as the permanent location of the repatriated 16th 

FIS, but agreed to basL• the Hquadron at Davis-Monthan until 

the Edwards construction was completed. But USAF would not 

be swayed and announced that the 16th FIS would definitely 

move to Davis-Monthan, The funds for construction at 

Edwa~~s had been remove~ from the ~ilitary Construction 
68 

program for Fiscal 1965, 

Another aspect of Project Clearwater was the return 

of 42 F-102A'~ from Spain and possibly 20 from Itazuke AFB, 

Japan. These were not !'£:.•turned in the form of complete 

squadrons, however, and were to be distributed piecemP3l 

among ADC and ANG units. The movement from Europe o~curred 

between 15 April and l July 1964. The movement from Japan 

was contingent on the :-;ale of the aircraft to the Japanese 
69 

government. 

68. 
19 Dec 196 
to TJSAF, 19 Due 1963 . [ OOC 123 

• 6123 > ADC to 28 AD, :n Dec 196 
:P..Jsg ADOOP-i'i 49, AOC tu 28 AD, 7 Jan 1964 l 
Msg AOOOP-W 150, ADC to Zb AD, 14 Jan 1964 

ADC to NORAD, 
6007, AOC 

Msg ADODC 

sg ADMLP 433, ADC to USAF 

220 

da (Ottawa), 7 Feb 1964 [DX 127]; 
DLPP 1450> ADC to USAF, 29 Apr 1964 
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As 1964 wore along, other small changes were made 

in the plan for reception of the 16th FIS from Okinawa. In 

April it was decided that eight F-102A's from Perrin AFB, 

Texas, would stand alert at Davts-Monthan--between the time 

the 15th FIS was inactivated and the 16th FIS arrived. The 

16th was obligated to remain operationally ready at Naha 

until 15 December 1~64. In June, ADC recommended that the 

designation of 15th FIS remain at Davis-Monthan upon in­

activation of the F-101B unit, since TAC did not intend to 

. , 
I 

use that designation. Inactivation of the 16th, with transfer 

of aircraft to the 15th, would save money in that supply 

accounts woul ,i 'lot have to be changed and a great amount of 

re-stencilling of property would not be requi.l:ed. USAF 
70 

agreed. 

But then came August and the Tonkin Gulf episode in 

which North Vietnamese torpedo boats attacked U.S. destroyers 

and the U.S. retaliated by bombing shore installations along 

the coast of North Vietnam. This action raised the possi­

bility that C0m.~unist China Might respond by bombing South 

Vietnam. A detachment of the 16th FIS moved into South 

70. Msg ADMSS 1175, ADC to SAAMA . 3 Apr 1964 [DOC 129]; 
Msg ADPDP 19 i 1, ADC to USAF, 9 Jun 1964 ( DOC 130 ]-; Msg ADMLP 
2427, ADC to AFLC, 30 Jul 1964 [DOC 131). 



Vietnam to provide added air defense capability. Under the 

circumstances, it did not appear wise to remove this group -----
of F-102A's i'rom southca~t Asia. As a rcsultt ADC was 

directed to p1·ocecd with the simple inactivation of the 15th 

FIS. No substitute aircraft were to be provided. NORAD 

vigorously protested this action to the JCS on l September 

1964 and ADC ma.de n simJ lar protest to USAl-" the followi;ig 

day. As of early October USAF had made no move to rescind 

the order for inactivation and by 6 October the 15th FIS had 

been reduced to a point wl1ere it was considered only margin­

ally combat ready (C-3) because it retained only 13 of the 

18 F-101B interceptors normally assigned. It was estimated 

that th~ b~uaJron would lnse all combat capability Ly 1 

November if the inactivation order was not soon rescinded. 

Loss of the 15th would reduce the ADC interceptor force to 
71 

39 squadrons. 

)1sg ADCCS 2708, ADC to USAF, 27 Aug 1964 [DOC 132]; 
l,lsg ADCCR 2760, ADC tu USAF, 1 Sep 1964 ( DOC 133]; Msg 
ADLPP 2773, ADC to 28 AD 1 2 Sep 1964 [DOC 134]; Msg ADLPP 

• 3020, ADC to USAF, 23 Sep l 964 [ ooc :.t.35 lt • • DMSS-EM 3039, 
ADC to SAA:,:A, 25 Sc p .:'..9 61 [ DCC 1:.;.: J; 
APEX STATREP, ADC, 6 Oct 1964 [HRF J. 
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Type 
Acft 31. Dec 19~ 1 

F-101B 17 
F-106A 14 
F-102A 10 
F-104A 0 

Total 41 

.:..,OURCE: 

. .. 

31) 

CHART 1 

ADC INTERCEPTOR SQUADRONS BY TYPE 

31 December 1961 - 30 June 1964 

Jun 19u2 31 Dec 1962 30 Jun 1963 

17 17 16 
14 14 13 
10 11 9 

0 0 2 

41 42 40 
, .. 

::11 Det.: 1963 3t..i 

16 
13 

9 
2 

40 

ADC, 2S Dec 1961, 27 Jun 1962, 26 Dec 1962 and 26 Jun 1963; I 
APEX Status Report, ADC, 31 Dec 1963 and 30 Jun 196d. / 

Jun 

16 
13 

9 
2 

40 

19!-q 

O') 

t/1 
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CHART 2 

ADC TACTICAL AIRCRAFT BY TYPE 

Type 
Acft 31 Dec 1961 30 Jun 1962 31 Der 1962 30 Jun 1963 31 Dec 1963 

F-1018 33~ 289 285 ~'51 247 
F-106A 247 251 241 227 216 
F-102A 226 231 228 176 194 
F-104A 0 0 0 47 47 

Total 805 771 754 711 704 

SOURCES: RCS: 1AF-Vl4, ADC, 28 Dec 1961, 27 Jun 1962, 26 Dec 1962 and 26 Jun 1963; 
APEX Status Report, ADC, 31 Dec 1963 and 30 Jun 1961. 
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CHART 3 

FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR FORCE 

June 1962 

Aircraft Crews 
Base Typ~ Co111bat Comt,a t 

Sqdn Base Asgmt Acft Possessed Ready Formed Ready 

2 Suffolk ADC F-101B 19 14 24 22 
5 Minot ADC F-106A 15 14 25 22 

11 Duluth ADC F-106A 23 16 30 27 

13 Glasgow SAC F-101B 16 14 22 22 
15 Davis-Mon than SAC F-101B 17 13 24 22 
18 Grand Forks ADC F-101B 16 12 23 23 
27 Loring SAC F-106A . 22 18 29 27 
29 Malmstrom SAC F-101B 16 10 26 22 
48 Langley TAC F-106A 17 13 24 21 
49 <triffiss AFLC F-101B 23 19 29 29 
59 Goose Ba_,, ADC F-102A 31 28 44 42 
60 I Otis ACC F-1018 16 13 25 

,. 
..: -

62 l K. I. Sawyer ADC F-101B :i.5 11 26 26 
64 r Paine ADC F-102A 21 19 11111,, . ".A 27 
71 Selfridge ADC F-106A 16 13 21 21 
15 Dow SP.C F-101B 16 15 18 17 
76 Westover SAC F-102A 20 13 32 30 
82 Travis MATS F-102A 21 20 36 30 
83 Hamilton AOC F-101B 16 10 21 20 
84 Hamilton ADC F-101B 18 11 20 18 
87 Lockbourne SAC F-101B 18 15 24 24 
94 Selfridge ADC F-106A 17 16 18 18 C) 

95 Ancirews Hq COM F-106A 15 11 18 16 ~ 

l'J 
l'~ 98 • Dover MATS F-101B 16 13 23 23 

C.,1 
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.. CHART 3 (Cont'd) 
,J 

Aircraft Crews 
Base Type Combat Combat 

Sqdn Base As~mt Acft Possessed Ready Formed Rta.dy 

318 McChord ADC F-106A 21 16 34 27 
319 Bunker Hill SAC F-106A 15 11 23 22 
322 Kingsley ADC F-101B 16 13 21 21 
3 ?-
~~ Truax ADC F-102A 22 19 40 3.-1 

326 r~ ich::11 c.- - ADC F-lO~A 23 19 34 31 
Gebaur 

329 Georg-e TAC F-106A 17 11 27 25 
331 Webb ATC F-102A 23 19 35 32 
332 Thule ADC F-102A 14 12 19 19 
437 Oxnard ADC F-1018 18 17 29 29 
438 Kincheloe ADC F-106A 18 14 22 19 

444 Charleston MATS F-1018 16 13 19 19 
445 Wurtsmith SAC F-1018 17 15 18 18 
456 Castle S.\C F-106A 19 16 27 27 
460 Portland ADC F-102A ?.3 ?O 34 34 
482 Seymour TAC F-102A 19 15 27 27 

Johnson 
4~2 Homeste::d SA~ F-102A 4 4 6 ,: 

V 

498 Spokane ADC I'-106A 18 16 22 21 
539 'P:fcGuire MATS F-106A 18 11 -;.;- 26 

SOURCE: RCS: 1AF-Vl4 , 27 June 1962 
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CHART 4 

FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR FORCE 

December 1962 

Aircraft Crews 
Base Type Combat Combat 

S11c:, ~:-t.~41 As~mt Acft Possessed Ready Formed Ready 

2 Suffolk ADC F-IOIB 16 14 22 20 
5 Minot ADC F-106A 17 13 22 22 

11 Duluth ADC F-106A 20 15 29 29 
13 Glasgow SAC F-101B 16 13 22 21 
15 Davis-Monthan SAC F-101B 17 15 24 23 
18 Grand Forks ADC F-101B 16 12 23 19 
27 Loring SAC F-106A 21 15 24 24 
29 !'tlalmstrom SAC F-101B 16 12 21 20 
48 Langley TAC F-106A 20 13 24 23 
49 Griffiss AFLC F-101B 21 19 26 26 
57 Keflavik Navy F-102A 14 11 21 17 
59 Goose Bay ADC F-102A 29 24 48 44 
60 Otis ADC F-101B 17 14 24 124 
62 K,I. Sawye1 ADC F-lulB 17 15 20 119 
S-t i':iJ. ne ADC F-102A 19 17 32 1 21 I 

71 Selfridge ADC F-106A 16 13 21 21 
75 Dow SAC F-101B 16 16 18 18 
76 Westover SAC F-102A 20 18 30 27 
82 Travis MATS F-102A 20 17 36 33 

t . 83 Hamilton ADC F-1018 16 13 25 22 
84 H1.milton ADC F-1018 16 13 25 23 
87 Lockbourne SAC F-1018 17 11 21 20 

~ 94 Selfridge ADC F-106A 16 16 24 24 ,; 95 Andrews Hq COM F-106A 16 12 23 21 
Ol 

~ 
tO 
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CHART 4 (Continued) 
Aircraft Crews 

Base Type Combat Combat. 
Sqdn Base Asgmt Acft Possessed Ready Formed Ready 

98 Dover MATS F-101B 17 16 20 20 
318 McChord ADC F-106A 17 13 26 24 
319 Bunker Hill SAC F-106A 16 11 24 23 
32:: K1;: ;;:: ley ADC F-101B 19 1~ 22 22 
325 Truax ADC F-102A 20 19 32 28 
326 Richards- ADC F-102A 2 12 9 

Gebaur 
326 Homestead SAC F-102A 20 18 24 24 
329 George TAC F-106A 16 11 24 23 

331 Webb ATC F-102A 22 18 34 34 
332 Thule ADC F-102A 13 11 22 21 
437 Oxnard ADC F-101B 17 16 26 25 
438 Kincheloe ADC F-106A 16 13 21 21 
444 Charleston MATS F-l0lB 16 15 20 20 
445 Wurts mi th SAC F-l0lB 15 10 16 16 
456 Cast!e SAC F-106A 18 14 29 29 
460 Portland ADC F-102A 25 21 37 34 
402 Seymour 'fAC F-10?.A 24 19 33 32 

I 

498 
I Jo~nson 
1Spokane ADC F-105A 18 12 24 23 

539 McGuire MATS F-106A 14 10 23 20 

SOURCE: RCS: 1AF-V14, 26 December 1962 



CHART 5 

FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR FORCE 

June 1963 

Ajrcraft Crews 
Base Type Combat Combat 

Sqdn Base As~mt Acft Possessed Ready Formed Ready 

2 Suffolk ADC F-1018 17 14 16 12 
5 Minot ADC F-106A 21 17 21 21 

11 Duluth ADC F-106A 23 18 31 27 
13 Glasgow SAC F-101B 16 15 18 18 
15 Davis-Monthan SAC F-101B 16 13 18 18 
18 Grand Forks ADC F-101B 16 14 21 19 
27 Loring SAC F-106A 20 17 24 24 
29 Malmstrom SAC F-101B 16 13 22 20 
48 L1ngley TAC F-106A 19 13 25 23 
49 Griffiss AFLC F-1013 20 17 25 1~ 
:'. ,. 
;.; I Kcflavik Navy F-l02A 14 13 24 21 
59 Goose Bay ADC F-102A 33 29 42 39 
GO utis ADC F-101B 17 15 24 23 
62 K. I. Sawyer ADC F-101B 17 15 21 20 
64 Paipe ADC F-102A 24 20 39 38 
71 Selfridge ADC F-106A 5 3 23 21 
75 Dow SAC F-101B 16 15 18 18 
82 Travis MATS F-102A 25 20 36 35 
84 Hamilton AOC F-101B 23 19 27 27 

~· 87 Lockbourne SAC F-101B 16 13 21 21 

lJ 94 Selfridge ADC F-106A 3 3 23 23 

({) 95 Andrews Hq COM F-106A 19 15 15 14 
98 Suffolk ADC F-101B 16 13 13 13 

----



CHART 5 (Continued) 

Aircraft Crews 
~ Base Type Combat Combat 

Sqdn Base Asgmt Acft Possessed Ready Formed Ready 

318 McChord ADC F-106A 21 13 25 25 
319 Homestead SAC F-104A 29 22 33 31 
322 Kingsley ADC F-101B 17 8 26 26 
325 Truax ADC F-102A 23 20 33 26 
126 :qich=-1-,-1s- ADC f'-102 ;\ e 7 37 3[' 

Gebaur 
329 George TAC F-106A 20 15 28 26 
331 Webb ATC F-104A 18 8 20 7 
332 Thule ADC F-102A 7 6 13 13 
437 Oxnard ADC F-101B 4 2 28 25 
438 Kincheloe ADC F-106A 19 14 22 22 
444 Charleston MATS f-101B 17 15 22 i8 
445 Wurtsmith SAC F-101B 17 15 20 18 
456 Castle SAC F-106A 19 14 19 19 
460 Portland ADC F-102A 25 23 34 34 
482 Seymour TAC F-102A 11 10 28 27 

-Johnson 
482 Key West Navy F-102A 6 6 10 10 

-! 3 8 McChord ADC F-106A 20 I 7 19 l: 

539 McGuire MATS 1',-106A 18 I 13 2!; 25 
I 

SOURCE: RCS: 1AF-V14, 26 June 1963 
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CHART 6 

FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR FORCE 

December 1963 

Aircraft Crews t Base Type Combat Combat 
Sqdn Base .\sg:m t Acft P!'.,;sessed Re~dy Formed Read:· 

2 Suffolk ADC 7-1018 14 11 21 16 
5 Minot SAC F-IOG 9 5 20 19 

11 Duluth ADC F-106 16 13 27 20 
13 Glasgow SAC F-101B 15 13 20 20 
15 Davis-Mon than SAC F-1018 14 12 15 15 

Williams 3 3 3 ;j 

18 Grand Forks ADC F-101B 15 13 18 18 
27 Loring SAC F-106 19 13 21 20 
29 Malmstrom SAC F-101B 14 12 22 22 
48 Langley TAC F-lOG 12 l'i 24 23 
49 Griffiss AFLC F-101B 19 16 25 25 
57 Keflavik ADC F-102 14 9 18 IR 
5'.J Goose B:i.y SAC I'-102 27 24 33 3::: 

Harmon 5 5 4 4 
60 Ctis ADC F-101B 17 15 18 18 
62 K. I. Sawyer ADC F-1018 15 11 22 21 
64 Paine ADC F-102 22 17 35 35 
71 Selfridge ADC F-106 20 18 20 18 
75 Dow SAC F-101B 2 2 20 19 f 
82 Travis MATS F-102 14 12 39 37 ~·. 
84 Hamilton ADC F-1018 21 18 28 25 I 

t, 

'l'J 87 Lockbourne SAC F-1018 11 3 18 18 ---l 

94 Selfridge ADC F-106 20 13 21 20 w 
C-J ,.... 95 Dover MATS F-106 18 12 18 14 

98 Suffolk ADC F-1018 14 9 19 18 

.. ~ '~; :i-.--..... ~--.· .. - --. 



CHART 6 (Continued) 
Aircraft Crews 

Base Type Combat Combat 
Sqdn Base Asgmt Acft Possessed Ready Formed Ready 

318 McChord ADC F-106 16 9 16 15 
319 Homestead SAC F-104 28 25 28 27 
322 Kingsley ADC F-101B 20 19 26 26 
325 Truax ADC F-102 27 22 39 38 
326 Rich~.rcts- ADC F-102 26 22 33 ? -.., .1 

Gebaur 
329 George TAC F-106 16 11 19 17 
331 Webb ATC F-104 19 13 24 24 
332 Thule ADC F-102 7 6 7 7 
437 Oxnard ADC F-101B 21 20 27 23 
138 Kincheloe ADC f-106 20 18 22 19 
444 Charleston MATS F-101B 16 15 22 21 
445 Wurtsmith SAC F-101B 16 15 20 19 
456 Castle SAC F-106 18 13 22 20 
460 Portland ADC F-102 26 21 36 36 
482 Seymour TAC F-10:?.A 19 18 28 20 

Johnson 
Key West 7 6 9 q 

~38 McChor~ ADC F-106A 15 9 14 ' .. 
.lu 

539 McGuire MATS F-106 17 9 ~4 14 

SOURCE: RCS: 1AF-Vl4, 27 November 1963 
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CHART 7 

FIGI-ITER INTERCEPTOR FORCE 

30 June 1964 

Aircraft Crews 
Base Type Combat Combat 

Sor.n Ra!==e A~gmt Acft Possessed .~:ady Formed Ready 
.,., . ~.: 

-- ----
64 Paine ADC F-102 23 19 31 31 
82 Travis MATS F-102 22 20 33 33 

84 Hamilton ADC F-101B 20 14 28 27 

318 McChord ADC F-106 14 12 21 20 

322 Kingsley ADC F-1018 23 19 29 27 

460 Portland ADC F-102A 24 20 33 31 

498 McChord ADC F-106 14 10 26 18 
2 Suffolk ADC F-101 17 13 23 19 

27 Loring SAC F-106 12 10 19 18 

48 Langley TAC F-106 16 12 18 17 

49 Griffiss AFLC F-101 18 17 29 27 

57 Keflavik ADC F-102 11 9 18 18 

59 Goose SAC F-102 27 20 41 3€ 
Harmon 4 4 0 5 

~o r ,r. :.s ADC F-1018 15 14 20 14 

71 Selfridge ADC F-106 18 12 23 17 

75 Dow SAC F-1018 16 14 21 20 

87 Lockbourne SAC F-101B 17 16 18 18 

94 Selfridge ADC F-106 17 14 22 17 
95 Dover MATS F-106 16 10 23 20 

98 Suffolk ADC F-1018 14 14 21 17 

-..J 

l'J (Jl 

CJ 
c., 

• I -~ . 
;, _:-



CHART 7 (Continued) 
Aircraft Crews 

Base Type Combat Combat 
Sqdn Base Asg rn t Acft Possessed Ready Formed Ready 

319 Homestead SAC F-104 18 16 31 27 
332 Thule ADC F-102 7 5 7 7 
444 Charleston MATS F-101 14 11 24 20 
445 Wurt s mith SAC F-101 16 16 19 17 
482 Seymour TAC F-102 19 18 33 24 

Johnson 
J<ev West '1 6 a 

5j~ ~lcGuire ~!ATS F-106 18 lJ 22 21 
15 Davis-Mon than SAC F-101 12 10 17 15 

Williams 2 2 2 
329 George TAC F-106 14 11 20 14 

Edwards 5 5 5 
437 Oxnard ADC F-101 14 13 24 24 
456 Castle SAC F-106 17 13 23 23 

5 Minot SAC F-106 16 13 20 20 
13 Glasgow SAC F-lOIB 12 9 19 15 

Tinker 4 4 4 
29 Malmstrom SAC F-101B 6 5 23 20 

326 Richards- ADC F-102 24 19 32 31 
Gebaur 

331 Webb ATC F-104 14 12 24 21 , 
Homes tead 4 4 

2~ l 11 Ot ; l ..; th ADC F-106 19 16 26 
18 Grand Forks SAC F-101B 14 13 21 21 
62 K.:::. • Sawyer SAC F-1018 16 13 22 18 

325 Truax ADC F-102A 24 20 32 30 
438 Kincheloe ADC F-106 15 13 22 22 

SOURCE: PEX Status Report. ADC. 30 June 1964 [HR.F] . 



CHART 8 

1966 FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR PROGRAM 

(As Programmed 15 March 1962) 

St1 cl n Base Aircraft Number Dispersal I3as(' 

(l: _l_,)·irews F-lOGA 18 Patuxcnt River N . .\S, ~!d. 
319 Bunker Hill F-106A ~g Bulman Fi e ld, Ind. 
456 Castle F-106A 18 Fresno, Calif, 
414 Charleston F-1018 18 Shaw AFB, s.c. 

15 Davis-Monthan F-101B 18 Williams AFB, Ariz, 
98 Dover F-1018 18 Atlantic City, N.J. 
75 Dow F-101B 18 Bar;otville, Q:..e. 
11 Duluth F-106A 18 Winnipeg, Man. 

329 George F-106A 18 San Clemente, Calif. 
13 Glasgow F-1018 18 Saskatoon, Sask. 
59 Goose F-102A 33 Gander, Nf ld. 
18 Grand Forks F-101B 18 Gimli, Sa.sk. 
49 Gr::.ffiss F-1018 18 Trenton, Ont. 
83 Hamil ton F-10li3 12 Siskiyou, Cai.i r·. 
8•1 Hamilton F-~018 12 Lemoore, Ca 1 if. 
62 K, I. Sawyer F-1018 18 Velk. ~: '..eld, Wisc. 

4J~ Kincheloe F-106A 18 Val D'Or, Que. 
322 Kingsley F-101B 18 None 

48 Langley F-106A 18 Cherry Point, N.C. 
87 Lockbourne F-1018 18 Clinton County AFB, Ohio 
27 Loring F-106A 18 Chatham, N.B. 
29 Malmstrom F-1018 18 Edmonton 1 Alta. 

~ ~J ~ ,. .. l - -.J 
c:.i, -.J 



Sqdn 

318 
539 

5 
60 

437 
64 

460 
3~b 

71 
94 

482 
498 

2 
82 

325 
331 

76 
445 

57 

Base 

McChord 
McGuire 
Minot 
Otis 
Oxnard 
Paine 
Pnt:"tlan~ 
R icnarcis-Gt' o:i. ur 
Selfridge 
Selfridge 
Seymour John~on 
Spokane 
Suffolk 
Travis 
Truax 
Webb 
Westover 
Wurtsmith 
Kefl:ivik 

As of 30 June i966; 

CHART 8 (Continued) 

Aircraft 

F-106A 
F-106A 
F-106A 
F-lOlB 
F-101D 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-lOGA 
F-106A 
F-l02A 
F-106A 
F-101R 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-101B 
F-89D 

F-101B 
F-106A 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-1018 
F-106A 
f:..102A 
F-89D 

( 18) 
( 18) 
(26) 
(20) 
( 12) 
(12) 
(33) 
(12) 

15 
13 

5 
3 
2 
l 
1 
l 

TI 

Number 

18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
26 
2G 
20 
12 
18 
26 
18 
18 
26 
20 
20 
26 
18 
12 

squadrons 

SOURCE: ADCM 27-2, Volume II, 15 March 1962. 

- - - ... --•- - • r ---- - - ,--, - - ,---

Dispersal Base 

Comox, Il.C. 
Olm3ted AFil, Pa. 
Porta~e la Prairie, Man. 
Brunswick, Me. 
San Nicholas, C~lif. 
Comox, B.C. 
Walla Walla, Wa• -h. 
Grand Island, Neb. 
Phelps-Collins Fld, Mich. 
Phelps-Collins Fld, Mich. 
Burlington, Vt. 
Cali;ary, Alta. 
Greenwood, Ont. 
Chico, Ca 1 if. 
Des Moines, Ia. 
Laughlin AFB, Tex. 
Summerside, Que. 
Volk Field : Wisc. 
None 

"'-J 
00 

i· 
f 
' 

., 

' • ' ; 



CHART 9 

1967 FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR PROGRAM 

(As Programmed 24 January 1963) 

Sqdn Base Aircraft Number Dispersal Base 

319 Bunker Hill F-lOGA 12 Hulman Field, Ind. 
456 Castle F-lOGA 18 Edwards AFB, Calif. 
4'14 Charleston F-1018 18 Clinton County AFB, Ohio 

15 Davis-Uor.tha:1 F-1018 12 Williams AFB, Ariz. 
95 Dover F-106A 18 Atlantic City, :s. J. 
75 Dow F-1018 18 Bagotville, Que. 
11 Duluth F-106A 24 Volk Field, Wisc. 

329 George F-106A 18 San Clemente, Calif. 
13 Glasgow F-101B 18 Saskatoon, Sask. 
59 Goose F-102A 26 Gander, Nfld. 
18 Grand Forks F-101B 18 Saskatoon, Sask. 
49 Griffiss F-lOlB 18 Val D'Or, Que. 
84 Hamilton F-1013 24 Siskiyou, r , . ., ~a; J. -- • 

57 Kef lavjik F-:!.02A 12 None 
62 T{. I. ~·awyer F-101E 18 Phe: ,~~· -Collins Fld, M::.ch. 

438 Kincheloe F-106A 18 Volk Field, Wisc. 

i,; 322 Kingsley F-1018 24 Siskiyou, Calif. 
,. .. 48 Langley F-106A 18 Byrd Field, Va. 
'-""' 87 Lockbourne F-1018 18 Clinton County AFB, Ohio ~ 

27 Loring F-106A 18 Chatham, N.B. 
29 Malmstrom F-101B 18 Logan Field, Mont. 

318 McChord F-106A 18 Calgary, Alta. 
498 McChord F-106A 18 Calgary, Alta. 

-.J 

t <.O 



•' ' 
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CHART 9 (Continued) 

Sqdn Base Aircraft Number Disper~al Ba2e ~~=------.:,_~ ______ _________________________ ____,::_,_ 

539 
5 

60 
437 

64 
460 
326 

71 
S,4 

482 
2 

98 
82 

325 
331 
445 

tJ ,. .. ...... 
cc 

McGuire 
Minot 
Otis 
Oxnard 
Paine 
Portland 
Richards-Gebaur 
Selfridge 
Se .L fr idg: E­
Seymour Johnson 
Suffolk 
Suffolk 
Travis 
Truax 
Webb 
Wurtsmith 

As of 30 June 1967: 

F-101B 
F-106A 
F-102A 
F-106A 
F-101B 
F-101B 
F-106A 
F-102A 
F-102A 

F-106A 
F-106A 
F-101B 
F-101B 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-102..\ 
F-106A 
F-106A 
F--102A 
F-1018 
F-1018 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-101B 

(18) 
( 18) 
(26) 
( 12) 
(24) 
( 12) 
(24) 
( 12) 
(20) 

12 
10 

7 
3 
3 
l 
l 
1 
1 

18 
18 
18 
24 
26 
26 
26 
12 
12 
2G 
18 
18 
26 
26 
20 
18 

"3"9" squadrons 

Olmsted Ai:'B, Pa. 
Portage la Prairie, Man. 
She.::i.rwater, N.S. 
San Nicholas, Calif. 
Comox, B.C. 
Walla Walla, Wash. 
Grand Island, Neb. 
Niagara FallsJ N.Y. 
Niagara FallsJ ~.Y. 
New Hanover, N.C. 
Grenier Field, N.H. 
Grenier Field, X.H. 
Fr2snoJ Calif, 
Capital Field, Ill. 
Reese AFB. Te..;.. 
Phelps-Collins Fld, Mich. 

SOURCE: ADCM 27-2, Volume II, 15 March 1962, as amended by Change H, 
24 January 1963. 

co 
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Sqdn 

456 
444 

15 
95 
75 
11 

329 
13 
59 
18 
49 
84 

319 
62 

438 
322 

48 
87 
27 
29 

l'J 318 
C.; 498 
c.:, 539 

5 

Base 

C'?.c- '": le 
Charleston 
Davis-Monthan 
Dover 
Dow 
Duluth 
George 
Glasgow 
Goose 
Grand Forks 
Griffiss 
Hamilton 
Horiestead 
K.I. Sawyer 

1Kincheloe 
/ Kingsley 
/ L;;.n;;:ley 

Lockbourne 
Loring 
Malmstrom 
McChord 
l!cChord 
McGuire 
Minot 

CHART 10 

1968 FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR PROGRA11 

(As Programmed 1 July 1963) 

Aircraft 

F-106A 
F-101B 
F-101B 
F-106A 
F-1018 
F-106A 
F-106A 
F-1018 
F-102A 
F-1018 
F-1018 
F-1018 
F-J 04A 
F-101B 
F-F"5A 
F-1018 
F-106A 
F-101B 
F-106A 
F-101B 
F-106A 
F-106A 
F-106A 
F-106A 

Number 

18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
26 
18 
18 
18 
24 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
lS 
18 
12 
18 
18 
18 

Dispers al Ba'.S e 

Siskiyou, C::tlif. 
-New Hanover, N.C. 
Williams AFB, Ariz. 
Atlantic City, N.J. 
Bagotville, Que. 
Volk Field, Wisc. 
Edwards AFB, C~lif. 
Cold Lake, Alta. 
None 
Portage la Prairie, 
Val D'Or, Que. 
Siskiyou, Calif. 
None 
Phelps-CclliL~ Fld, 
Volk Field, Wisc. 
Corr.~:..: , ; l. C. 
Byrd Field, Va. 
Clinton County AFB, 
Chatham, N.B. 
Cold Lake, Alta. 
Namao, Alta. 
Namao, Alta. 
Olmsted AFB, Pa. 
Billings, Mont. 

Man. 

Mich 

Ohio 

O'.l .... 

.. ·- ..... 



Sqdn 

60 
437 

64 
1GD 
32~ 

71 
94 

482 
2 

98 
82 

325 
445 

BJ.Se 

Otis 
Oxnard 
Paine 
Portland 
f.L harc •: __ r; ,,baur 
Selfridg-c-
Selfridge 
Seymour Johnf:on 
Suffolk 
Suffolk 
Travis 
Truax 
Wurtsmith 

As of 30 June 1968: 

CHART 10 (Continued) 

Aircr:i.ft Number 

F-1018 18 
F-101Il 24 
F-102:i. 26 
F-102.-\ 26 
F--102A 26 
F-106A 12 
F-106A 12 
F-102A 26 
F-1010 18 
F-1010 18 
F-102A 26 
F-102A 26 
F-1018 18 

F-1018 ( 18) 15 
F-106A ( 18) 10 
r-102A (26) , 

7 \ 
F-106A ( 12) I 3 
F-1018 (24) I 1 
F-104A ( 24) 1 

TI squadrons 

Shcarwater, N.S. 
None 
Walla Walla, Wash. 
Walla Walla, Wash. 
Gni,1d Island , Nt:b. 
~ingarn Falls, N.Y. 
Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
McEntire AGO, S.C. 
Grenier Field, ~.H. 
Grenier Field, N.H. 
Fresno, Calif. 
Hulman Field, Ind. 
Phelps-Collins Fld, Mich. 

SOURCE: ADCM 27-2, Volume II, 15 April 1963 and Change D, 1 July 1963. 
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CHART 11 

1969 FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR PROGRAM 

(As Programmed 3 July 1964) 

S<1dn Base --- -- - -
Aircraft Number Dispersal Base 

45G Castle F-106A 18 Fresno, Calif. 
44,1 Charleston F-1018 18 New Hanover, N.C. 

16 Davis-Monthan F-102A 26 Williams AFB, Ariz. 
95 Dover F-106A 18 Atlantic City, N.J. 
75 Dow F-IOlA 18 Bagotville, Que. 

11 Duluth F-106A 18 Volk Field. WiSL:, 

329 George F-106A 18 Edwards AFB, Calif. 
13 Glasgow F-106A 18 Cold Lake, Alta. 
59 Goose F-102A 26 Ernest Harmon AB, Nf ld. 
18 Grand Forks F-101B 18 Portage la Prairie, Man. 
49 Griffiss F-1018 18 Val D'Or, Que. 
84 Ham1.lton F-101B 18 Siskiyou, Calif. 

319 Homestead F-104A 24 Pairick AF ;J, F :.a. 
62 K. I. Sawyet" F-10li3 18 Phelps-Collir.s Fld, Mich 

438 K ir..::~e loe F-106A 18 voik F~~-d, Wisc. 
322 Kingsley F-1018 18 

I 
Comox, B.C. 

48 Langley F-106A 18 Byrd Field, Va. 
87 !...ockbourne F-101B 18 Clinton County AFiJ, Ohio 
27 Loring F-106A 18 Chatham, N.B. 
29 Malmstrom F-1018 18 Cold Lake, Alta. 

·' 

318 tJ McChord F-106A 12 Namao, Alta. • 
498 -~" McChord F-106A 12 Namao, Alta. 
539 ,..... McGuire F-106A 18 Olmsted AFB, Pa.· o:; 

w I 

.· . . 



Sqdn 

5 
60 

437 
6·1 

46!'1 
326 

71 
94 

482 
2 

98 
82 

325 
4.,4;.5. 

Minot 
Otis 
Oxnard 
Paine 
?c,r • lan-:i 
Rir::hards-Gcbaur 
Selfridge 
Selfridge 
Seymour John~:,n 
Suffolk 
Suffolk 
Travis 
Truax 
Wurtsmith 

As of 30' June· 190Y: 

cHARt 11 cconti~ued) 
Aircraft 

F-106A 
F-1018 
t-101B 
F-102A 
F-102A 
F-102A 
f-106A 
F-106:\ 
F-10·2~ 
F-101B 
F--101,B 
F-lQ~A· 
F _ _-1,C?f°"l}'. 
F-1.'0113' 

p:.. 7.0~1r 
, 1-;-~osh' 
] F--l02A~ 
/ F-106i\\ 
' F·-104A 

14 
10 

8 
4 

18 
18 
LS 
26 
2G 
26 
1:: 
1.2 
26 
18 
18 
26 
2.6: 
18 

.1 ;,, . . 
"3"7. squadrons 

: • I .. • 

• Dispersa 1 Ba~c 
! ·.: 
Logan Field,~Mciot. 
Shenrwater, N.S. 
El °Centro, Calif. 
Wal la Wal la, Wash. 
Wqila Walla, Wash. 
GI'.'~11d r~land, Ntbr. 
Niagara Falls, N.Y. 
Niagara Falls, .N.Y. 
iey ~est NAS,, .Fla~ ;. 
Grenier Field, M.H~ 
Grenier Field, N.H. 
Siskiyou, Calif. 
Hulman Field, Ind~ 
Phelps-Collins, Mich. 

SOURCE: ADC Program Document 64-69, 15 April 1964 and Change C, 3 July 1964. 
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CHART 12 
BASE O[PLOYi/t-NT OF THE" FIGHTER ··INTERCEPTOR FORCE 

1946-/964 
.;.r, 4l ,JB 49 SO !JI 52 53 54 55 !16 ~l' 58 59 r,ci 61 6," 63 64 

,,------------~++~-~+4~-~++~-~++~-~+4-1 l 

,RQLUNG AFB I D. C. II I , 
,-,1-!A~R-G_H_A_F~B-,-C-A_L_IF-----~.~~-~~~~-~~~~~- ~+~~~-~~~~ . 

O ow AFB , MA! NE s • • o e e • • • o e o f' .. , 
jMITCH£L AFB, N.Y. II e i 

• ,,-------------+---+--lf--+--+---f-+--+--+-+-.,__-+--;...----+-.,__-+---4---11---+---'":· 
l HAMILTON AFB, CALIF. e a • • e II o ct • • • o o o e. e o ~ '. 

w I MC CHORD AFB I WASH 0 • • e o o o e e • e o a ra Clo ),' 

':-! L_A_R_s_o_N_A_F_B_,_w_A_S_H_. ____ -t--i--+--o-+-o-+--•-+-e-t-•--t-o-+-•-+--·-+-·--l--•-+-o~•-+--11--+--+--l----'~I •• 
f LANGLEY AFB I VA. o e o m • a o c e ~ g o o o o : I 
L-------------+---+-+---+---+---,l--+--+---+--l-+--+---+--1--+--+---+-+---+--·?'J I 

OTIS AFB, MASS. c o o o o o Q • c & o o o e o o & l 
,] SELFRIDGE AFB, MICH. o o.,, co tt o o ea o CJ• e o & a [j 1. 

I l 
jKIRTLt~NO AFB, N.M . a OD 8 0 0 ') 0 0 C!I Cl i· 
! Mc GUIRi: .'3.FB I N. J. • ~ o a a Q ct e o o IP e e a o o ,. 

1
i WURTS MITH A _F_B_, - M-1 C-H-. ----+--1---+---+---+-.--+-o-+-e--+•--+-o-+--• -+-o-+--~-+-o-+-• -+-o--+-.,-+-o-+--c,-+-c;i---"I, 

!GREATER PITT. APRT., PA.- o fJ o • o o o o 
' 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB I o. a e o o e o o e • ~ 

1~ } WESTOVER AFB, MASS. • • e o e e • a• o Iii o t 

Io· HARE I A. p_ a • 0 =' e e • 0 0 t 
'......-- --- - · --------+------+--!--~-.. --1----.---1---- t--·-i--+---+--t-+--+--: 

e, o c • o o e o o o o • Q of 
< GRIF'f!SS AFB I N. Y. 

GEORGE AFB, CALIF. 

PORTLAND I A.P. ORE. 9 e o • o • o • o • • o o o! 
LONG BEACH APRT., CALIF. 0 

SCOTT AFB, ILL. • o o • o o • o 
!BAER FLO., IND. • ~-
~----..;__-------+--1-+--+--+-+---+--+--+-.,__+--+---f-t--+--+---f-+---+--!'' 

LOCKBOURNE AFB , OHIO • a e • • ~ o o o m f ' 
WOLD-CHAMBERLAIN FLO.,MINN. • o " o e o • i ' 

i-------------:.---+-~-+--4-_.L.---4-1-- --4--l---l-----l-+--4--i---1-----4- t 

ELLSWORTH 4FJ, S. G. l GI ti • O I• ~ • • 0 t 
-------------+----I-+--.---. --+--f-+-+---+--f-+--'--+-----+-+--+--1---1~ 1'I 

DUi..UTH 1.A.P., MINN. e" ~ G .a• Clo O • O fljo G[1, 
' - --~----...;.._------+--+--+-I---+---+---+~ - • ... --- , 

Tt-iu~x f LO., WIS. 8 0 8 0 e . -· . 0 0 0 • G O r;o G 

BERRY FLO., TENN, • D .. t.l ( '· 
GRENIER FL0. 1 N. H. .._ e A 

NIAGARA FALLS 1.A.P., N.Y. 0 0 • 43 8 • ~ 8 0 ·i l 
PRESQUE 1::iLE AFB, ME. ~ 0

1
0 0 Cit 8 e, 0 i 

C :1ETHAN ALLEN FLO. VT. • 0. 0 Ct •• 0 G l 



( C 0~ ·, 1 

BAS£ OEPLOYME!rT OF THE F!GHTER-11/TEl?CEPTOR FORCE 
/946-/964 
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