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UNITED STATES NORTHERN COMMAND

HQ USNORTHCOM/CS
250 Vandenberg Street, Suite B016
Peterson Air Force Base CO 80914-3801

4 e 175

We received your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request dated 15 July 2013.
Your request was assigned USNORTHCOM FOIA case number FY13-24JUL2013-83.
In your request letter you asked for the following: 16 NORAD Historical Summaries
dated 1967-1974.

After performing a search of our systems of records we found several responsive
documents pertaining to your request. You requested six month historical studies
(January - June and July - December). NORAD went to yearly historical studies after
1965; therefore there is only one historicai study per year and not two as requested.
Your request was complex and required review by additional agencies for their equities.
Upon review of the documents totaling 1,372 pages, we have determined one document
is fully releasable. We have determined that five documents are partially releasable as
portions of these documents are currently and properly classified in accordance with
Executive Order 13526, section 1.4(c) and should remain exempt from public disclosure
under FOIA exemption (b)(1). Portions are also exempt from mandatory disclosure
under FOIA exemption (b)(3) as those portions are specifically exempted from
disclosure by statute (other than Section 552b) and withheld. The authority for these
exemptions can be found in the United States Code, Title 5, Section 552 (b)(1) and
(b)(3). In addition, two documents have been referred to the Air Force Historical
Research Agency (AFHRA) as our agency does not have these documents. AFHRA
will process your request of these two documents. An index of all requested documents
and their release status is included at Attachment 1. Attachment 2 is a CD with six of
eight requested documents. This response closes your request.

As a requester in the “All Others” fee category, you received the first two hours and
100 pages of records at no cost; therefore, there are no assessable fees for processing
your request. If you have any further questions concerning your request, please do not
hesitate to contact our FOIA Request Service Center at the above address.

If you are not satisfied with this action, you have the right to appeal to the appellate

authority, the Director of Administration, Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), by
writing directly to OSD/Joint Staff Freedom of Information, ATTN: Appeals Office, 1155

DETER PREVENT DEFEAT



Defense Pentagon, Washington DC 20301-1155. Your appeal must be postmarked
within 60 calendar days of the date of this response. Alternatively, you may also submit
your appeal electronically, within 60 calendar days of the date of this response, at the
following link: http://pal.whs.mil/palMain.aspx. Your appeal should cite our case
number FY13-24JUL2013-83, and be clearly marked “Freedom of Information Act

Appeal” on the request.

oHARLES D TUe
Major General, USA
Chief of Staff

Attachments:
1. Index of Requested Documents
2. CD with Responsive Documents
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SECURITY NOTICE

1. This document is classified | in
accordance with paragraph 2-4, AFR 205-1. It will
be transported, stored, safeguarded, and accounted
for as directed by AFR 205-1, AR 380-5, and OPNAV
Instruction 5510.1C.

2, This document is classified |because
it contains information which affects the national
defense of the United States within the meaning
of the Espionage Laws, Title 18 USC, Sections 793
and 794, The transmission or revelation of its
contents in any manner to an unauthorized person
is prohibited by law.

3. This document contains information affect-
ing the national defense of Canada. The improper
or unauthorized disclosure of this information is
an offense under the Official Secrets Act.

4. This document contains information from
documents developed in support of war plans for
which the JCS and CDS are responsible by statute.
Distribution or release of information contained
herein to agencies not listed is prohibited.

5. Recipients of this document will afford
it and its various parts a degree of classification
and protection equivalent to, or greater than, that
required by the originator.

6. This document will not be copied, photo-
graphed, or otherwise reproduced in whole or in
part without the approval of this headquarters,

7. Destruction of this document will be ac-
complished in accordance with pertinent Service
regulations and instructions.

8. UNCLASSIFIED |
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FOREWORD

The Historical Summary is issued for the
first time as a Continental Air Defense Command
document. This was required because much of the
material covering the activities for 1967 is not
releasable to foreign nationals. However, the
history is not confined to CONAD only but covers
North American Air Defense Command activities also.
It should be considered, therefore, as much a
history of NORAD/CONAD as in the past.

1 April 1968

F_______________________ ____[§E¥§8
(Reverse Side Blank)
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SUMMARY OF THE FORCES
(AS OF 1 DECEMBER 1967)

" | INTERCEPTOR FORCE
Regular:
31 Squadrons, 556 Aircraft

Type - F-101 F-102 ¥F-104 F-106 CF-101
No. - 15 1 1 11 3

ANG:
21 ANG Squadrons, 385 Aircraft
Type - F-89 F-102

No. - 2 19

" | MISSILE FORCE

8 Bomarc B Squadrons - 224 Missiles/
224 Launchers
73 RA Hercules Fire Units, 48 ARNG Fire Units -
: 1974 Missiles/1220 Launchers
8 RA Hawk Fire Units - 288 Missiles/
48 Launchers

~ | SURVEILLANCE AND WARNING

Long Range Radars: 170

Gap Filler Radars: 68

ALRI Stations: 4 - East Coast (30% random
manning - EC-121H Aircraft)

AEW&C Stations: 1 - Key West (Full-time - EC-
121Q Aircraft)

5 - West Coast (30% random

manning - EC-121D Acft.)

DEW Line:
Continental Segment: 29 Stations
Aleutian Segment: 6 Stations
Greenland Segment: 4 Stations

[x1 ]
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G-I-UK Barrier: 2 Iceland-based radars (under
operational control of CINCLANT)

BMEWS:. 3 Stations

SPADATS:

Space Defense Center

USAF Spacetrack System

USN Space Surveillance System

Canada - Baker-Nunn Camera

NASA - Data as available and/or upon request -
Eastern Test Range, Western Test Range and
Pacific Missile Range

BOMB ALARM SYSTEM:
99 Instrumented Areas
12 Display Facilities
6 Master Control Centers

NUCLEAR BIOLOGICAL CHEMICAL WARNING AND RE-
PORTING SYSTEM -
Manual System

~ | COMMAND AND CONTROL

Combat Operations Center

Primary and 1 Secondary ALCOP
Region Combat Centers

Division Direction Centers

NORAD Control Centers (13 BNCC's,
16 MNCC's)

O =Gy -

N~

MANPOWER

NORAD Headquarters: 979
NORAD Region and Division Headquarters: 982

[xii ]
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CHAPTER
ORGANIZATION AND MANNING

U, S.-CANADIAN NORAD AGREEMENT

BACKGROUND

(U) NORAD was established, at least on an
interim basis, on 12 September 1957, It was not
until eight months later, on 12 May 1958, that a
formal agreement for NORAD was concluded between
the U, S. and Canadian Governments., This was
accomplished through an exchange of notes on this
date. The Canadian note, signed by Canadian
Ambassador Norman A. Robertson, stated the prin-
ciples for the organization and operation of NORAD,
The U. S. note, signed by Christian A. Herter, Under
Secretary of State, stated that the U. S. Govern-
ment concurred with the principles and that the U, S.
reply constituted an agreement between the two
governments.

(U) One of the principles of the agreement
set a time 1limit on NORAD:

(9) The North American Air Defence
Command shall be maintained in opera-
tion for a period of ten years or such
shorter period as shall be agreed by
both countries in the 1light of their
mutual interests, and their objectives
under the terms of the North Atlantic .
Treaty.

There was no provision in the agreement for automatic
renewal or extension. On 12 May 1968, therefore,

UNCLASSIFIED
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NORAD would simply expire unless a new agreement was
signed.

GINCNORAD/CINCONAD VIEWS ON RENEWAL

__1 At the 116th meeting of the Permanent
Joint Board on Defense, held in October 1966, the
future of NORAD was discussed.! It was decided that
it would be desirable to get CINCNORAD's views on
his future mission and requirements to fulfill this
mission. This request went to the Military Coopera-
tion Committee and then to the JCS and the Canadian
Defence Staff. The military chiefs then asked for
CINCNORAD's comments. The JCS also requested, in
a separate memo, CINCONAD's views on the future of
NORAD under two alternatives: CINCNORAD to have
the air defense mission alone with his headquarters
interfacing with U, S, components involved with
aerospace functions, 05 CINCNORAD to have the aero-
space defense mission.

__1 CINCNORAD's views in response to the JCS/
CDS requesi were submitted on 23 December 1966 in
two parts. The first part covered four areas on
which comments were asked and the second covered
proposed changes to the terms of reference. The
four areas were as follows:

1, The Adequacy of the Principles Upon which
the Command was Formed in Terms of Current and Future
Needs.

In his comments, CINCNORAD reviewed the changes
that had taken place in the threat since NORAD's es-
tablishment. But he stated that the principles had
proven sound and that they should be accepted as a
basis for renegotiation. CINCNORAD said that the
alliance was a necessary and effective one and that
for the future there was a greater and continuing
need for this integrated command.

“[2 ] —————— .
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2., The Applicability of the Terms of Refer-
ence for Current and Future Needs.

CINCNORAD said the terms were not accurate and
needed updating. He recommended two major revi-
sions, and that in the future the terms be revised
continually as required and used as the sole
directive. The first major revision recommended
was that CINCNORAD be given the mission of aero-
space defense of the continental United States,
including Alaska, and Canada instead of the cur-
rent mission of defending against air attack., He
defined aerospace defense as 'all measures de-
signed to reduce or nullify the effectiveness of
hostile acts by aircraft, missiles, and space
vehicles after they leave the earth's surface, an
inclusive term encompassing air defense and space
defense,"4 The other recommended revision was to
authorize communication hetween CINCNORAD and the
chiefs of the services, either directly or through
the components, on service matters, rather than
only through the compcnents as currently authorized.

3. The Need for Adjustments to the Current
Organizational and Command Arrangements.

CINCNORAD stated that the agreement and terms
were clear as to command arrangements and these
arrangements were satisfactory. He asked, however,
that a means be found for more complete and timely
consultation between governments in the future be-
fore major changes were made in the NORAD structure.

4, The Interrelaticnship of Defensive Systems
Deployed Against Manned Bombers and Ballistic
Missiles.

CINCNORAD emphasized as strongly as possible
the importance of an integrated air and missile de-
fense under one command. There was no dividing

line, he said. ''They overlap, support and can even
interfere with one another unless they are closely
controlled by a single command. ... It is essen-

tial for a continental aerospace defense force to
operate under a single commander.'

T | 3 il
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__1 In the section of his comments on changes
to the terms of reference, CINCNORAD updated the
terminology and made a number of revisions, the
major ones of which were noted above. Of these,
the most important was a recommendation to change
the mission from air to aerospace defense,

__T As stated above, CINCONAD was also asked
to submit his views on the future of NORAD under
two alternatives -- CINCNORAD to have the air
defense mission or to have the aercspace defense
mission, CINCONAD's views were sent on 23 January
1967, CINCONAD strongly opposed the separation of
missions, that is, giving NORAD only the air de-
fense mission. It was CINCONAD's view that "the
air and missile defenses must be directed by a
single individual, and this individual, in order
to achieve gptimum effectiveness, should be
CINCNORAD." CINCONAD pointed out the problems,
confusion, loss of effectiveness, and violation of
basic strategic principles that would result if
NORAD were limited to air defense., CINCONAD also
stressed that the primacy of NORAD should be in-
sured and that CONAD should be used only when
necessary.

NEGOTIATIONS

At the June 1967 (118th) meeting of the
PJBD, much discussion took place on the renewal of
the NORAD agreement. The U. S, representative pro-
posed to renew the agreement in substantially the
same form with a proviso that the agreement could
be amended later if an ABM deployment decision was
made.® No decisions were reached at the meeting,
but the Board agreed to keep the matter on the
agenda. During the 119th meeting (September 1967),
the NORAD agreement was again discussed and favor-
able rgaction was received from both sides of the
table.

Formal negotiations were started on 6
September 1967 on renewal when the U. S. Ambassador
in Ottawa presented a note to the Canadian Government.

O SR | o .
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On 8 December 1967, the JCS informed CONAD of a
memorandum from the Department of State which

stated that the Canadian Ambassador had presented

a note in which the Canadian Government stated its
willingness to open negotiations for renewal of

the NORAD agreement in substantially its same form.8
The Canadian Ambassador noted that his government
was proposing, in response to the U. S. proposal of
6 September, that the agreement be renewed for a
five-year term. It was to be understood that a re-
view of the arrangements could be made at any time
at the request of either party and that the agree-
ment could be terminated by either party after such
a review, following a year's notice. The Ambassador
also stated that the Canadian note specified that
renewal of the agreement would in no way commit the
Canadian Government to participate in ABM defense.

~ | The JCS requested CONAD's comments on the
U, S. draft note and the Canadian proposal. CONAD
replied that its position, as covered in the 23
January 1967 letter, remained the ultimate objective.®
However, CONAD stated that it was apparent that the
environment was not conducive to inclusion of the
provisions of this letter in the negotiations at
this time. Therefore, CONAD concurred with the re-
newal as presented.

_ NORAD HEADQUARTERS
ORGANIZATIONAL AND MANPOWER CHANGES

FY 1969 JOINT MANPOWER ANNUAL SUBMISSION

(U) The NORAD joint manpower program for FY 1969
was submitted in a letter dated 28 December 1966, No
additional manpower spaces were requested. NORAD
said, however, that it was making studies of DCS/
Intelligence and NCOC requirements and that_these
might result in manpower submissions later.l NORAD
stated that it was also making manpower surveys of
subordinate headquarters and that recommendations
requiring JCS approval would be sent upon completion.

D ———————— e .,
(This Page—
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NORAD HEADQUARTERS MANNING

(U) The NORAD/CONAD Joint Headquarters Table
of Distribution for 1 January 1967 showed a total
of 937 personnel authorized which included 423
officer spaces, 318 enlisted spaces, and 196
civilian spaces. This total had been increased hy
42 by mid-year, The 1 July 1967 JTD for the head-
quarters showed a total of 979 spaces, Of these,
424 were officer spaces (an increase of one), 331
were enlisted spaces (an increase of 13), and 224
were civilian spaces (an increase of 28). The 42
spaces added were allocated as follows: 28 to the
Directorate of Computer Program Control, 11 to
DCS/Intelligence, and 3 to the NCOC. The 1 January
1968 JTD showed the same total authorizations as
the 1 July 1967 JTD.

~ | Reorganization Within DCS/Intelligence.
Following the move of the NCOC to Cheyenne Mountain,
DCS/Intelligence found it necessary to make certain
adjustments to improve support to the NCMC, Effec-
tive 1 February 1967, the Current Intelligence
Indications Center was taken from under the Direc-
torate of Threat Assessment and made a separate
directorate (Directorate of Current Intelligence
and Indications (NIIC)).ll The Current Intelli-
gence Division was transferred from Threat Assess-
ment (NITA) to the new directorate (NIIC). The
latter also added an Indications and Warning
Division and in June established a provisional
Missile and Space Division. Within NITA, a Pro-
jects and Estimates Division was established and
the old Military Capabilities Division dropped.

(U} To provide manpower for these changes, on
10 April 1967, NORAD sent a priority request for 12
additional spaces. 12 Fleven of these were approved
by the JCS, as noted above.

(V) As discussed above, a provisional Space
Missile Division was established in June under NIIC,

It was formally organized effective with the publi-
cation of an amendment to the 1 July JTID, dated 4

R | ] — .
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October 1967,13 The division was formed from
analysts previously assigned to the Current Intel-
ligence Division and the three manpower spaces
transferred from NITA. The reason for the change
was to increase support to the NCOC and better
accomplish Naval Intelligence responsibilities in
the areas of Space Missile Intelligence. With this
change, NIIC was authorized 39 manpower spaces of
which 34 were filled.

(U) Directorate of Computer Program Control Re-~
organization., To provide manning for a new division
established under this directorate, the Advanced
Systems Division, NORAD asked the JCS on 12 April
1967 for authorization for 28 additional civilian
spaces.l4 These spaces were approved by the JCS
and became effective on 1 July 1967.15 The JCS had
assigned NORAD the task of 4251 computer program
system rewrite. In its letter to the JCS, NORAD
said that it was recognized taat the 425L System
(NOCOPS) would require a complete re-engineering
and program rewrite by the FY 1973 period. The 28
spaces were required to begin the initial program
rewrite, but these spaces might not be the total
required, NORAD said.

(U) NCOC Additional Spaces. Three additional
enlisted spaces were requested for the NCOC by NORAD
on 14 April 1967.16 These spaces were to provide
training support to the NCOC which had been provided
by the MITRE Corporation. MITRE's contract for this
support ended 31 August 1967. These spaces were
also approved by the JCS and authorized 1 July 1967.

FY 1968 NORAD/CONAD RECONFIGURATION

Background. According to planning early in
1967, as part of a Secretary of Defense-directed re-
duction of forces, two SAGE direction centers were
to be closed down on 1 April 1968. At the same time,
to accommodate the reduction and to improve the
overall configuration, a number of boundary changes
were to be made. Back in November 1963, the

[7 ]
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Secretary of Defense had directed deletion of four
SAGE direction centers in FY 1966 and two SAGE
combat centers in FY 1968. This had been changed
in 1964 by the Secretary, upon approval of a SAGE/
BUIC III plan, to the closing of two combat centers
in FY 1966, four direction centers in FY 1968 and
certain radars. . Then in 1965, the Secretary had
approved a USAF proposal to closing two combat
centers and two direction centers by the end of

FY 1966 and two direction centers by the end of

FY 1968. The two combat centers (at the 25th and
30th Regions) and the first two direction centers
(at Los Angeles and Reno Sectors) were closed on 1
April 1966.

(U) The direction centers slated for closing
in FY 1968 were at Truax Field, Wisconsin (20th
NORAD/CONAD Division), and McGuire AFB, New Jersey
(21st NORAD/CONAD Division). NORAD Operation Plan
330N-66, 1 November 1966, called for closing these
facilities on 1 June 1968. However, in January
1967, NORAD proposed moving the closing date for
these centers ahead and making the reconfiguration
on 1 April 1968,17 The reason was to give enough
lead time for the orderly deactivation of the two
divisions. This was concurred in and a new plan
was issued on 1 April 1967 (330N-67 and 330C-67)
changing the reconfiguration date.

(U) According to this plan, these actions were
to take place on 1 April 1968.18 The two divisions
would phase out. The 30th Division would expand
eastward to take over the area and forces of the 20th
Division. The 35th Division would expand southward
to absorb most of the area and for«:es of the 21st
Division, The 33d Division would expand northward
to take in a small part of the area of the Dover
AFB fighter-interceptor squadron from the 21st Divi-
sion. The boundary between the 33d and 34th Divi-
sions would be adjusted to provide a smoother
boundary for programming purposes. The 36th Divi-
sion would expand westward to take over the eastern
part of the area and forces of the 41st Division,

e ————————— e e 3
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And the 41st would expand westward to absorb the
eastern portion of the area and operational control
of the forces of the 29th Division., The Central
CONAD Region and the 29th CONAD Division were to
keep operational control of the area and U, S.
forces in the part of the revised 41st Division
within the territory of the U. 5.

"] status. The date for the phase out of the
two divisions was again moved up, however. 1In a
message dated 24 October 1967, ADC advised that
USAF had directed that phase out of the 20th and
21st Divisions be moved ahead to 31 December 1967
(see section on reduction of USAF operating funds,
this chapter). ADC said that to meet this date,
it would be necessary to phase out the direction
center operations at the two divisions as early as
possible and set 15 November as the desired date.
NORAD/CONAD changed Operation Plan 330-67 to close
the 20th and 21st Divisions as of 18 November 1967.19
Actual discontinuance of both d%gisions was made
effective as of 1 January 1963,

__1 Part of the reconfigaration set for 1 April
1968 was also changed, but back instead of ahead in
time. On 1 December 1967, NORAD advised Northern
and Central Regions that it was reconsidering chang-
ing the date for that part of the reconfiguration
affecting the 29th, 41st and 36th Divisions from 1
April to 30 June 1968.21 The reason, NORAD said,
was the possibility of changes in the U, S. force
structure to provide funds for future defense sys-
tems which would require further reconfiguration.

As finally decided, however, the reconfiguration
pertaining to the 29th, 36th, and 41st Divisions
was changed from 1 April tc 1 November 1968 .22

PROPOSED MANNING REDUCTIONS

On 29 September 1967, USAF informed ADC
that OSD had directed a reduction of $35 million
in opggating funds for ADC defense forces for FY
1968, ADC was also to plan for a possible annual
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DECLASSIFIED \



reduction of $70 million in FY 1969 and future
years. The PCD (Z-7-040) directed that the reduc-
tion be taken in four program elements: Head-
quarters NORAD/CONAD, Base Operations (Defensive),
Advanced Flying Training, and Command (Defensive).
USAF requested a plan from ADC to make the $35
million cut to these elements for the remainder of
FY 1968.

ADC's plan was provided on 9 October 1967.24
In its plan, ADC identified some 13 program reduc-
tions. In a message on 20 October, USAF approved
six of these: average 10 per cent reduction in Head-
quarters ADC personnel, average 10 per cent reduc-
tion in numbered Air Force personnel, close ADC
mission (F-104's) at Webb AFB, early inactivation of
20th and 21st Air Divisions, discontinuance of F-101
deployment to Goose AB, and elimination of 20 gap
filler radars.25 USAF said that action on a reduc-
tion of NORAD/CONAD headquarters personnel, included
in the ADC plan, was being withheld pending a JCS
decision.

" | In the meantime, on 16 October 1967, NORAD
objected to the JCS by message to the NORAD manpower
cuts. NORAD pointed out that the cuts would result
in a loss of about 72 USAF manpoger spaces in head-
quarters, regions and divisions. 6 This would
degrade NORAD operational and stafi capability, NORAD
said, It was NORAD's view that no reduction in over-
all NORAD authorizations was justified at this time.
NORAD asked that any changes in the NORAD JTD be
approved by the JCS upon the advice of CINCNORAD,

The JCS replied with a request for additional com-
ments and analysis on the impact ot the proposed
changes and noted that the Air Force would not take
any action on Headquarters NORAD mznpower changes
pending a decisiop by the Jcs.27

" | NORAD provided the additional information
requested in a letter on 13 November. Among the
points brought out were that NORAD region and divi-
sion headquarters were manned on ar austere opera-
tional control basis with only token U, 8. spaces

[ 10 ]
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authorized on the JTD for each CONUS region and
division, that Headquarters NORAD/CONAD had been
surveyed in detail in early 1966 by the JCS which
had resulted in considerable realignment and reduc-
tions, that Canadian Forces Headquarters had pro-
posed significant reductions in Canadian manpower
authorizations, and that NORAD s position on both
proposed cuts was that no changes should be made
pending force structure decisions.28

Meanwhile, on 29 September 1967, NORAD
was advised by Canadian Forces Headguarters of
possible cuts to be made by Canada.29 The Cana-
dian Government directed defense cuts for FY 1968~
69 of $220 million of which Canadian Forces ADC's
share was $17 million.30 A preliminary proposal
to achieve these savings was to close six radars,
close the air base at Val D'Or. and reduce Canadian
co-manning. A number of meetings was held between
representatives of NORAD and Canadian Forces
Headquarters. 1In regard to co-manning, it was
NORAD's position that there should be no reduction
of Canadian spaces assigned to NORAD at this time.3l

On 27 November 1967, the Chief of Canadian
Defence Staff wrote to CINCNORAD pointing out that
the Defence Council had directed a reduction of 50
per cent in Canadian co-manning positions.32 NORAD
and USAF Headquarters had advised, he said, that a
cut of this size would compromise the operational
efficiency of the NORAD system. For this reason,
the Minister of National Defence had given tacit
approval to CFHQ to seek a cut of some 35 to 40
Canadian positions. NORAD's views as to where these
cuts might be made were requested. On the 14th of
December, CINCNORAD wrote back that he realized
the need for early determination of manpower re-
quirements. But, he said, unfortunately DOD was
considering some reorganizatioral proposals which
could have quite an impact on U, S, manpower spaces
and this in turn would affect Canadian co-manning
spaces,33 CINCNORAD said he expected a DOD decision
by the end of the year and asked if he could wait
until the DOD matter was finalized before he made
recommendations on Canadian positions.

A | | | ) ——
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CONAD SUBORDINATE UNIFIED COMMANDS

(U) A JCS paper in February 1967 on service
support of unified command headquarters stated that
the Atlantic Command and Pacific Command were the
only unified commands with subordinate unified com-
mand headquarters., CONAD felt that this implied
that its regions and divisions were not subordinate
unified headquarters. 1In a letter on 7 April 1967,
CINCONAD pointed out to the JCS the implication of
the latter's statement and that the structure of
CONAD had been approved by the JCS in 1961.3% 1t
was CONAD's view that this approval satisfied the
requirements of UNAAF for establishment of subordi-
nate unified commands. However, hecause of the
JCS statement, CONAD asked that authorization be
given for designation of existing CONAD regions and
divisions as subordinate unified command head-
quarters.

__1 The JCS then asked for rationale for re-
questing designation of the divisions as subordinate
unified commands.35 This was provided by message
and by personal briefing in Washington.3% On 17
June 1967, the JCS granted authority to designate
the CONAD regions as subordinate unified commands,
but turned down the request for designation of divi-
sions as subordinate unified commands. In regard
to the divisions, the JCS said that designation of
a subordinate unified command subordinate to another
subordinate unified command was not provided for in
UNAAF,

REDUCTION OF SPACES IN NNR HEADQUARTERS

__1 In May 1966, Canada's Minister of National
Defence directed the move of the headquarters of
the Canadian Forces Air Defence Command from St.
Hubert, Que., to collocate with NNR Headquarters
at North Bay, Ont. Because of the collocation and
possible dual-hatting of positions, the Minister
directed a 30 per cent cut in Canadian spaces in
the combined headquarters in a service-wide
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eccnomy drive, Collocation was to begin in late
1966. On 4 October, NNR sent organizaticnal and
manpower changes to NORAD for approval, Among the
changes was a cut in manpower spaces. NORAD with-
held approval pending a Manpower Utilization and
Organization Survey to be made in March 1967.

(U) The survey report, dated 15 May 1967, did
not change the manpower ceiling imposed by higher
authority. A new proposed JTD for NNR was sent to
the latter on 12 July 1967. NNR requested a num-
ber of changes, most of which were accepted by
NORAD, and a new JTD was finally issued on the JTID
reissue date of 1 January 1968,

(U) There was a total reduction of 62 manpower
spaces in the 1 January 1968 JID for NNR Head-
quarters., The 1 July 1966 JTD showed a total of
139 spaces, the 1 January 1968 JTD 77 spaces. The
62-space cut involved 25 off:cer spaces, 19 en-
listed spaces, and 18 civiliun spaces.

NORAD/CONAD PERSONNEL CHANGES OF NOTE - 1967

HEADQUARTERS NORAD/CONAD

Air Marshal William R. MacBrien, RCAF, became
Deputy Commander-in-Chief of NORAD 25 August
1967, replacing Air Marshal C, R, Dunlap

Major General Ethan A. Chapman, USA, became Chief
of Staff 1 June 1967, replacing Major General
M. M. Magee, USA

Major General John N. Ewbank, Jr., USAF, became
Director, Combat Operations Center, 14 August
1967, replacing Major Gereral Joseph L., Dickman,
USAF

Major General Philip H. Greasley, USAF, became
Deputy Chief of Staff, Plans and Programs, 16
January 1967
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Brigadier General Gladwyn E. Pinkston, USAF,
became Assistant Chief of Staff 7 August 1967,
replacing Brigadier General Dorr E. Newton,
USAF

Brigadier General Joyce B. James, USA, became
Deputy Chief of Staff, Communications and
Electronics, 10 July 1967, replacing Brigadier
General W, M. Van Harlingen, USA

Colonel James S. Smith, USAF, became Deputy
Chief of Staff, Personnel, 28 August 1967,
replacing Colonel G. F. Ceuleers, USAF

Colonel Daniel J. Sweeney, USAF, became Director,
Directorate of Manpower and Organization, 12

July 1967, replacing Cclonel Henry A. Kortemeyer,
USAF

NORAD/CONAD REGIONS

Lieutenant General Robert A. Brietweiser, USAF,
became commander Alaskan Region 1 July 1967,
replacing Lieutenant General Glen R. Birchard,
USAF

Major General James R. Winn, USA, became com-
mander Western Region 15 May 1967, replacing
Major General Ethan A. Chapman, USA

Major General Joseph L, Dickman, USAF, became
commander Eastern Region 15 July 1967, re-
pPlacing Major General James C. Jensen, USAF

(This Page is UNCLASSIFIED)
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NORAD COMMANDERS

NORAD

Gen Roymord | fmever  J5AF
AW Witligm B Maglroan  RCAF

1 DECEMBER 1967
WESTERN NORAD REGION CENTRAL NORAD REGION NORTHERM NORAD REGIO EASTERN NORAD REGION
Hamilton AFB, Calil. Richards.Gebaur AFB, Mo. CFB, North Bay, Ont. Stewart AFB, N.Y,
MG Jomes R, Winn US4 MG William D, Graanfisks USAF AL M Michaei B, Follard RCAF MG UL L uzkoan USAF
AL Hugh C. Laloux RCAF A/C R M, Cox ACAF &/C Robart 8. Mughes  JSAF MG Metilie B, Coborn Usa
25TH NORAD DIVISION 28TH NORAD DIVISION J4TH NCRAD DIVISION JIRD NORAD DIVISION
b McChord AFB, Wosh. led Molstrom AFB, Mant. L Topsham AFB, Me. d Fort Lee AFS, Vo.
UG John &, Bouse  USAF Col William P, Compock USAF AW, F, M. Nawson RCAF Col Fraw A, WUl af
G/C David J, Williams RCAF G/C M, G, Uras RCAF Cel Raymand M. Gehrig USAF Col T. E. Telzrow  .15AF
28TH NORAD OIVISION 22TH NORAD DIVISION 37TH NORAD DIVISION 34TH NORAD DIVISION
hdAdair AFS, Ore. bed Ouluth 1AP, Minn. bd Goose AB, Lbhdr. jod Custer AFS, Mich.
Col Wayna E. Rhy~ord USAF Cal Converse B, Kelly JuA Ual John H. Prase USAF Coal Spanren 1. itk USAF
Cob Augus £, wail USAF GC Ropert W McMain  kZap Col W *ligm M _ Shalon WJSAF G/C Uonald W, McMNichol RCAF
27TH NQRAD DIVISION 30TH NORAD DIVISION 41ST NORAD DIVISION 35TH NORAD DIVISION
liLuke AFB, Ariz, d Sioux City MAP, lowo b CFB, North Boy, Ont. L Hancock Fid, N.Y.
Col Williom C. Sullivan USAF Col Rexford H. Dettre USAF AJC R, P. Sr. lohn RCAF &G Joreph H. Balwr  USAF
Col Jemet J, tannon UsaF Col Edward C. Glesd USAF Col M. M, Vinrant USAF G/C Roy J. Lawlor RCAF
SOUTHERN NORAD REZION ALASKAN NORAD REGION
Gunter AFB, Alg. Elmeandorf AFB, Alaskeo
M/Cf‘- cwul;;-r 0. Putaem u:r ’*;" ;i'!" "0-": ;ddv:d‘ LG Robert A, Brevwener LISAF
ol Barnefl, Jr v woch biock < the Cummarder,
i i . v Tha sthar ndlviduol i3 Secand- MIG Thamas F. Moors  USAF

inCommand ,

3157 NCRAD DIVISION
r- Oklahoma City AFS, Okla

Col Alfrad V., Walton  USAF
Col Richord L. Coytcher, Jr. USAF

A2ND NORAD DIVISION

Gunter AFB, Ala.
Cal Vietr Milnar, Jr, LISAF
Col Lmwence P. Mcinmah USAF
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CHAPTER I

INTEGRATION AND EMPLOYMENT
STUDIES

CONAD COMMAND AND CONTROL STRUCTURE
FOR BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE

INTRODUCTION - COEC 1-66

__T The probable adveni of new weapons sSysS-
tems, especially the Nike X, made it necessary that
plans and concepts be established for controlling
and employing these systems, One of the first state-
ments on tieing in the Nike X to the CONAD system
was made in the CONAD Operational Employment Concept
for the Nike X Terminal Ballistic Missile Defense
Systems (COEC 1-66), 20 June 1966. In this document,
a functional rather than an integrated organizational
structure was envisaged. Stated this document:

The NIKE X TBMDS will operate directly
under a Ballistic Missile Defense Center
(BMDC) established as an operational
element in the CONAD COC. The BMDC will
be the facility within the CONAD COC re-
sponsible for exercising operational
control of the Ballistic Missile Defense
System, and will provide ARADCOM tech-
nical and command supervision of the Nike
X weapons system. The BMDC will operate
directly under the COC command party and
on the same command level as the Missile
Warning Division, the Space Defense Center,
and other operational elements of the COC.

It was further stated that the necessity
for "fully automatic, instantaneous, and effective

| | |
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response requires that CINCONAD exercise opera-
tional control of the system by issuing orders
directly to selected Defense Center Data Process-
ing (DCDP) facilities...." "Thus, firing doctrine
must be programmed at DCDP and the Missile Site
Data Processing (MSDP) facility levels with pro-
vision made for.,...response to CONAD instructions
as the threat changes and the battle progresses,"

This approach was reaffirmed and rein-
forced with the issuance of the report of the
CONAD Nike X Operational Impact Study Task Force
on 27 January 1967 (for further details of this
study, see pages 34 to 37). The Impact Study
Task Force used COEC 1-66 for Nike X, The second
volume of the Phase II Study, Command and Control,
described the selected alternative for the CONAD
command and control concept and organizational
structure for 1975, to include the Nike X system.

The internal COC concept and structure
was described as "an evolutionary structure
similar to that existing...except that a Ballistic
Missile Defense Center is established....” Below
the COC, the "Nike X elements are added to the
existing air defense structure with the Nike X
Coordination Centers (XCCs) and selected Missile
Direction Centers (MDCs) given status comparable
to those of current subordinate unified commands.
A separate space defense organization is estab-
lished due to the increase in space defense
activities."

{ CONAD also agreed with a functional
apprecach, although hedging somewhat, in a concur-
rence to an ARADCOM proposal in April 1967.
ARADCOM submitted a proposed command and control
supplement to a DA-approved QMR for the Nike X
system. This supplement described a Ballistic
Missile Defense Center which would provide the
means by which CINCONAD could exercise operation-
al control of Nike X. The BMDC would be an
organic element of the CONAD COC and an integral
part of the Nike X system,.
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__1 CONAD replied to the ARADCOM proposal on
14 April 1967 that it concurred with the documents
for use in designing and developing the command
and control equipment for the Nike X system.4 How-
ever, CONAD indicated that there might be changes.
CONAD went on to note that it was making studies, at
JCS direction, to find the optimum command and con-
trol structure for 1975. The use of the term
Ballistic Missile Defense Center, CONAD said, should
not be construed to require an entirely separate
computational facility within or interfacing with
the COC.

__1 In the meantime, the NCOC Master Plan
study effort was underway, see pages 32 to 34.
Also of great significance was the establishment
of the Joint Continental Defense Systems Integra-
tion Planning Staff, see pages 27 to 32,

CONAD POLICY MEMORANDUM NO, 4

(U) While these activities were going on,
CONAD took a new look at the command and control
concept and changed its position as stated in
COEC 1-66, coming up with an integrated concept.
The latter was stated in CONAD Policy Memorandum
No. 4, dated 11 September 1967,

_7) In explaining this memorandum to the
Chairman of the JCS in a letter on 15 September
1967, CINCONAD said that a number of factors had
caused him concern as to the best method of effect-
ing operational command over the aerospace defense
forces.9 CINCONAD stated that these factors
included an increasing awareness of the many uses
of sensors and weapons; a need for improved inte-
gration of aerospace defense systems which led to
the creation of the integration planning staff
noted above; certain unilateral planning by the
services that might impede integration; the in-
creasing importance of coordination between
offensive and defensive forces in the ABM era;
the current Draft Presidential Memorandum; and,

(21 ]
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especially, the prospect that the Nike X and
perhaps other advanced systems would be deployed.

_ CINCONAD explained that, taking these
factors into consideration, he had concluded that
the most effective means of meeting his responsi-
bilities as a unified commander was to exercise
operational command through commanders of subordi-
nate CONAD forces. This method of operation, he
said, was an extension of the method employed with
success for a number of years within NORAD and
CONAD and it had become increasingly valid for the
future in view of the factors he had noted. For
this reason, he said, he had published the CONAD
policy memorandum as guidance and information for
the many agencies contributing to aerospace de-
fense. When the NORAD agreement was settled,
CINCONAD said that consideration would be given
to extending the policy statement to NORAD forces.
CINCONAD stated that related to the concept out-
lined in the policy memorandum was the work of the
NCOC Master Plan currently underway,.

.. CONAD also advised the agencies concerned
of the policy memorandum. To the JCS, CONAD said
that the concept outlined was considered to meet
the requirements of Problems 21 and 23 of Phase 1V,
Nike X Operational Impact Study.6 CONAD asked the
JCS to make the memorandum available to the integ-
ration planning staff so as to provide guidance to
the operational requirements of CONAD, CONAD noted
that wide distribution of the document had been
made to other commands and agencies concerned with
aerospace defense planning.

To the Nike X Systems Manager, Lieutenant
General A, W, Betts, CINCONAD pointed out that the
command had spent several months studying the best
method of exercising operational control and that
the result was contained in the policy memorandum.
He said that the memorandum "specified that opera-
tional control of aerospace defense forces will
be exercised through subordinate CONAD commands,
rather than through separate commands devoted to

R | 7 2 | R
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air defense, missile defense, and space defense.
«+.J believe that the exercising of operational
control through subordinate CONAD commands will
best meet our operational needs and will facilitate
integration and interface of Nike X at the CONAD
COC and other levels, as well as with otheg ele-
ments of the national defense structure.,”

__1 CINCONAD told General James Ferguson,
AFSC Commander, that the integrated structure
would be much more operationally effective than
the other major alternative which was to establish
separate command and controé channels for air,
missile, and space defense,

USAF ADC and ARADCOM were also advised
of the policy memorandum in letters at this time
(15 September). Earlier, on 9 August 1967, in
commenting to ADC on its Air Defense Command Aero-
space Objectives Plan, 1967-1982, CONAD also
advised of its change in concept. CONAD said that
the ADCAO contained the concept that the functional
forces of air, missile and space defense should be
organized as separate managerial entities with
operational control exercised through separate air,
missile and space elements subordinate to the COC,
CONAD pointed out that while the functional force
concept was consistent with former guidance in
COEC 1-66 and was approved as : basis for study
of the impact of Nike X deployment, CONAD had
changed its position:9

...it has now been decidec that this
concept does not offer the optimum

for command and control of aerospace
defense forces for the future. Further
it is not intended that orerational
control will be exercised through com-
ponent commands. Rather, it is intend-
ed that command and control in the
future will be exercised through sub-
ordinate unified commands responsible
for all aerospace actions within a
given geographic area of responsibility.

[23 ]
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ARADCOM was advised on 5 October 1967
that COEC 1-66 was being revised to conform to
CONAD Policy Memorandum No. 4,10 CONAD's comments
were made in connection with a review of ARADCOM's
draft Nike X Firing Doctrine, Volumes I and II.

It was noted that a portion of Volume I was based
on COEC 1-66.

The policy memorandum itself was drafted
by the DCS/Plans and Programs office. It was
originally prepared as a NORAD/CONAD policy memo-
randum.ll However, it was decided that for a
number of reasons relating to renewal of the NORAD
agreement %t should be issued as a CONAD memoran-
dum only.1

__T The memorandum stated that the basic
concept was that continental aerospace defense
activities would be integrated under CINCONAD and
a single CONAD commander at each subordinate level
where weapons employment and commitment decisions
were made.1l3 The highest echelon of the CONAD
command and control system was the CONAD COC, Air,
ballistic missile and space defense operations
would be integrated at subordinate CONAD levels
to provide a single integrated chain from the COC
downward through the level at which multi-service
and multi-purpose system decisions were made and
assignment and priorities for employment of weapons
and environmental systems were directed. Below
this level, aerospace defense weapons and environ-
mental systems of a military service,operated by
a component, would be brought to bear in response
to a CONAD assignment. This integrated concept,
the memo stated, "facilitates coordination of
defense functions within the CCCS and provides
the optimum interface with external commands and
agencies. At least one (and possibly two)
echelon(s) would be required below the COC. The
first would be designated regions, the second, if
required, divisions.”

In a letter dated 30 October 1967,
ARADCOM's Commanding General, Lieutenant General
Robert Hackett, responded to CONAD's policy

[24 ]
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memorandum, General Hackett objected to the
memorandum, stating that it needed either clarifi-
cation with an explanation of terms or it should
be completely revised.l4 He said he preferred
the latter, but he provided bhoth a revision and
an explanation of terms., General Hackett de-
clared that, "The Nike X system must interface
and exchange data with defense elements in the
environment of the defended area, but a single
subordinate CONAD command and control structure
for the total integration of all air, ballistic
missile, and space defense operations within a
given defense area presents a command and control
problem far beyond that anticipated for Deploy-
ment Model 1-67."13 The policy memorandum, he
continued, imposed requirements on the Nike X
system over those previously established in COEC
1-66, the impact study, and the command and
control supplement to the Nike X QMR which CONAD
had concurred with in April, as noted above.

ADC responded to the memo on 13

November 1967 in a letter signed by ADC's Chief
of Staff, Major General W. B. Keese. ADC posed
no strong objections in this letter, stating only
that clarification was needed. General Keese's
letter stated that the application was clear down
to region level, but the impsact on the supporting
subsystems of the component commagds below this
level remained to be determined.1

A SECOND REVIEW - PROPOSAL FOR A PARTIALLY
INTEGRATED STRUCTURE

Before CONAD could respond to ARADCOM
and ADC, it became necessary to provide comments
to the JCS on the Army Nike X Command and Control
Plan DEMOD 1-67. On 22 November, the JCS asked
CONAD for its comments and recommendations on this
plan, distributed 9 November.!l

In the meantime, a decision had been
made to once again examine the alternatives. On
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14 November 1967, the Chief of Staff directed that
the CONAD Alternatives Task Group be reconstituted.*
It met for the first time on 15 November and work
was essentially completed on 18 December.l8 Three
sub-groups were established to consider an inte-
grated command and control, a component-operated
command and control, and logistics, manpower and
costs so as to provide CINCONAD with fully-staffed
analyses to support selection of an ultimate com-
mand and control concept.

Because of the 22 November request from
the JCS for comments on the Army plan, the work
of the Group was intensified. Since the Group was
already engaged in analysis of the command and
control relationships of all potential and exist-
ing defensive systems, it was decided to use the
Group's output to support CONAD's comments on the
Army's Nike X Sentinel System command and control
proposals, 19%*

(U) CINCONAD was briefed on the results of
the Group's analysis on 1 December 1967. He
approved the recommended structure -- a partially
integrated organization.

~ | Preliminary CONAD comments on the Armg's
plan were provided in a message on 18 December, 0
CONAD said it generally concurred with the func-
tional operation of the Sentinel System as
described in the Army plan, but there were four
issues requiring resolution. CONAD said it did

*(U) The CONAD Alternatives Task Group was orig-
inally established by a Chief of Staff directive
dated 29 August 1967. Its purpose was to provide
CINCONAD with various alternative air defense force
structures within specified dollar limitations.

**(U) For Sentinel System discussion, see Chapter
Three.
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not concur with the Army plan for a single and
separate operational command structure for Sentinel
that interfaced with CONAD only at the COC., CONAD
recommended that the Army plan be modified to pro-
vide for CONAD operational command through sub-
ordinate CONAD regions and for collcecation of future
CONAD region combat centers at Sentinel XCC sites.
Where feasible, CONAD continued, Division level
centers should also be collocated with the

Sentinel MDC's.

__1 CONAD also recommended that the defini-
tion of the Sentinel control element at the COC
level not be finalized until CONAD had completed
current Master Plan studies. Another recommendation
was that requirements for the coordination of
ballistic missile defense and strategic missile
offense not be finalized unti! completion of the
current CONAD-SAC concept.

__1 CONAD also did not concur with the Army-
recommended arrangement for Alaska, CONAD recom-
mended that the plan be modified to provide for
Commander, Alaskan CONAD Region to exercise
operational command of the Sentinel System in
Alaska.

(U) CONAD noted in its message that a detailed
description and appraisal of the CONAD recommended
operational command structure would be sent separ-
ately. This detailed study was not provided by the
end of this reporting period.*

JOINT CONTINENTAL DEFENSE SYSTEMS
INTEGRATION PLANNING STAFF

CONAD was advised by the JCS on 7 March
1967 of a draft memorandum from the Director of

*(U) The study, entitled "A Proposed CONAD Command
and Control Structure (U)," dated 2 January 1968,
was sent by letter dated 8 January 1968,
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Defense Research and Engineering on the need for
integration of future continental aerospace defense
systems. The draft memo was sent to the Chairman
of the JCS and the service secretaries, but because
of the potential impact on CONAD, the JCS felt that
early review and informal comment by the former was
appropriate, The problem pointed out by the DDR&E
memo was that while there were several studies and
design efforts underway on defense systems, there
was no mechanism for insuring that these systems
would be designed as an integrated defense. As the
memo peinted out, any new systems deployed, sSuch as
the thin area Nike X, should be integrated to
achieve the maximum effectiveness of the total de-
fense. What DDR&E proposed was establishment of a
working group to review each study and point out to
the service design groups areas of commonality and
mutual support or possible interference and recom-
mend ways of achieving an integrated defense.

~ | CONAD told the JCS on 17 March that it
agreed that future defenses should be integrated
and that Sgch integration fell within the purview
of CONAD, CONAD said it could provide operational
or conceptual guidance or criteria to be used in
system design, but it could not now perform techni-
cal analysis of systems to identify interference
between systems or capability of systems to support
one another. CONAD suggested that its role might
be that of overview on a conceptual basis and that
detailed system design modification be done by the
services,

__1 The final copy of the memorandum from
DDR&E was dated 29 April 1967 and was addressed to
the services and the Chairman of the JCS. It
pointed out, as had the draft of the memo, the
problem of new systems being developed without their
being cons%geration of the relationship of one to
the other. It was important, the memo said, that
these potential defense systems, if implemented, be
developed into a truly integrated national defense
system., For this reason, DDR&E requested the JCS to
establish a group, in cooperation with the services,
to review such systems for possible changes to
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provide mutual support or prevent interference.

__1 The JCS told CONAD that several organiza-
tional concepts could be applied but the one that
appeared most promising was to set up a joint
planning staff in Colorado Springs with General
R, J. Reegis as director in addition to being
CINCONAD, It would function separately from
CONAD, however, It would have service representa-
tives assigned permanently and would report to the
JCS which would maintain over-all direction and
review recommendations. CONAD was asked to provide
its recommendations on organization and terms of
reference for the group. CONADl' was also asked to
give its preliminary views on what would be inveclved
in integration.

" | CONAD replied on 26 May to the request
for organizational concepts and terms of reference , 29
CONAD said it concurred with the joint planning staff
concept suggested by the JCS to be set up in Colorado
Springs. Because CINCONAD was the operational com-
mander, the message pointed out, having the integra-
tion planning and operational staffs together would
facilitate the exchange of infcrmation. Then on 7
June 1967, CONAD furnished its views on what would
be entailed in accomplishing integration.

~ | DDR&E clarified what was meant by contin-
ental defenses in the 29 April memo in a second memo
dated 21 June.27 The Director, Dr. John S. Foster,
said that the defenses were to be limited to contin-
ental defenses against aerospace weapons systems.
To be included were those defenses specifically de-
signed for defense missions, such as Nike X, and
those systems that could contribute directly to this
defense, such as ASW systems that could attrite SLBM
and SLCM carriers.

__1 In the meantime, CONAD again told the JCS
that integration planning could be accomplished by
the CONAD staff with personnel and support augmenta-
tion from the services and with augmentation to
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scientifie and technical personnel.28 The JCS,
however, was still examining various ways of estab-
lishing the integration staff and advised CONAD on 13
July that two.broad approaches were being considered.29
These were:

1. The use of existing organizations
and staff with CINCONAD tasked with the
study and planning aspects and the JCS
maintaining over-all direction of

CONUUS aerospace defense integration,

2. The performance of the integratiocn
mission by the JCS either by a specific
group set up to do the complete func-
tion, or the study-planning part by an
agency, such as WSEG, with the JCS
maintaining direction,

The JCS asked CONAD and the other unified and speci-
fied commands concerned and the services to make

an analysis and provide recommendations for the
organization and location (JCS versus CONAD) of the
integration group.

__1 CONAD furnished its proposed organization
for the integration planning staff on 21 July.30
CONAD recommended Colorado Springs for its location:31

Evaluation of the task to be performed
and consideration of the several alter-
natives for performing that task lead
to the conclusion that an optimum user/
developer relationship is the most com-
pelling consideration involved in the
decision concerning integration planning,
and that location in Colorado Springs
best supports such a relationship.

(U) However, about a month later, CONAD learned
that the JCS had decided against Colorado Springs,
at least for the present, as the location for the
integration planning staff. A memo dated 29 August
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stated that the JCS approved establishment of a
separate planning staff in Washington, D. C. The
JCS, the following month, recommended to DOD that
such a staff be established. On 19 October, DOD
approved the recommendation. ADC's DCS/Plans, Major
General Arthur G. Salisbury, who had headed the

Nike X Impact Study Group, was named Director of the
Integration Planning Staff and reported to Washington
on 1 November, On 19 October also, DOD advised the
JCS that the JCDSIPS should plan to move within two
years to a location outside the Washington area,.

(U) Under the aegis of CONAD's DCS/Plans and
Programs, Major General P, H. Greasley, a staff group
examined the problem of how CONAD should exert a
proper degree of influence on the integration staff
on a continuing basis,33 On the basis of General
Greasley's recommendations, the Chief of Staff
issued a directive to the headquarters staff on 4
October outlining actions to be taken "in order to
insure that CONAD's operational requirements receive
due consideration in JADSIG deliberations."34

(U) There was to be CONAD representation, pro-~
vided by DCS/Plans and Programs or his Assistant, on
a Joint Continental Aerospace Defense Systems Inte-
gration Board (JADSIB) within the integration staff.
There was also to be a full-time CONAD liaison
officer in Washington. CONAD was to provide docu-
mentary inputs to the integration staff, such as
operational plans and programs and policy memoranda,
on a continuing basis. The first, urgently needed
input to influence the staff, the Chief of Staff's

*(U) The group or staff was first called the Joint
Continental Aerospace Defense Systems Integration
Group or JADSIG for short. It was then changed to
Joint Continental Defense Systems Integration Plan-
ning Staff or JCDSIPS. A short title was Joint
Defense Systems Integration Staff or JDIS.
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directive said, was a CONAD concept for operational
control that would expand upon and implement the
CONAD command and contrcl system concept. On the
CONAD staff, the DCS/Plans and Programs was to be
the office of primary responsibility for integration
staff matters and was to be the point of contact for
€ONAD with the staff. The functional responsibili-
ties of the Directorate of Systems Development were
to be reoriented more toward systems integration
instead of systems development matters.

(U) On 8 December, the JCS provided CONAD with
draft terms of reference for the JDIS. CONAD's
comments were requested.

NCOC MASTER PLAN

(U) On 10 November 1965, the JCS told each
unified and specified command that there was a need
for an overall plan having the Jjustification, objec-
tives, and requirements for the command and control
for each unified and specified command. The JCS
asked for comments on proposed guidance for the
preparation of a master command and control plan,
Further guidance was provided by the JCS in a memo
in February 1966. No deadline was set for submis-
sion of the plan, however. JCS guidance was purpose-
ly left general because of the differences in the
various unified and specified commands,

(U) NORAD described the plan, which it termed
the NCOC Master Plan, as one that would define and
describe the NORAD/CONAD Combat Operations Center
configuration and organization for the 1968-1978 time
period.3% It would identify and substantiate the
incremental improvements required in this period to
cope with changing requirements. Among the objec-
tives listed were these (see Nike X Operational
Impact Study discussion, this chapter):36

1. Development of a preferred NCOC opera-
tional concept for the 1968-1978 time period.
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2. To specify methods, equipment tech-
nical characteristics, procedures, and schedules
for satisfying the requirements for integration
of warning information as identified by the Phase
I Warning Infegration Study.

3. To resolve certain problems still
requiring action at the completion of the Nike X
Task Force activity.

4, To provide for WWMCCS interface re-
quirements.

5. To define software requirements and
broad equipment characteristics for the NCOC dur-
ing the time pericd.

6. To publish an OEC for the NCOC appli-
cable to the 1968-1978 time period.

7. To publish an NCOC Master Plan.

(U) The DCS/Plans and Programs (J-5) was
given overall responsibility for the master plan.37
The J-5's Directorate of Systems Development (NPSD)
was given the task of directing the planning effort
under guidelines set down by the NPSD Directcr
and an Executive Council. The latter was made up
of colonel or equivalent representatives from
various J-staff agencies and the components and
was chaired by the Director NPSD. The major ac-
tivities were done by workiag groups.

(U) Work officially began on 20 December
1966 with a meeting of the Executive Council. To
begin with, publication of the Master Plan was
set tentatively for November 1967. As work pro-
gressed through 1967, however, problems and
delays arose causing several readjustments of
the schedules.

(U) There were two main problem areas that
had developed during the year. One was lack of as-
signment of personnel full time to the working panels,

I | 3 3 ]
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Uncoordinated absences of panel members returning

to their staff jobs for outside activities destroyed
continuity and diluted the achievements of the group.
The second problem was that the task of relating
functions to various configurations was much more
complex than envisioned. Much greater time was re-
quired than expected.

(U)- The Operations Committee completed its work
on three concepts in mid-November and in late Novem-
ber started work on Concept No. 4 which had been
submitted by NCOC/NHCP and presented to the Executive
Council on 22 November 1967.38 Work on this concept
was completed in late December. The requirement to
fully address Concept No., 4 delayed the final pres-
entation of the concept until February 1968. Brief-
ings to the component commands were scheduled for
February prior to convening the Conception Selection
Board.

NIKE X OPERATIONAL IMPACT STUDY

(U) 1In November 1965, the JCS asked CINCONAD
for an outline plan for a study assessing the effect
of Nike X deployment on existing and programmed
military systems, CINCONAD appointed a study group
for this purpose and a plan was submitted the next
month. The JCS took no action, however, bhecause 08D
was asking the Army for a similar study. Early in
1966, the JCS asked CONAD to review its plan in view
of the OSD-directed Army studies. On 1 April, CONAD
reaffirmed jits December plan and stressed the im-
portance of such a study.

" | On 9 May 1966, the JCS directed CINCONAD
to study the operational impact of Nike X deployment
on systems and procedures., The study was to consist
of four phases, the fourth phase being a follow-on
study of identified problems.

(U) Because the size and length of the study
would severely tax the regular staff, it was decided
to set up a separate study group. A CONAD general
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order of 26 May 1966 established the study group as
the CONAD Nike X Impact Task Force as a joint task
force under CINCONAD., At the same time, terms of
reference were published following the guidelines
in the JCS directive of 9 May. As eventually con-
stituted, the task force had 82 full-time personnel
(31 Air Force, 23 Army, 2 Navy, and 26 civilians).
Most (44) came from CONAD, the next largest group
(27) from ADC and ARADCOM, and the rest from six
other organizations,

(U) The task force consisted of a director,
deputy director, executive officer, administrative
staff, and five task groups: command and control,
weapons systems, communications, environment, and
nuclear effects., Also, a techrical advisory group
was formed. Until 15 August 1966, the task force
director was Major General F, E, Terrell, USAF. He
was succeeded by Major General Arthur G. Salisbury,
USAF.

(U) The eight-volume Phase II report was pub-
lished on 27 January 1967 and the Phase III report
on 15 February 1967, The abstract of the summary
volume (I) of the Phase II repcrt stated that the : 39

eight volume report identifies significant
operational impacts on CONAD procedures
and systems, planned for the 1975 time
frame, of the deployment ¢f a NIKE-X
antiballistic missile system for the
United States, as envisaged in DEPEX

Phase II (1 Oct 65 DA study). The report
further recommends, wherever possible,
measures to minimize the detrimental ef-
fects of these, impacts.

__1 For the follow-on Phase IV study, 30 prob-
lems in all were identified and recommended for
further study. CONAD recommended problems 21 through
30 (CONAD command and control) for further study by
the CONAD staff. Preliminary instructions were pro-
vided by the JCS on 14 March 1967, The JCS said
that study of problems 21 through 30 by the CONAD
staff should continue, with SAC collaboration on
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problem 28 (see below).40 The CONAD studies should
take cognizance of a very light Nike X deployment

as well as DEPEX II deployment. A JCS SM on 20 May
1967 confirmed authority for CONAD to continue study
on problems 21 through 30, with the exception of
problem 24 which was withdrawn. This directive

also assigned other problems to various agencies

for study.

As requested by this JCS directive, on 28
June 1967, CONAD provided the JCS with information
on what it was doing on the Phase IV problems,
CONAD stated that work on problems 21 through 30
had begun in February and was being done concurrently
by a joint NORAD/CONAD staff working group charged
with the development of an optimum concept for the
future COC.4l This was the NCOC Master Plan Working
Group (see above). CONAD pointed out that the work
being done corresponded to problems 21 and 22 and
would result in the NCOC concept development phase
of the master plan. The rest of the command and
control problems, CONAD said, were inter-related
with problems 21 and 22 and were being studied con-
currently. The solution to some of the problems
might not be found by the time the NCOC concept was
completed, CONAD continued, but should require fur-
ther study. Both the Master Plan aad a schedule
for study of remaining problems would be furnished
to the JCS.

PROBLEM 28

__1 As noted above, problem 28, identified in
the Impact Study, was to be worked on by CONAD in
collaboration with SAC. The Impact Study revealed
that the Nike X system missile warhead bursts could
interfere seriously with outbound Minuteman missiles .42
Problem 28 specifically concerned the coordination
required between CONAD and SAC for the most efficient
battle management of offensive and defensive forces
to reduce the interference problem to a minimum.

_7) A Joint Ad Hoc Study Group, with represen-
tatives from CONAD, SAC and ARADCOM, was formed tfo
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work on the problem. SAC and ARADCOM made a technical
analysis to find the extent of the interference to

be expected. This analysis was essentially completed
by 30 November 1967, The analysis, using a "worst-
case'" situation, showed considerable possible inter-
ference requiring development of a concept for
integration of offensive and defensive operations,

~ | At the December meeting of the Group,
attended also by representatives from the JCS, DA,
Sentinel Systems Command, and Bell Telephone Labor-
atories, a proposed concept was developed. This
had been sent to the major agencies concerned for
study and comment by the end of the year. Replies
were due by mid-January and a final coordinating
conference was set for late January. Submission of
a concept to the JCS was tentatively set for Feb-
ruary 1968.

__1 At the December meeting, the Greup also
identified several future tasks, such as communica-
tions requirements, war-gaming, etc, It was expected
that work on these would extenc through 1968 and
possibly beyond.

DRAFT PLAN
FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF EXECUTIVE ORDER
11161 (DOD/FAA REL.ATIONSHIPS)

(U) On 7 July 1964, the President signed Execu-
tive Order 11161 which directed the Department of
Defense and the Federal Aviation Agency to develop
rlans and procedures for the probable transfer of
the FAA to the DOD in time of war, A Memorandum of
Understanding was signed by the DOD and FAA (7 March
1966/13 April 1966) to facilitate implementation of
the executive order. On 9 June 1966, the Secretary
of Defense requested the JCS to develop proposed
directives to implement the provisions of the execu-
tive order and the DOD/FAA Memorandum of Understand-
ing. On 17 February 1967, the JCS directed CINCNORAD
to develop, in consultation with the FAA and in
coordination with other commands, a basig plan to
implement the executive order and memo.4
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(U) On 20 March 1967, a NORAD (NOOP-E) study
group was formed to develop a draft plan, A draft
was sent on 28 June to the unified and specified
commands, the services, and interested governmental
agencies for comment and concurrence. By the end
of 1967, replies had been received from all agencies
except the Army. During November, the NORAD Study
group -rewrote the draft plan, incorporating comments
received. The revised plan was sent out again for
review, A meeting with FAA was proposed at NORAD
Headquarters for January 1968,

(U) The following are highlights of the draft
plan:

1. Its purpose is to provide a basic
plan that will permit CINCNORAD and other
commanders of U.S. forces in the U.S.,
Puerto Rico and the Panama Canal Zone to
develop, with FAA, plans and agreements
for services and the exercise of opera-
tional control over FAA operational
elements during war,

2. Establishes command channels for exer-
cising operational control over FAA opera-
tional elements in the event the FAA
becomes an adjunct of the DOD.

3. Provides for the exchange of certain
military and FAA personnel, should an
exchange become necessary to accomplish
the military mission during wartime.

4., Assumes that CINCNORAD will function
as executive agent for the plan and, as
such, will coordinate military require-
ments for support and services required

of the ¥AA during war or emergencies short
of war.

5. Provides for the development of basic
plans/agreements between military commands

[ 38 ]

(This Page—*‘—“““TASSIFIED)

DECLASSIFIED



DECLASSIFIED

...........................................................

and the FAA which identify services and
support required of the FAA during war
and emergencies short of war.

6. Assigns these tasks:

a., FAA is to respond, within statu-
tory responsibilities and resources, to
military requirements in the areas of
logisties, air traffic control, commun-
ications, air surveillance and reporting.

b. USAF is to develop plans for
wartime logistics assistance to FAA
facilities, wartime flight inspection of
air navigation aids, operational control
of FAA-owned aircraft, and terminal area
ATC functions and activities.

c¢c. NORAD region commanders are to
exercise operational control over navig-
able airspace within respective area of
responsibilities during wartime.

d. DIA is to develop plans for the
operation of the National Flight Data
Center.

e. Chief of Staff Army is to develop
pPlans to safeguard communications and air
traffic control facilities.

CONAD JSOP SUBMISSION AND POSTPONEMENT
OF NADOP PUBLICATION

The CONAD submission to the Joint Strategic
Objectives Plan (JSOP), 1970-77, dated 16 October 1967,
was made a CONAD-only publication. In its letter of
transmittal to the JCS, CONAD stated that for the
past three years, the JSOP input had also been used
as the submission to the Canadian Defence Staff under
the title of the North American Aerospace Defense
Objectives Plan (NADOP).45 The 1967 JSOP submission
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included specific reference to deployment of an

ABM defense in Canada and the F-12 and AWACS for
Canada. Because of the political sensitivity of

ABM deployment to Canada, explained CONAD, and the
restrictions imposed by NSAM 197, the impact of the
Draft Presidential Memorandum, and the lack of
statutory determination on the release of U. S.
atomic information on Nike X to Canada, distribution
of the 1967 submission was confined to the JCS,
CINCAL, ADC, and ARADCOM.

" | The 1966 issue of NADOP (1969-76) was to
remain in effect for NORAD planning for the time
being. For CONAD planning, however, the JSOP sub-
mission superseded NADOP 69-76. On 13 October, NORAD
informed all interested agencies that publication of
NADOP 70-77 had been deferred pending resolution of
certain government actions.4

[40 ]
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CHAPTER
WEAPONS

INTERCEPTOR PROGRAM CHANGES
AIR DEFENSE FORCE MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

" | Near the end of 1967, a decision was made
by DOD for transition of the present air defense
system to a new system by 1974 that would include,
as currently envisaged, a modified F-106 inter-
ceptor (the F-106X), AWACS, and Over-the-Horizon
(OTH) radar. The decision was based on a Develop-
ment Concept Paper for Improved Air Defense prepared
by Mr. Norman R. Augustine of Defense Research and
Engineering. The Augustine study had been directed
by the Secretary of Defense following Air Force
efforts to get the Secretary's approval for modern-
ization of air defenses with the F-12/AWACS/OTH
(detailed in a memorandum of 30 January 1967).

The Augustine study presented several options and
recommended a system having the F-106X/AWACS/OTH
radar. It was noted in the paper that the major
shortcoming of the current F-106 was lack of a
look-down capability to engage low-altitude targets.
This capability could be achieved in the F-106 by
providing a modified fire control system and new
ajr-to-air missile.

__1 The transition of the system was to be
in two phases, many details of which were still
under study and subject to many changes. As current-
ly planned, the first phase, beginning in mid-1968
and to be completed by 1970, would constitute a
phase down to an intermediate force from the current
force structure. Phase II, to be completed by 1974,
would bring in the new system.
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" | Program Change Decision Z-7-096, approved
16 December 1967, included among its provisions
the following:1l

1. A directive to USAF to conduct a
competitive study to provide the F-106 with a down-
looking capability and to start development of the
new or modified FCS and missile thus identified.
Phase out of 12 UE in FY 1970 and start of F-106X
modification program in FY 1973 and approval of a
198 F-106X force. (Modifications to the F-106 to
create the F-106X were to include a new radome and
new radar, modification of nose for FCS and anten-
na, missile bays, simplified logistics and %mproved
maintenance, and new AIM-47-type missiles).

2. Continued development on CONUS OTH
(back-scatter) radar with production release deci-
sion in September 1970 and approval for a programmed
force of two sites beginning in FY 1973, (The final
configuration was still under study, but current
thinking called for two sites located 500 miles
inland, looking east and west in 160-degree arcs).

3. A directive to begin engineering
development of AWACS, if the ORT program was suc-
cessful, on a schedule that permitted a system
demonstration before substantial production funds
had to be committed. Demonstration of a reason-
able level of AWACS survivability was a prerequisite
to procurement. Approval of a force of 42 UE AWACS
beginning in FY 1975,

4, Phase out of existing force to Inter-
mediate Level beginning in July 1968 and consolida-
tion where possible of SAGE/BUIC, NAS, and Nike
Hercules radars,

5, Approval of a force of 66 UE C-130
aircraft. (C-130's would be introduced coincident

with F-106X IOC, On the basis of 66 C-130's there
would be one per three F-106X's).
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USAF ADC ¥-101/F-106 FORCE PROGRAM CHANGES

In early 1966, the ADC interceptor force
was programmed to phase down to a total of 20
squadrons (334 aircraft) by FY 1969, as indicated

below:
FY 67 FY 68 FY 69
F-101 Squadrons - 15 11 6
F-106 Squadrons - 13 13 13
F-104 Squadrons - 1 1 1

In September 1966, the Air Staff asked
ADC to comment on a proposed PCR for FY-68/69, 66-61.
This PCR proposed phasing out three F-106 squadrons
instead of three of the F-101 squadrons that were
programmed to phase out. The F-106's from the in-
activated squadrons would be placed in ADC's remain-
ing 12 UE, and some 18 UE, F-106 squadrons. By
doing this, ADC's fleet would be increased by about
54 aircraft above the FY 69 program and result in
nine F-101 squadrons and ten F-106 squadrons instead
of six F-101 and thirteen F-106 squadrons. The
proposed program would have had the following F-101/
F-106 force:

FY 67 FY 68 FY 69

F-101 Squadrons - 15 13 9
F-106 Squadrons - 13 11 10

This would still leave a total of 20
squadrons (counting the one F-104 squadron). It
was assumed by USAF and ADC that if the PCR was
approved by OSD, it would be approved as a whole,
that is not piecemeal, but as a package, ADC con-
curred in a message on 6 October 1966 and submitted
its plan for unit inactivations and placing of
F-106's, ADC noted that its proposal would result
in an end position of a 20-squadron force and a net
increase of 56 aircraft,

The Secretary of the Air Force approved
PCR 66-61 on 18 November 1966 and submitted it to
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OSD. On 22 November 1966, the Deputy Secretary of
Defense approved the FY 68 portion of th? PCR, but
deferred a decision on FY 69 and beyond. The FY
68 portion of the PCR provided for phase out of

two F-101 squadrons and two F-106 squadrons in-
stead of four F-101 squadrons as originally pro-
grammed, as noted above, On 8 February 1967,

USAF provided ADC with a listing of the new appgoved
force levels for the F-101/F-106 through FY 73.

As a result of OSD approving only the FY 68 portion
of the PCR, ADC stood to lose two squadrons more
than were programmed to be cut. Here is how it
worked, The F-101 force would go down to six squad-
rons in FY 69 as programmed previously, but the
F-106 force would be cut to 11 squadrons in accord-
ance with the FY 68 portion of the PCR. The new
force level as listed by USAF was as follows:

FY 67 FY 68 FY 69

F-101 Squadrons - 15 13 6
F-106 Squadrons - 13 11 11

Thus, the ADC force would be cut to 18 squadrons
in FY 69, two less than programmed before and two
less than the minimum wanted by USAF, ADC or NORAD,
The total UE would remain the same as the total
programmed before the PCR action,

The ADC Commander, General Herbert B.
Thatcher, immediately sent a message to USAF stat-
ing that he was concerned over the OSD F-101/F-106
force structure for FY 69 and beyond. ™My position
on the interceptor force required for FY 69 and
subsequent, continues to be a minimum of 20 squad-
rons, 20 main operating bases, with 18 UE or 24 UE
(390 acft) as set forth and justified in Program
Change Request 66-61."10 General Thatcher's
message urged that USAF get early OSD approval of
the complete PCR 66-61 package and that USAF
withhold revision of its program documents pending
this approval.

" | USAF fully supported ADC's position and
submitted a memo to this effect to the Secretary of
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Defense on 16 March 1967. However, the original
decision was upheld. On 4 May 1967, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense approved a PCD in response
to USAF PCR 66-61 establishing a new force level
for the F-101/F-106 squadrons (all 18 UE) from
FY 68 through FY 72 as follows:ll

FY 68 FY 69 FY 70 FY 71 FY 72

F-101 (UE/Sq) - 234/13 108/6 108/6 108/6 108/6
F-106 (UE/Sq) - 210/11 210/11 210/11 204/11 204/11

" | The OSD decision statement said that the
decrease of two squadrons in FY 69-72 compared with
the previously approved force was somewhat offset
by additional F-106's.12 The marginal increase in
fighting effectiveness that could be achieved by
adding two more F-101 squadrons was not considered
worth the cost and was overshadowec¢ by a possible
decision on force modernization. The costs and
manpower for the F-106 squadrons were unchanged by
this decision. F-101 manpower and operating costs
for FY 69-72 were cut from previous authorizations
by around 981 personnel and $9.5 million each year.

~ | USAF directed ADC to submit by 31 May its
recommended bed-down for the approved ¥Y 69 force
of 18 squadrons. The ADC recommendation called for
elimination of Richards-Gebaur AFB and Paine AFB as
main operating bases, plus additional shifts of
squadrons between bases to adjust between the cur-
rent disposition of forces and the final mix of
F-106 and F-101 squadrons. In the DOB progranm,
ADC would eliminate Grand Island, Nebraska_(see
also section on dispersal, this chapter). In
regard to the cut from 20 to 18 squadrons, ADC said
this was a matter of great concern to NORAD and
itself and that it wished to reiterate that the cut
would seriously degrade the CONUS defense posture,

" | On 17 May 1967, CINCNORAD, General R. J.
Reeves, wrote to the Chairman of the JCS, General
Earle G. Wheeler, that he was seriously concerned
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over this action taken directly by 0OSD to USAF
withogt reference, apparently, to NORAD or the

JCS.1 General Reeves said that he strongly
urged the JCS to recommend to the Secretary of
Defense that he fully approve USAF PCR 66-61. The
decision, he said, to approve only the FY 68 por-
tion weakened the defense posture. In an attach-
ment to the letter, it was pointed out that
CINCNORAD had consented to PCR 66-61 as a package
only and that he would never have consented to it
had there been reascn to believe that it would not
be treated as a package.

General Wheeler replied on 6 June that
the phase down of Century-series interceptors with-
out the introduction of a modern interceptor was
of major concern to the JCS,16 He said that the
JCS had supported the objectives of the USAF PCR
and that the JCS had been consistent in their view
that there should be no cut in FY 68 force levels
until deployment of the F-12 was approved. He said
the effect of the recent decision was recognized,
but thought it more appropriate for the JCS to
withhold comment on the interceptor program until
August when the 1967 Draft Presidential Memorandum
was addressed.

__T At the end of 1967, Program Change Decision

Z-7-096, discussed earlier, approved the previously
programmed phase out of seven F-101 squadrons in
FY 69 and retained the remaining six squadrons
through FY 1974.17 Program Budget Decision 388,
signed 18 December 1967, required the phase out of
the seven F-101 squadrons in the first quarter of
FY 1969.18

PROPOSED EXCHANGE OF CF-101's FOR F-101's

" | In June 1967, the commander of the Canadian

Air Defence Command recommended to the Chief of the
Canadian Defence Staff that the RCAF CF-101's be
replaced by USAF ADC F-101's being phased out of
the latter's inventory.l9 The reasoning behind the
proposal was that it made little sense to retire

[ 49 ]

s

DECLASSIFIED




AD.ED_ATSIFIED

the USAF aircraft with their sophisticated,
improved fire contrcl system and to keep the
unimproved Canadian aircraft., Even though the
Air Force F-101's were slated for conversion to
a reconnaissance mission, the airframes of the
Canadian and USAF aircraft were alike so the
Canadian planes could be converted to a recon-
naissance mission.

__1 At any rate, on 1 August 1967, NORAD
concurred with the proposal in a letter to the
USAF Chief of Staff.20 NORAD asked that the latter
recommend to DOD that favorable consideration be
given to the exchange, The Air Force Chief of
Staff answered that he agreed with the reasoning
behind the proposal and that he would recommend
the exchange if asked by DOD, 21

ANG FIGHTER INTERCEPTOR CONVERSION PROGRAM

__1 There were twenty-one ANG fighter-inter-
cepter sguadrons assigned an ADC mission. Nineteen
of these squadrons were equipped with F-102 aircraft.
The ANG F-102 conversion was completed on 6 November
1967 when the last of the nineteen squadrons, the
186th FIS, Great Falls, IAP, Montana, became opera-
tional.

Two squadrons, the 124th FIS, Des Moines
MAP, Iowa, and the 132d FIS, Dow AFB, Maine, re-
mained equipped with F-89J's, Originally, all 21
of the squadrons were to convert to F-102's -- the
124th in April 1967 and the 132d in June 1967, But
in February 1967, USAF submitted tc DOD a PCR pro-
posing keeping F-89's in two squadrons for two more
years, through FY 4/69.23 The reason stemmed from
an OSD-levied requirement to furnish F-102's to
Turkey and Greece during 1968 and 1969 under the
Military Assistance Program., The PCR (66-79) was
approved by OSD on 7 April 1967.24
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INTERCEPTOR DEPLOYMENT
COLLEGE SHOES

__1 Background. In March 1963, two Soviet
aircraft overfiew the Alaskan NORAD Region., CINCAL
then repeated a request he had made the previous
year for a replacement for his F-102's, stating
that this aircraft was not adequate to cope with
cold-war overflights of Alaska by high-performance
Soviet aircraft. CINCNORAD recommended that a por-
tion of ANR's aircraft be replaced with F-4C's
diverted from Tactical Air Command or with F-106/
F-101 aircraft rotated from ADC. The JCS concurred
in the need for an immediate improvement, but ruled
out the F-4C because it would not be available soon
enough to solve the immediate problem., USAF then
asked ADC, NORAD and ALCOM to develop a plan to
solve the near-term problem. The result was an
operations plan calling for augmentation of the
F-102's with eight ADC F-106 s on a rotational basis.
The plan was first called "Eve Ball," but was later
nicknamed WHITE SHOES. It continued under this
name until publication of ADC Operations Plan 17-66,
15 August 1966, when the name was changed to COLLEGE
SHOES., Alert commitment by 1'-106's was first as-
sumed on 17 July 1963,

__1 Status. Deployment of eight F-106's to
Alaska continued during 1967. Deployment was in
accordance with ADC OPLAN 17-66 which provided for
two squadrons to share the COLLEGE SHOES commitment
with four aircraft and five crews each, rotating
every four months (eight squadrons were involved at
some time during 1967). This sharing of the load
by two squadrons at a time for a four-month period
was developed by ADC in the spring of 1966 to ease
the burden on any one unit. The aircraft were de-
ployed to Elmendorf AFB. The ADC OPLAN provided
for subsequent redeployment by AAC, if necessary, to
meet operational needs. Detachment 1, 325 Fighter
Wing, at Elmendorf, provided support.
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__1 In the meantime, efforts and study con-
tinued on getting F-4C's for Alaska. In mid-1964,
a USAF study group had concluded that an F-102/F-4C
combination would best serve the air defense mis-
sion in Alaska., At that time, the JCS directed
continuation of the F-106 deployment until the
first quarter of FY 1966 when the F-106's would
be replaced by a rotational TAC squadron of 18
F-4C's, The F-102 squadron in Alaska, the 317th,
was to be cut from 44 aircraft to 26 aircraft, In
August 1965, this cut was made and the following
month, the 389th TFS, with 18 F-4C's deployed to
Elmendorf.

But the latter deployment was short-lived,.
In December 1965, the TAC F-4C deployment was sus-
pended to meet SEA requirements and USAF approved
continuation of the ADC F-106 deployment.

~ | The 317th FIS, Elmendorf, was originally
programmed for inactivation in FY 4/67, In June
1966, USAF said that through informal discussion
with OSD it had learned that the 317th would prob-
ably be extended until the mission could be assumed
by a TAC squadron. ©On 5 August 1966, the Secretary
of Defense approved extending the 317th to FY 1/69,
with the UE to remain at 26 F-102's. On 21 Septem-
ber 1967, an Air Force PCR (67-94) was submitted
to OSD ca%%ing for extension for one more year (to
FY 1/70). The PCR stated that F-4's would not
be available for Alaska in FY 69 because of SEA
requirements being extended for one year.26

~ | Program Change Decision %-7-096, 16
December 1967, extended the Alaskan F-102 squadron
through FY 1969,27

COLLEGE GOOSE

The 59th FIS (F-102's), Goose AB, Labrador,
had been scheduled for inactivation at the end of
FY 1967. ADC had sought to keep an interceptor
capability there until the AWACS/IMI were available
and had pushed for this during 1965 and 1966,
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NORAD, however, had not fully supported station-
ing interceptors at Goose in view of the programmed
cut in interceptor force strength, The OSD-set
level at that time was a 20-squadron force. In
August 1966, ADC asked NORAD's backing for its
position of keeping interceptors at Goose until
AWACS/IMI were available. This was in connection
with a USAF reclama of the 20-squadron force. If
the reclama was successful, ADC wanted to station
F-101's at Goose. If not, ADC wanted to deploy a
detachment of F-106's. NORAD replied that it could
not support permanent deployment but had no objec-
tion to intermittent deployment of small units of
CONUS-based interceptors. In the meantime, the UE
of the 59th FIS was cut from 33 to 18 aircraft,.

Late in 1966, USAF proposed early inacti-
vation of the 59th to obtain resources for South-
east Asia, ADC objected but USAF recommended early
inactivation to the JCS., NORAD told the JCS it had
no objection but that the action should be coordi-
nated with Canada. On 11 November 1966, the 59th
inactivation was moved up to January 1967, The
squadron was relieved from alert on 17 November 1966.

Meanwhile, the ADC commander told CINCONAD
that he wanted to deploy a detachment of CONUS-based
aircraft to Goose Bay. CINCNORAD concurred on 12
December 1966 with placing a detachment of six air-
craft at Goose. ADC established a deployment
program called COLLEGE GOOSE, S8Six F-106's from
the 27th FIS, Loring AFB, Maine, were to be sent
to Goose and placed under Northern NORAD Region
operational control, The latter limited the F-106
alert requirement at Goose to three-hour status,

The in-place date of the detachment (Detachment 2,
27th FIS) was originally set for 7 January 1967,
but was delayed to 17 January to allow time for
State Department coordination with the Canadian
Government .28

__1 In a message on 20 January 1967, ADC asked
if Goose AB met the requirements of a Dispersed
Operating Base for the 27th FIS, if additional 27th
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FIS aircraft were to be deployed to Goose at in-
creased DEFCON's, and if prepositioning of nuclear
weapons at Goose AB was a requirement. 9 NORAD
replied on 14 February that Goose was not considered
a desirable dispersal base for survivability at
increased DEFCON's.30 1In answer to the second
guestion, NORAD said it had concurred with the in-
tention of the Commander NNR to move the inter-
ceptors from Goose to Loring at increased DEFCCN's,
In view of the above, NORAD said that positioning
of primary weapons at Goose was not required.

ADC proposed to replace the F-106's at
Goose with F-101's. On 1 April, NORAD pointed
out to NNR that the F-106 fleet was heavily involved
in activities in addition to COLLEGE GOOSE, but that
the force of F-101's was not involved in a major
deployment and not facing a major modification pro-
gram. For this reason, NORAD said it was felt that
F-~101 units could better support COLLEGE GOOSE . 31
NORAD asked NNR if F-101's, if deployed to Goose,
would be left to fight in place or redeployed with-
in NNR at increased DEFCON's, if nuclear storage and
loading would be required, and what alert status
would be required.

__1 NNR answered that if the deployed aircraft
were those planned for augmentation of NNR at in-
creased DEFCON's, these aircraft would redeploy in
accordance with the NNR Operations Plan, i.e.,
F-101's would redeploy to Bagotville at DEFCON 3.32
But if the aircraft were from other sources that
were not committed to NNR at any time, NORAD should
decide on whether the aircraft would fight in place
or be returned to their home base. NNR said that
if the decision was made to fight out of Goose AB,
then nuclear weapons would have to be stored at
Goose AB or a quick reaetion airlift capability
developed., NNR answered, in reply to the third ques-
tion, that the alert status should be that which
would meet USAF ADC requirements as the initiating
agency for the deployment commitment. NNR stated
that, as it had said in the previous message, it
considered an ID capability no longer necessary in
the 37th NORAD Division.
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__1 In a message tc ADC and NNR on 4 May 1967,
NORAD concurggd with the substitution of F-101's
for F-106's, NORAD told NNR that the six F-101's
at Goose AB would be considered part of the pro-
grammed NNR deployment force in lieu of six
aircraft from the 60th FIS,Otis AFB., NORAD also
stated that provision of nuclear weapons at Goose
AB would give NNR increased flexibility in the em-
ployment of forces.

.........................................................

" | The initial 90-day deployment of F-101's
to Goose AB was made on 1 June 1967 by 24 FIS,
Suffolk County AFB, New York.34 Earlier, on 1 April
1967, the detachment had been made a permanent de-
tachment of the 37th Air Divis.on and designated
Detachment 1.39

__1 Because of reductions in ADC operating
funds (see Chapter I), however., the detachment and
the deployment of F-101's were discontinued. Early
in October, ADC proposed certa:n cuts among which
was the discontinuance of the Goose F-101 deploy-
ment. USAF approved this recommendation on 20
October.36 On 27 October, USAF said to discontinue
the deployment to Goose effect:ve FY 2/68 in ac-
cordance with an ADC Air Staff Board presentation
of 11 October and a NORAD/USAF,RCAF meeting of 26
October.37 At the latter meeting, it was also
recommended that NORAD advise (anadian authorities.,
On 2 November 1967, NORAD notified Canadian Defence
Command and NNR, and on 3 November Canadian Forces
Headquarters for the attention of the Minister of
National Defence and the Chief of Defence Staff,38
The latter message stated that Detachment 1, 37 Air
Division at Goose AB would be discontinued on 31
December 1967. All interceptor operations were to
cease on 30 November with the return of the F-101
aircraft and crews to their hore base,

COLLEGE KEY

~ | CINCONAD, in a message dated 11 June 1963,
and CINCNORAD, in a letter dated 26 January 1965,
established a requirement for &« continuous all-
weather interceptor alert capability at Key West,
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Florida. The alert commitment was to be as speci-
fied by CONAD through the Commander of the Southern
Region and the CONAD Commander at Key West, but

not less than two aircraft on 5-minute readiness.
This was to be met by a detachment at Key West of
enough aircraft to support the currently-estab-
lished alert commitment. The UE authorized was
established at first at eight F-102's. From 1
August 1965 to 1 July 1966, the 326th FIS, Richards-
Gebaur AFB, met the requirement through rotational
deployments of its F-102's and aircrews,

| On 1 July 1966, the 326th was released
from the commitment and it was taken over by the
4756 Air Defense Wing, 14th Air Force. The alert
was supported by a detachment of the 4756th perman-
ently stationed at Key West. In August 1966, USAF
informed ADC that OSD felt that the alert could be
met with less than eight aircraft.3%9 ADC and USAF
defended the need for eight aircraft, but on 4
January 1967, USAF advised that OSD had approved
six F-102's for the alert detachment at Key West,40

__1 Guidance for implementing the Key West
mission during 1966 and up to September 1967 was
provided by ADC Operation Plan 38-66. The plan was
called "Key West Alert" in the 1 January 1966 issue.
But a revision issued on 1 July 1966, to provide
for the change from the 326th to the 4756th, nick-
named the mission COLLEGE KEY. The latter plan was
rescinded4 however, by ADC letter dated 11 Septem-
ber 1967.41 After this date, 14th Air Force
mission directives provided instructions. ADC
reconfirmed the alert requirement in a message on
27 October 1967.42

COLLEGE CADENCE

"] In the spring of 1965, following the de-
ployment of ADC F-104's to Puerto Rico at the time
of the Dominican Republic crisis, ADC gave thought
to the desirability of creating a special force for
such contingencies. An August 1965 study proposed
three squadrons of F-4's for this purpose. The plan
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called for a Mobile Air Defense Package (MADPAC).
USAF considered the idea valid but did not want to
transfer F-4's from TAC to ADC. A later 1965
MADPAC plan then proposed an initial MADPAC force
of three F-102 squadrons. F-106's were also sug-
gested for a MADPAC force and ADC asked that they
be equipped for in-flight refueling. ADC, with
NORAD backing, wanted the MADPAC force additive to
a regular force of 29 squadrons. While no force for
MADPAC was approved, some F-102's were fitted for
in-flight refueling and approval came in early 1966
for fitting F-106's with in-flight refueling,.

" | In May 1967, ADC sent a draft of its
Aerospace Objectives Plan 1967-82 to CONAD for re-
view., The plan included an anticipated USAF require-
ment for a world-wide Mobile Air Defense force
created with F-106's on the assumption that USAF
would make up the deficit with F-4's.43 CONAD ob-
jected to the dilution of capability entailed in
the proposal unless replacement forces were made
available., In a letter to ADC on 9 August 1967,
CONAD stated that the:44

proposals for the early and rapid
phase out of ¥-106's prior to intro-
duction of the F-12 and utilizing the
F-106's as a Mobile Air Defense Force
in lieu of modernization of the Air
National Guard squadrons committed to
the air defense mission, are unaccept-
able dilutions of the air defense
capability NORAD/CONAD considers the
minimum essential for air defense of
the North American continent...,.NORAD/
CONAD cannot concur with proposals to
establish mobile air defense forces
for contingency deployments to other
theaters unless the Joint Chiefs of
Staff specifically designate forces
to perform this mission and those
forces so designated are in addition
to those this headquarters considers
the minimum essential for the air
defense of North America.
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__1 In the meantime, on 1 August 1967, ADC
published Operation Plan 76-67, COLLEGE CADENCE,
It was prepared in response to a USAF request to
prepare a draft Air Force manual +to provide guid-
ance for mobile air defense world-wide and an ADC
mobility p1an.45 The concept of operations in the
OPLAN stated that ADC's role in the USAF mission
of projecting tactical air power into any contin-
gency or conflict situation was to provide air
defense forces. This would involve deploying inter-
ceptors and, if necessary, in austere operating
conditions, AEW&C aircraft or mobile radar and
command and control.

" | The plan stated that it was assumed that
use of NORAD forces would be under low intensity
situations where tensions between major powers were
not significantly increased. It was further assum-
ed, the plan said, that the decision to deploy
interceptors to overseas areas would be approved
by the JCS. Under such conditions, the forces
could be safely detached, subject to quick recall
if growing tensions indicated a threat to the CONUS,
The plan tasked in-flight-refuelable F-106 units
(four squadrons) to be prepared to deploy elements
of six aircrafit overseas on 24 to 72 hours notice.
Deployment was to be on a rotational basis with a
maximum TDY period for personnel of 179 days.

A draft of the proposed Air Force manual
for World-Wide Employment of Air Defense Forces was
sent by ADC to CONAD for review. 1In a letter dated
13 November 1967, CONAD replied that it generally
concurred in the manual.46 However, CONAD recom-
mended that the relationships between the JCS, unified
commanders and ADC be made clear. CONAD wanted it
stated that decisions to deploy air defense units
would be made only by the JCS and that recommenda-
tions to the JCS would be made by CINCONAD. Further,
CONAD stated that it was assumed that air defense
forces required for mobility purposes would be
properly evaluated and programmed so as not to com-
promise the CONAD primary mission.
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__1 Meanwhile, at USAF's request, ADC planned
a training deployment of six ¥-106's to USAFE in
February 1968 for fifteen days under COLLEGE CADENCE.
CINCONAD did not concur.47 It was CONAD's position
that such a deployment was premature, that forces
programmed for world-wide deployment should be
additive to the programmed NORAD force, that any
deployment outside the CONUS should be approved by
the JCS, and that the JCS were not officially aware
of the ADC proposals and so could not give any
approvals. On 21 November, ADC sent the training
deployment proposal to USAF, stating the CONAD did
not concur and that the latter stated that any de-
ployment must be approved by tae JCcs .48

__1 USAF's reply on 24 November suggested a
shorter deployment to Hickam AFB, Hawaii.39 USAF
said that perhaps CONAD would not object to a de-
ployment of a week or less.

In a letter on 6 December 1967, CONAD
advised the JCS of the Air Force actions on world-
wide defense depioyment including COLLEGE CADENCE
and the proposed training deployment and the pro-
posed Air Force manual. CONAD said it did not object
to ADC planning for world-wide air defense but was
deeply concerned with the potential effect on the
mission if ADC was tasked to provide world-wide de-
ployment forces .90 (CONAD said that full implementa-
tion of COLLEGE CADENCE would mean a considerable
cut in its forces, CONAD explained that while the
ADC forces were to come back to the CONUS during a
worsening world situation, it was possible that
during rapid escalation of tensions these forces
would be in transit and not responsive to anyone.
CONAD concluded that it agreed with the concept of
a world-wide ADC mission if the forces for such
were made available and that the decision to deploy
was made by the JCS in coordination with CONAD.

On 20 December 1967, ADC recommended to
USAF that the iraining deployment not be made at
this time.d1 ADC said that after discussion with
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CONAD, it believed that it was more propitious to
demonstrate and further develop the capabilities
of the AAR-modified F-106 to improve CONUS defense.

RETENTION OF 57th FIS IN ICELAND

In August 1966, ADC pointed out to NORAD
that the 57th FIS at Keflavik, Iceland, was pro-
grammed to be inactivated in FY 1/68 but might be
extended to FY 3/68. ADC recommended that the 57th
be extended indefinitely and asked for NORAD's
concurrence., On 6 September, NORAD replied that
it did not object to indefinite extension as long
as this caused no further reduction in CONUS
forces, OSD approved retention of the 37th through
the 3d quarter of FY 1968.

__1 In February 1967, at the request of the
JCS, CINCLANT submitted additional justification
for further retention of the 57th.92 CINCLANT
stated that keeping the squadron beyond March 1968
was essential and vital to the U. S, and NATO de-
fense posture. The CINCLANT letter said that
rising Soviet air, surface, and submarine opera-
tions, and USSR interest in the Norwegian Sea and
North Atlantic, pointed up the need for a continued
air detection, identification and interception
capabhility over those areas.

__1 At mid-1967, a JCS recommendation for
keeping the squadron was sent to 0SD,93 And on 9
September 1967, OSD stated a decision to retain the
57th in Iceland through FY 1969,°54

WEAPONS DISPERSAL

The weapons dispersal procedures and
facilities of 1967 evolved from a June 1961 JCS
directive to NORAD to develop plans to increase
survivability of the air defense system. The plans
were to provide for protection of interceptors by
dispersal and other means. The first dispersal
plan, ADC OPLAN 20-61, was issued on 30 November
1961, providing guidance and assigning tasks and
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listing some 40 U, S. and Canadian bases desired
for dispersal.

(U) Guidance during 1967 was provided by NORAD
Operations Order 300N-67, 1 January 1967, Air De-
fense of the North American Continent (ADNAC);

CONAD Operation Order 300C-66, 2 May 1966 (CONAD
ADNAC 300C-66); and ADC Operation Order 300-65, 1
February 1965, Fighter Dispersal, until superseded
by ADC Operation Plan 300-67, Weapons Survival and
Reconstitution, 15 June 1967.

U. S. DISPERSAL BASES

__1 In 1962, an interim dispersal program was
established and late in the year, DOD approved
ADC's proposed permanent dispersal plan. This was
initiated on 1 July 1963 when ADC rescinded the
interim dispersal plan and directed implementation
of the permanent program. The initial program
called for 21 dispersal bases in the U, S, and
nine in Canada. 1In 1964, only 17 of the 21 bases
were approved, however, for construction by DOD.
Then at the end of 1964, the programmed interceptor
force was to be cut to 20 squadrons and ADC changed
its dispersal requirement to 18 U. S. bases and two
Canadian bases. In 1965, USAF approved 17 U. S.
bases. Three Canadian bases were to be negotiated
with Canada. NORAD and ADC wanted two more Cana-
dian bases, but agreed with USAF on a requirement
for four (see discussion below). Of the 17 CONUS
bases, 16 were to be developed to a Phase III
capability and one to a Phase II (Stewart).

Fifteen bases in the U. S, were developed
to a Phase III capability by May 1967. The planned
16th Phase III base, Key West, was never developed,
By this time, however, there had been a further cut
in the programmed ADC interceptor force to 18 squad-
rons. In a message to USAF on 26 May 1967, ADC
provided its proposed bed-down for the 18-squadron
force and recommended discontinuance of one Dis-
persed Operating Base, Grand Island, Nebraska, in
FY 69.99 This would cut the DOB's in the CONUS to 14,
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__1 None of the 15 Phase III DOB's in the
U. S, in 1967 had full Phase III capability, but
were Phase III (Modified) bases. The reason was
that personnel resources were inadequate to support
full Phase 111 operation. One thing this meant was
that the number of aircraft continuously dispersed
and on alert at the DOB was cut from four to two.

" | In 1967, there were also four other bases
in the U. S, established as dispersal bases, three
with a Phase II capability and one with only a
Phase I capability. In the ADC OPLAN 300-67, noted
above, ADC stated that one permanent DOB had been
programmed for each of the 18 sguadrons remaining
throughout the current 5-year programming period.
As long as more than 18 squadrons remained in the
ADC force, certain interim actions were necessary
to provide for survival of the units lacking a
Phase III dispersal capability. More than one
squadron was assigned to certain of the permanent
bases.

CANADIAN DISPERSAL BASES

~ | As discussed above, in 1964, ADC had
stated a minimum requirement for 18 CONUS and two
Canadian DOB's under iits 20-squadron force. In
January 1965, USAF had approved 17 CONUS bases, and
three Canadian bases for negotiation, NORAD felt
that two more bhases in Eastern Canada were needed.
ADC agreed and so advised USAF, The latter said
that five could not be obtained but that four might
be approved and both NORAD and ADC concurred.
NORAD and ADC chose Namao, Cold Lake, Portage
La Prairie, and Val D'Or and with Canadian approval
site surveys were made by ADC in the spring of 1965.

USAF concurred in these bases and the
JCS agreed with the requirement and forwarded it
to DOD in late 1965. DOD requested more informa-
tion and alternative plans. In 1966, NORAD stated
its concern at the delay and the JCS reaffirmed
the requirement to DOD., In June 1966, the State
Department sent instructions to the U. S.
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Ambassador to Canada to propose a governmental
agreement on dispersal. For diplomatic reasons,
the proposal was not officially submitted until
September 1966. No decision or agreement had been
made by the end of 1967. It was possible that
nothing would be done until after negotiation had
been completed on the NORAD agrecment,

PLAN FOR ANG, AUGMENTATION FORCE AND
REGULAR FORCE DISPERSAL AND DEPLOYMENT

" | With the cut in the regular ADC interceptor
force to 18 squadrons by FY 1969, it was seen that
the ANG fighters would come to play an increasingly
important role in air defense operations. 1In its
OPLAN 300-67, ADC provided an ANG interceptor dis-
persal plan to give these units increased sur-
vivability. The plan did not cail for permanent
dispersal facilities similar to those for the
regular units, but for development of an ANG
mobility capability to support deployment of eight
interceptors to selected bases upon declaration of
DEFCON 1.

" | ADC's OPLAN provided a ctentative deploy-
ment base for each ANG squadron. On 10 July 1967,
ADC advised NORAD of the plan and requested
approval for DEFCON 1 strategic warning deploy-
ment of ANG F-102 units based along the northern
border to Canadian bases other than those listed
in the NORAD ADNAC.56 NORAD replied on 17 July
that it did not fully concur with the concept or
alignments, primarily from the standpoint of
survivability and the use of Canadian bases.97
The upshot was that NORAD and ADC agreed to set
up a joint working group to examine all planned
regular and augmentation dispersul/deployments. By
14 August 1967, the group had developed an ANG base
alignment that was acceptable to both commands.

ADC was to request USAF approval to make surveys
at the selected bases.

" | In the meantime, the ADC-NORAD working
group considered the entire problem of fighter
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dispersal because it found that dispersal of the
ANG or Category II augmentation forces could not
be considered in isclation. A detailed proposal
for fighter dispersal and deployment in the 1969-
79 time period came out of the study and was
forwarded to region commanders for comment on 16
October 1967.99 It was noted that the recommen-
dations were based on operational considerations
only and were not, at the time, the official posi-
tion of CINCNORAD or Commander ADC,

PROPOSED AIRBORNE ALERT
AND PROPOSED EDICT PLAN

~ | On 14 April 1967, NORAD asked the regions
and ADC to comment on a proposal to establish an
airborne survivable alert. NORAD explained that
current procedures provided for flushing aircraft
on BMEWS warning, actual missile attack, or an
actual NUDET. The procedures were based on some
type of detection timely enough for reaction. But
now there were weapon systems available or in
development that would not give time for flush.
NORAD cited as examples sub-launched cruise or
ballistic missiles (SLCM/SLBM) and fractional
orbital bombardment satellites (FOBS),

__1 Procedures were needed, NORAD continued,
that permitted selective, precautionary flushing
based on intelligence information, Intelligence
could indicate the probability of an attack that
would not give enough reaction time. This could
be used to scramble aircraft in the threatened area,
thus, an "airborne survivable alert."

NORAD decided to abandon the plan, however,
after all the comments were received. On 23
August 1967, NORAD advised the regions and ADC
that there was a consensus of concern over two
points.6l These were the capability of the intel-
ligence system to produce timely and valid warning
of an impending SLBM/SLCM/FOBS/MOBS attack, and
the effect of a prolonged airborne alert.
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__1 NORAD said that the probability of get-
ting strategic intelligence of the launching of
this type of attack was very low. Detection of
a potential attack threat would probably result
in an extended liability period and a graduated
increase in DEFCON's. Also, it was expected
that the interval between an SLBM/SLCM/FOBS/MOBS
attack and impact of a major ICBM attack would be
extremely short, This would result in flushing
selected groups of interceptors to airborne alert
almost simultaneously with normal flushing on BMEWS
warning or known detonations. NORAD concluded that
a more practical solution to intelligence warning
of an SLBM/SLCM/FOBS/MOBS attack would be greater
dispersal of the force to non-time sensitive bases
where it could respond to normal flush orders
generated by BMEWS or known detections.

" | On 18 October 1967, NORAD instructed re-
gion and division commanders by message to formulate
prlans to execute a plan called Evacuation and Dis-
persal of Interceptors from Critical Targets
(EDICT).62 Interim procedures were provided that
were issued as an attachment <o a letter on the
EDICT plan issued on 19 October. 1In this letter,
it was pointed out that it had been determined
that increased dispersal to survivable bases pro-
vided the only viable solution to the problem.63
NORAD said that the current dispersal program was
designed to achieve an optimum posture between
tactical positioning and maximum survivability.
There was increased dispersal at DEFCON 3 with a
maximum at DEFCON 1. Because of the inability to
effectively flush to cope with the sub-launched or
FOBS/MOBS type of threat, dispersal beyond the
current maximum seemed warranved.

~ | NORAD said it had developed a tentative

procedure for this embodying elements of both flush
and dispersal. The basis of the procedure was the
idea that any pre-ICBM attack would be concentrated
on critical time-sensitive command control/retalia-
tory targets and that interceptor forces at these
targets would be vulnerable to an SLBM/SLCM/FOBS/
MOBS attack. To reduce this vulnerability,
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dispersal would be fully implemented and also air-
craft at pre-selected critical targets would be
evacuated to more survivable main or dispersal
bases. This would be done after CINCNORAD decided
it was warranted by a submarine or FOBS/MOBS
threat.

| During JCS Exercise High Heels 67, 24
October through 1 November 1967, EDICT was imple-
mented after other dispersal had been ordered.

ADC reported to NORAD on this in a message on 22
November. ADC said that no problems were noted.64
The support staff, ADC said, received no requests
from NORAD for special assistance even though some
interceptors were deployed to non-dispersal bases,
ADC recommended, however, that interceptors not

be deployed to locations where air defense com-
munications, fuel, etc. had not been prepositioned,
except in extreme emergencies. It was ADC's
recommendation that maximum use be made of DOB's
and main bases until the proposed ANG dispersal
and TAC augmentation deployment bases became fully
operational.

(U) NORAD asked its regions to comment on
EDICT also. These comments were still coming in
and being evaluated at the end of 1967.

MISSILE PROGRAMS
SENTINEL SYSTEM

__1 One of the most significant developments
in aerospace defense was the go-ahead given by the
Secretary of Defense on 18 September 1967 for
production and "thin" deployment of the Nike X in
what was to be called the Sentinel System. This
was ten years after the old Nike Zeus project was
established. The Zeus project, established on 14
March 1957, came out of a study made on a grant
given in 1955 by the Army to Bell Telephone Labora-
tories and Douglas Aircraft on ground-to-air
missile systems capable of engaging the threat in
the 1960-70 period.
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__1 The Zeus program never got beyond a
research and development stage, however, and in
1963 it was replaced by the Nike X program. By
1967, the Nike X system was being developed to
combat various threats including ICBM's, SLBM's,
ERBM's, de-orbiting satellites, and fractional
orbit-re-entry vehicles. The basic system con-
sisted of Perimeter Acquisition Radars (PAR),
Multi-function Phased Array Radars (MAR), Missile
Site Radars (MSR), data processing equipment, and
Spartan and Sprint missiles. The Spartan was to
be used primarily for long-range, high altitude
intercepts. The Sprint was a short-range, high-
acceleration missile,

~ | From 1958 on, NORAD had stated a require-
ment for an active AICBM in each of its annual
cbjectives plans as a primary requirement, Starting
in 1960, NORAD placed an AICBM capability in first
priority for allocation of resources. In the 1962
NADOP, NORAD said that Zeus was the only system
available and placed its deplcyment in first
priority. With the dropping cf Zeus, NORAD backed
development of Nike X, The current NORAD require-
ment was stated in NADOP 1969-76, 1 November 1966.
NORAD stated that the most serious deficiency in
aerospace defense was the lack of an active ballis-
tic missile defense weapons system, NORAD recom-
mended placing the highest priority on attaining
a terminal ballistic missile defense. Seven Nike X
defenses were required by end FY 72 and 25 by end
FY 76,

__1 In the meantime the Army was developing
a number of deployment plans. One of these was
the Light Attack Defense Option (LADO). This was
proposed to the Secretary of Defense in October
1965, but was disapproved in January 1966 and a
deployment decision postponed for another year.
The Army went ahead with its deployment studies,
known as DEPEX., Based on LADC, DEPEX proposed
deployment in phases.

" | Early in December 1966, the Secretary of
Defense made an oral request to DA to provide a
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plan for a thin Nike X deployment.65 A number of
constraints were laid down by the Secretary: an
expenditure of around $3.5 billion, defense against
an early Chinese Communist threat, defense of ex-
isting Minuteman to some degree, and provisions

for safeguard against accidental launch.

__1 On 20 December 1966, DA presented a plan
for limited deployment to the Secretary of Defense.
This plan or model was designated Nike X Deploy-
ment Model 1-67 (DEMOD 1-67). The deployment
consisted of PAR's and MSR's only along with Spartan
and Sprint missiles. It would provide for a thin
area defense of CONUS and also Alaska and Hawaii,
protect to some degree existing Minuteman sites,
and safeguard against an accidental launch of a
small number of ICBM's by a foreign power. The
addition of defense of Alaska and Hawaii raised
the cost to around $5 billion (versus the $3.5
billion constraint of DOD),

__1 On 15 August, the Montgomery Committee
(Mr. Montgomery was a former Assistant DDR&E for
Offense Systems) which was formed to validate the
DEMOD 1-67 threat and verify that it would be
effective against the threat, reported to the
Secretary of Defense.67 It reported that the
DEMOD 1-67 threat was realistic and achievable
and that a 1-67 deployment would be effective
against such a threat.

~ | The Secretary of Defense made the decision
on 18 September 1967 for produgtion of Nike X based
on the DEMOD 1-67 deployment.®® The objectives of
the deployment were to provide protection of U. S.
cities to some degree against the CPR threat and
protection of Minuteman squadrons to some degree
against a postulated Soviet threat. Damage denial
was to be provided against the early CPR/ threat
and damage limiting against a later Chinese threat
and survival of Minuteman against the Soviet
threat.

A review was made of the 1-67 deployment,
dated 5 July 1967, to align this deployment with
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the time-oriented threat and defense objectives.
Two changes in the 1-67 deplovment were recom-
mended: 6

1. Acceleration of the production schedule
by nine months. This would add $200 million cost
to the current program and would more closely
match the postulated threat build-up. This sched-
ule called for the first site to be operational in
April 1972 and the last in October 1973.

2. Addition of two faces (for four in
all) to all MSR's at the Minuteman sites. By
providing 360-degree coverage. the MSR's would be
protected from a FOBS or SLBM attack from the
south,

__T The organization for establishing the new
system was announced by the Secretary of Defense
on 3 November 1967. The system, once called
Thinex, DEMOD 1-67, etc., was named the Sentinel
System.70 Lieutenant General Alfred D. Starbird
was named the Army's Sentinel System Manager.

Nike X R&D was to continue at nearly the current
funding level. The former Advanced Development
Group of the Nike X Project Office was to now be-
come the Nike X Project Office. The remainder of
the old NXPO was to be the Sentinel System Command.
The latter was being augmented by elements of the
Corps of Engineers, Army Materiel Command, Stra-
tegic Communications Command, and the Continental
Army Command.

In the CONAD submission to JSOP 70-77, 16
October 1967, which was prepared too soon to re-
flect information on the DOD deployment decision,
CONAD recommended deployment of Nike X in a DEPEX-
type configuration and addition of coverage of
Minuteman fields. CONAD also recommended use of
the Canadian deployment option to obtain a signif-
icant defense in depth; expansion of Nike X
deployment as rapidly as possible, consistent
with the threat; and acceleration of R&D programs
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for boost and mid-course ABM systems and DICBM
defense capability. CONAD said it required by
end ¥FY 1977, four Canadian sites, 25 U. S. area
sites, and 32 U. S. terminal sites.

As matters stood at the end of 1967, the
Sentinel System was in a state of flux.* There
were almost constant deployment, budget and other
changes being made. At this time, there were to
be a total of 17 sites and IOC was set for around
the fourth quarter of FY 1972.71 But there were
to be many changes resulting from such matters as
the FOBS threat; changes in site priorities;
command and control matters; expansion; advanced
development; normal, accelerated or stretched out
deployment; etc.

__1 As a result of an OSD design review during
November, a number of changes were made. A Spartan
defense was to be provided for Washington, D. C,
Minuteman defense units were to be rescheduled to
be deployed after urban and area defense units to
make it possible to delay the Minuteman defense
decision without disrupting the rest of the deploy-
ment.?2 The system production schedule was cut
from a rapid build-up to a normal build-up which
would lengthen the production time by nine months
and save some $200 million.

SURFACE-TO-AIR MISSILE DEVELOPMENT (SAM-D)

In suppoert of its objectives stated in
NADOP 69-76, NORAD issued a Qualitative Require-
ment for a Follow-On Surface-to-Air Missile System
(NQR 2-67), 15 March 1967, In the NQR, NORAD
stated that a requirement existed for a new weapon

*(U) See Chapter II for a discussion of CONAD
views of Sentinel System command and control
structure,
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system to replace Hercules and Hawk, The follow-on
system would be deployed within the NORAD area of
responsibility. It would defend designated targets,
such as Nike X sites, against the post-1970 air-
supported threat and would complement other aero-
space defense systems against the ballistic missile
and cruise missile.

<

" |. The JCS responded that the SAM-D, under
development, appeared to satisfy NQR 2-67.73  The
JCS said that the NQR had been forwarded to the
Chief of Staff, U, S. Army, for consideration in
connection with development of the SAM-D system,

" | The Contract Definition Phase for the SAM-
D was completed on 3 January 1967 and a Source
Selection Board was convened the next day to choose
a contractor., On 18 May 1967, Raytheon was chosen
as prime 92ntractor for the advanced development
of SAM-D, The initial funding was by letter con-
tract providing $2.1 million to cover the remainder
of FY 67. On 16 November 1967, the final contract
was signed for the first 28 months of advanced
development.
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CHAPTER

MANNED BOMBER DETECTION
SYSTEMS

GROUND ENVIRONMENT PLANNING
CANADIAN RADAR SITES

__1 On 29 September 1967, Canadian Forces
Headquarters advised NORAD that its 1968-1969 bud-
get ceiling might result in reductions to forces
assigned to NORAD, CF Headquarters said it was
thinking about reducing co-manning positions and
closing the base at Val d'Or and the following six
radar sites:1

Lac St. Denis, Que.
Falconbridge, Ont.
Beausejour, Man,
Beaverlodge, Alta.
Gander, Nfld.

-2
-9
-1
-2
-2
-53 Alsask, BSask.

eXeRvEeReRe]
W =

CF Headquarters said it required NORAD's views on
these proposed cuts before any decisions were made.
In addition to this information, NORAD learned that
this reduction was being proposed because CF ADC's
FY 1968-1969 funds would be cut by $17 million.2

__1 NORAD asked its Northern, Central, and
Western Regions to send details of the impact on
operations if these sites were closed. NORAD wanted
this information to prepare for a meeting at CF
Headquarters on 17 October to discuss the proposed
cutbacks,3

__1 At this first meeting, in Ottawa, Canadian
representatives said a decision on the site closures

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING;
DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY
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had to be made soon. NORAD's position was that a
way had to be found to keep these radars in opera-
tion to prevent lessening of NORAD's capability.
NORAD said it wanted to keep =z szrong radar fence
along the U. S.-Canadian border ., ?*

Two other meetings, held in Washington,
D. C. on 20 and 26 October, were attended by repre-
sentatives of NORAD, CF Hq, CF ADC, Canadian Depart-
ment of External Affairs, JCS, USAF, USAF ADC, and
the U. S. State Department. After considering
various ways to prevent these cuts, it was agreed
that Canada would ask the U. S. for negotiations
on a new cost sharing agreement , o

37TH NORAD DIVISION

__1 Background. 1In March 1965, USAF asked
ADC to evaluate the need for radars in the 37th
NORAD Division (called Goose Sector at that time)
in light of the programmed phase out of manned
interceptors in that area in 1967, This evaluation
was necessary, USAF said, because further cuts
could be expected and it had to be ready to justify
keeping needed facilities and/or to recommend
closing facilities no longer required. Seven sites,
one Canadian and six USAF, were operating.

*__1 NORAD officials recognized that this radar
fence already had serious limitations. One Opera-
tions official said, "In examining the six sites
proposed for closure by the Canadians, in an ECM
environment, which can be expected during a wartime
environment, it becomes very piain that even with
the retention of these sites there would be large
holes where enemy aircraft could penetrate between
the US and Canadian industrial areas without detec-
tion. The closure of these sites would further
degrade our capabhility to defend the US and Canada
against air attack in an ECM environment."”
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7| ADC asked NORAD in May 1965 for comments.
NORAD replied the following month that it was
against reducing the operational capability of the
air defense environment before new systems, such
as AWACS, were acquired and proven. However, NORAD
said that a study had shown that if the interceptors
were withdrawn and the bases were not used for
dispersal, there were no operational requirements
for keeping all of the radars. NORAD's position
was that twe USAF radar sites, C-23, Stephenville,
and C-24, Melville, and the Canadian radar at C-25,
Gander, would meet its needs after the interceptors
were withdrawn. However, on 12 August 1965, ADC
told NORAD that it could not support closing any
radars or withdrawing interceptors until new sys-
tems, such as AWACS and IMI, were operational.

__T ADC's thinking on the subject changed
somewhat, but the commands still were not in
agreement. On 11 May 1966, NORAD commented on an
unofficial ADC study which recommended deploying
interceptors to Goose Air Base regardless of the
number of squadrons left in ADC, and the continued
operation of the seven radar sites. NORAD told
ADC that in view of the programmed c¢uts in inter-
ceptor forces, it did not recommend deploying inter-
ceptors to Goose Air Base. NORAD again noted its
position that after the interceptors were withdrawn
radar needs could be met by operating sites C-23,
C-24, and C-25,

" | By the end of 1966, however, ADC found a
way to keep interceptors at Goose Air Base and the
radars in operation., On 10 November, ADC's com-
mander, Lt. General Herbert B. Thatcher, wrote to
CINCONAD urging support for a permanent deployment
of six F-106's from the CONUS. Also, General
Thatcher recommended keeping all of the radars.
This force, he said, would complicate enemy target-
ing and attack routing, enhance air sovereignty and
identification capability, and give training to radar
site personnel. In a letter to General Thatcher on
12 December, CINCNORAD, General R. J. Reeves, said
he concurred at this time in keeping facilities at

[ 80 ]

s

DECLASSIFIED




Goose Air Base to support a detachment of six inter-
ceptors. Except for a cut in controller personnel
as proposed by ADC, the ground environment was to
remain intact. General Reeves said he had talked
with representatives of both the PJBD and the JCS
and they supported keeping facilities in the 37th
Division at this time.

__T The 59th Fighter Interceptor Squadron at
Goose Air Base, fiying F-102's. was inactivated on
1 January 1967, Personnel were assigned to a TAC
unit at Bergstrom AFB, Texas. The F-102's were
transferred to the Air National Guard. This unit
was replaced at Goose by a detachment of six F-106's
from the 27th FIS, Loring AFB, Me. (Later in 1967,
the F-106's were replaced by F-101's from the 2d
FIS, Suffolk County AFB, N. Y.'

__1 NORAD Study. This interceptor deployment
and operation of the seven radars was not a perman-
ent solution as far as NORAD was concerned. On 30
September 1966, NORAD had asked Northern NORAD
Region for proposals on the future configuration
of the ground environment in the 37th Division, as-
suming that interceptors would be withdrawn. NORAD
said it was thinking about reducing the mission of
the division to surveillance and identification by
flight plan. Some of the radar sites could then be
closed, NORAD said, and the rest could possibly
be data-tied to the 36th Division. NNR sent its
study to NORAD on 7 December 1966 recommending ac-
tion generally in line with NORAD's thinking. In
short, NNR recommended deleting the division and
data-tying sites C-23 and C-24 for automatic surveil-
lance inputs to the 36th Divis: on.

__1 NORAD then made its own study and in a
letter of 3 May 1967 to Canadian Forces Head-
quarters, made its position known. One of the
main factors in this study was OSD's decision to
cut the ADC regular interceptor force to 20 squad-
rons by July 1969, The remaining squadrons would
then be assigned to defend major critical target
areas which did not include the Goose area. NORAD
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now said that after the interceptors were withdrawn,
four radar sites would be needed. The study found
that C-23, C-24, and C-25, in a surveillance role,
would give adequate surveillance and tracking cover-
age and help in the commitment and use of weapons
in the Eastern and Northern NORAD Region areas, A
fourth site, C-29, at Saglek, Labr., was to be

kept because, in addition to early warning coverage,
it would help to keep an enemy from routing his
forces past Greenland and between the coverage of
the continental terminal of the DEW Line and the
coverage of C-24.6

" | The actions recommended by the NORAD
study were:7

1. Inactivate C-26, C-27, and C-28 radars
as soon as possible after interceptor withdrawal
from Goose Air Base.

2. Tie C-23, C-24, C-25, and C~29 in a
manual configuration to the 36th NORAD Division Direc-
tion Center at Topsham AFS, Me., for Mode I opera-
tions.

3, Update these radars to the required
automated SAGE configuration as soon as possible,
preferably with the installation of common digiti-
Zers.

4, Inactivate the 37th Division Direction
Center and expand the 36th Division Direction Center
area of responsibilitv to include the area of cover-
age of the four rema.aing 37th Division radars.

~ | NORAD sent this study to ADC on 16 August
1967. 1In an accompanying letter, NORAD pointed out
the recommendation on closing the three radar sites.
Also, NORAD said the remaining sites, C-23, C-24,
C-25, and C-29 were to be automated in accordance
with the study's recommendation. It was possible,
NORAD said, to automate the radars by using AN/FST-2
data-processing equipment already on hand. However,
NORAD said it wanted to use common digitizers and
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asked ADC whether it would be practical, and what
the operational impact would be, to buy and install
common digitizers at the four sites. Also, NORAD
wanted information on the installation of ground-
to-air transmitter receiver (GATR) sites at C-23
and C-24.8

__1 ADC replied on 31 August that from a
system improvement standpoint, automating certain
functions in the 37th area had merit. ADC said it
was still evaluating the proposal but felt it would
not be economical to install FST-2's because most
of them were in poor condition. The cost of one
common digitizer, ADC said, was $126,000, plus about
$20,000 for installing it. Annual operating and
maintenance costs were expecte¢ to run about one-
third of that for the FST-2.9

" | On 29 September, ADC told NORAD that it
was holding up action on the automation proposal
until it received guidance on the recent Continental
Air Defense Strategic Draft Presidential Memorandum
(DPM). ADC said the DPM and the supporting Program
Change Requests being prepared by USAF would have a
direct bearing on the force structure. Until the
results were known, ADC said no sound planning
could be done on reconfiguring the 37th Division.10

__1 ADC Study. Because o¢f a cut in ADC's
operating funds for FY 1968, AIC proposed on 9
October to withdraw the interceptors from Goose
Air Base. USAF approval of this proposal on 19
October led to the withdrawal of interceptors on
30 November. In the meantime, on 26 October, USAF
had asked ADC to make a study to find if it was
practical to eliminate the 37tFk Division and reduce
the number of radar sites in ttat area.* 1In

* | Also, USAF asked ADC to consider the manpower
implication of the elimination of the peacetime re-
quirement for manning EC-121 stations on the East
and West Coasts. See page 91,
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asking for this study, USAF was apparently looking
for ways to save manpower, ADC asked for NORAD
comments. NORAD replied on 2 November saying its
position was unchanged from the one it had sent
ADC on 16 August 1967.11

ADC's reply to USAF was not in line with
NORAD's previous position on the 37th Division con-
figuration, but was informally coordinated with and
concurred in by NORAD on 8 November. ADC recom-
mended that the six USAF radar sites be kept until
common digitizers were available to data-tie three
sites to SAGE. The three remaining manual sites
could then be closed. Futhermore, ADC recommended
keeping the 37th Division until the three sites
were connected to an appropriate SAGE Direction
Center.12

Mission Change., On 6 December 1967, NORAD
changed the mission of the 37th Division to surveil-
lance only. This change was brought about by the
withdrawal by ADC of the detachment of interceptors
at Goose Air Base on 30 November. In a message to
all concerned, NORAD said the Manual Direction
Center at Melville would continue to operate but
the NORAD Control Centers at Stephenville, C-23,
and Melville, C-24, were reduced to surveillance
stations.l

GAP FILLER RADAR CLOSURES

~ | On 29 September 1967, USAF told ADC that
the Secretary of Defense had directed a $35 million
cut in operating funds for Strategic Defensive Forces
(ADC) for FY 1968. The Program Change Decision said
this cut was to be made in money for support elements
and it was felt that such a cut would not hurt ADC's
ability to carry out its mission. USAF asked ADC
for a plan showing where reductions could be made.l%

__1 The ADC commander, Lt, General Arthur C,.
Agan, replied on 9 October that he wanted to keep
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support strength on an austere but efficient basis.
To do this, ADC proposed cutbacks in certain other
elements. One such proposal was the elimination

of 20 of the 88 operational gap filler radars. ADC
estimated that this single action would save about
$630,000 in FY 1968 and twice that amount in the
following years.l5

__1 On 19 October, USAF approved the proposal
to close 20 sites., USAF said that OSD also had to
approve this cut but ADC was to continue planning
on eliminating the sites in the second quarter of
FY 1968, USAF asked for a list of the sites to be
deleted.1l6 After coordinating with NORAD, ADC sent
USAF on 27 October the following 1list of sites:17

Z-17A Elbow Lake, Minn,
Z-28D Regan, N.D,

Z2-29C Valley City, N.D.
Z-35B Northfield, Minn,
Z-35F La Crescent, Minn.
Z-40C Okanogan, Wash,
Z-43A Bainbridge, Ohio
Z-43E Lewisville, Ohio
Z-62G Thomas, W. Va,
Z~-65A Topsfield, Me,
Z-65B Sedgwick, Me.

Z-70C Vichy, Mc.

Z2-70G Bowling Green, Mo.
Z-80B Bridgewater, Me.
7Z-81A Dallas Center, Iowa
Z-81B La Motte, Iowa
Z-81E Washington, JTowa
Z-112E Jeffersonville, Ga.
Z-130B Allen, N.C,

Z-157A Janesville, Calif,

In November 1967, these sites stopped operations and
were put in caretaker status awaiting OSD approval
to phase them out.l8
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ATRBORNE EARLY WARNING AND CONTROL FORCES

EAST COAST OPERATIONS

(U) On 25 April 1967, an ALRI-equipped EC-121H
aircraft of the 531st AEW&C Wing, Otis AFB, Mass.,
crashed near Nantucket Island killing all but one
of the crew members, which included the commander
of the 551st. This was the third EC-121H crash for
the 551st within 21 months. Flying operations of
the 551st were suspended almost immediately after
the accident so that the entire fleet of these air-
craft could be thoroughly inspected.19

(U) While the aircraft were being checked, the
USAF Inspector General was making a safety survey of
the 551st. Also, Congressional interest was aroused
when Senator Edward Kennedy and Congressman Hastings
Keith, both from Massachusetts, asked the House
Armed Services Committee to make an investigation,
Members of a sub-committee visited Otis AFB on 1 May
to investigate the background of the three crashes
and to find out the value of the Wing's mission.

__1 Before the USAF investigation was finished,
tempeorary inboard ALRI stations were set up to let
the aircraft operate at lower altitudes and carry
less fuel by cutting travel time to stations. Sta-
tion manning on a very limited basis resumed on 6
May.2l On 15 May, the USAF Inspector General briefed
ADC on the results of its safety survey. The adverse
findings of the investigation caused ADC to again
suspend ALRI station manning temporarily. Also, the
action taken by ADC's commander in connection with
the 551st included:22

1. Ordering the replacement of key staff
officers and enlisted men;

2. Providing help by his staff and by
other personnel from ADC to restore sound operating
and maintenance practices and procedures;

3. Directing that a complete quality con-
trol inspection be made of each aircraft before its
next flight:

[88 ]
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4, Asking USAF to help in getting quali-
fied key maintenance personnel.

__1 NORAD's requirement for manning the four
East Coast ALRI stations had been set up on a 30
per cent random manning basis for normal readiness
conditions, However, the stations were manned at
two per cen§ during May and at seven per cent during
June 1967.2 By message on 12 July, NORAD asked
its Eastern NORAD Region to estimate when station
manning requirements could be met. ENR answered on
14 July that 30 per cent manning could be resumed
by about 15 November 1967 and, until that time,
wanted authorization to man the stations at 20 per
cent. There were two main limiting factors. One
was a requirement for the 551st Wing to train per-
sonnel of the 553rd Reconnaissance Wing, whose
mission had precedence over that of the 551st. The
other was a shortage of qualified flight engineers
because of transfers from the 551st to the 533rd
Wing, and the need to use 551st flight engineers as
instructors to train unskilled engineers in both its
own unit and the 553rd,24

Although NORAD had concurred on 15 May
1967 with a 552d AEW&C Wing plan to reduce station
manning to 19 per cent on the West Ccast from mid-
June to mid-October for training about 30 pilots,
NORAD did not agree to ENR's proposal to man the
ALRI stations at 20 per cent. In a message to ENR
and ADC on 24 July, NORAD said it recognized the
factors that limited current station manning but
wanted ALRI capability restored as soon as possible,
By the end of September, station manning was at 24
per cent., 1In October, it rose to 35.6 per cent and
then was reduced to 31.6 in November. On 11
December, ENR told NORAD that the minimum random
station manning of 30 per cent would now be kept up.25

CHANGES TOQ OPERATION ORDER 300N-67
_7) In a message of 9 May 1967, the Southern

NORAD Region told NORAD about a problem in opera-
tional control of the AEW&C forces assigned to the
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Southern Region. Aircraft from the 552d AEW&C Wing
on the West Coast were based at McCoy AFB to man
the station off the southern coast of Florida. The
problem was that the aircraft remained under the
operational control of the Western NORAD Region
until they were actually on station., The Southern
Region wanted operational controcl of these forces
to start automatically upon declaration of a

DEFCON 4,26

__T NORAD replied on 16 May that it was re-
viewing command and control provisions for AEW&C
aircraft in Operation Order 300N-67, '"Air Defense
of the North American Continent," and proposed
changes would be sent to the regions concerned and
ADC for comments, These proposed changes, sent on
31 May, were to do the following:27

1, Give full operational control of
AEW&C resources in SNR to the Southern Region
commander.

2. Authorize the establishment and
peacetime use of inboard AEW&C/ALRI stations.

3. Permit the establishment of augmenta-
tion stations by region commanders in addition to
those directed by CINCNORAD. These augmentation
stations could be manned after NORAD station re-
quirements had been fulfilled, consistent with
available resources and providing there was no less-
ening of the capability to perform NORAD-directed
manning.

4, Make station manning requirements --
100 per cent primary station manning during DEFCONs
3, 2, 1 or Delta alert status -- the same as those
in NORAD/CONAD Reg. 55-3, '"'Defense Readiness Condi-
tions, Air Defense Emergency, Air Defense Warnings,
and Alert Requirements.™

__1 On 19 June, the Western NORAD Region
recommended that the Southern Region assume opera-
tional control of the AEW&C aircraft assigned to
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the latter only after the declaration of a DEFCON 3
or a higher DEFCON. This proposal was rejected by
NORAD on 24 July. NORAD told the Western Region
commander that such a limitation would not be de-
sirable because of the merits of having continuity
of operational control while changing from a peace-
time to a wartime environment, NORAD said the
Southern Region commander would be given operational
control of all AEW&C aircraft in his area for active
air defense functions, 28

(U) These changes were published in Change 2,
dated 9 October 1967, to NORAD Operation Order
300N-67.

PEACETIME REQUIREMENT STUDY

__1 As noted before, USAF was looking for ways
to save manpower. On 26 October 1967, USAF asked
ADC to study the manpower implications if the peace-
time requirement was eliminated for manning the
AESW&C and ALRI stations. In turn, ADC asked NORAD
to comment on the subject. On 2 November, NORAD
replied. NORAD did not commeni on the manpower side
of the matter except to say that manning was ADC's
responsibility.<29

- | However, NORAD had much to say about the
operational impact of elimination of peacetime
manning of the stations. NORAD pointed out that 30
rer cent peacetime random manning was essential to
maintain combat readiness. In addition, NORAD
said the AEW&C force contributed to contingency and
special mission requirements and was a pool for
support of AEW&C forces deployed to Southeast Asia
(the 552d Wing bhad 11 aircraft in SEA on College
Eye operations). Also, NORAD called attention to
the document that set up both peacetime and wartime
station manning requirements and outlined the addi-
tional seaward radar and communications coverage
provided by the airborne stations. One other item
noted by NORAD was the importance of an in-being
AEW&C/ALRI force as a cadre for transition to
Awacs,30
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__1 On 8 November, NORAD informally concurred
with ADC's answer to USAF. ADC recommended to
USAF that no changes be made to the AEW&C/ALRI
forces .31

PASSIVE DETECTION FOR NON-SAGE/BUIC AREAS
BACKGROUND

~ | 1In May 1965, the JCS approved NORAD's
qualitative requirement (NQR 3-65) for a passive
detection capability in non-SAGE/BUIC ground environ-
ment areas. In the NQR, NORAD said it wanted by the
end of 1966 a manually operated system put in five
areas capable of detecting, tracking and controlling
weapons against aircraft under ECM conditions.
Three areas were in the CONUS and the other two
were the 37th NORAD Division (formerly Goose Sector)
and the Alaskan NORAD Region,

| USAF told NORAD in August 1965 that its
Air Force Systems Command had made a preliminary
analysis and a system was feasible, but the require-
ment could not be completely met by using existing
equipment. Also, AFSC had said that further studies
should be made and without a high priority the sys-
tem could not be operational by the time NORAD
wanted it.

" | In October 1965, USAF directed AFSC to
make an engineering study, including cost schedules
and technical/operational advantages of the various
system options available. However, because of
other commitments, AFSC delayed starting the en-
gineering study until July 1966. By mid-September,
AFSC's Electronic Systems Division and MITRE had
worked out tentative techniques and equipment. To
verify and validate their conclusions and recommen-
dations for a system, tests were held at radar sites
in the 37th Division in November 1966,

" | The results of the study were published
on 30 December 1966 in a MITRE technical report.
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It recommended equipment, configuration, and opera-
tional employment for a manual passive triangulation
system in the Alaskan NORAD Region and the 37th
Division.32 The manual areas in the CONUS were not
covered by the study. NORAD, ADC, ESD, and MITRE
agreed to drop these areas from the study because
plans were underway to tie them into an automated
National Airspace System. The NAS had not been
defined yet and design of a passive tracking system
for it was felt to be premature.

STATUS

On 2 March 1967, representatives from ESD
and MITRE briefed NORAD officials on the MITRE re-
port. An analysis of the threat to the areas under
study had indicated that the system should be rather
austere. It was estimated that total equipment costs
would be $275,000 for the ANR and $128,000 for the
37th Division, plus cost of communications, person-
nel, ete. In a letter to USAF on 16 May, NORAD
concurred with the MITRE report and suggested that
USAF approve it for implementation. Also, NORAD
recommended that some changes in the operational
concept and procedures in ANR t.e made to the
report,

" | Information from USAF indicated that a
passive tracking system as outlined in the MITRE
report might eventually be installed in ANR, Cur-
rently, there were no funds available but attempts
were being made to get the money in FY 1969.
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CHAPTER V

BALLISTIC MISSILE AND
SPACE WEAPONS DETECTION
SYSTEMS

SLBM DETECTION & WARNING SYSTEM
BACKGROUND

__1 In November 1964, DDR&E approved a concept
for a system that would give NORAD part of the abil-
ity it wanted for detecting missiles launched from
submarines. The thinking was that the current
threat (short-range missiles) should be met with
an inexpensive modification tc¢ line-of-sight radars.
NORAD felt that such a system would serve as an
interim system and that funds should be limited
10 the minimum needed to insure warning for SAC,
NORAD's goal of a system to warn against a future
threat (long range SLBM's), as expressed in sev-
eral letters to the JCS, was for an over-the-
horizon (OTH) radar system.

~ | DDR&E made $20.2 million available for
development of a line-of-sight system. Included
in the guidance from DDRZE for developing a system
was that consideration should be given to using two
SPADATS sensors: the FPS-49 radar at Moorestown,
N. J., and the FPS-85 phased-array radar being built
at Eglin AF¥B, Fla., Later, however, the FPS-49 was
dropped from consideration. In July 1965, DDR&E
approved the AVCO Corporation's plan to modify FPS-
26 height finder radars at six sites and to install
one at Laredo, Texas. The Laredo site was to be
designated Z-230. AVCO was awarded the contract in
December 1965,

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING;
DOD DIR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY

Group 1
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EMPLOYMENT CONCEPT

~ | The system was designated the AN/GSQ-89.
The modified radars, termed AN/FSS-7s, were to give
seaward coverage out to about 850 nm, These radars
were to be able to give inputs to SAGE but they
could be used only in one mode (SAGE or SLBM) at a
time. NORAD's position on using these radars was
that after they gave warning of SLBM launches they

should be available to SAGE -- except for the non-
SAGE radar at Laredo -- for use against the manned
bomber threat., 1In case of a simultaneous attack

by bombers and SLBM's, CINCNORAD would decide
which threat the system would be used against.

__1 On 24 February 1967, NORAD published an
operational employment concept (NOEC 3-67) for the
SLBM Detection and Warning System. As described
in that document, the system was to be able to
recognize (with probability greater than 95 per
cent) a SLBM attack of five or more missiles
launched within a five-minute period from off the
coasts of the CONUS. It was to give up to nine
minutes of warning of a mass attack based on per-
formance of current Soviet SILBM's, and would give
launch-point data to anti-submarine warfare forces
assigned to CINCPAC and CINCLANT, 1In addition to
the FPS-85 phased-array radar, the system was to
have one FSS5-7 radar at the following sites:

Z-38 Mill Valley AFS, Calif,
Z-65 Charleston AFS, Me.

Z-76 Mount Laguna AFS, Calif,
Z-100 Mount Hebo AFS, Ore.
Z-115 Fort Fisher AFS, N, C,
Z-129 MacDill AFB, Fla.

Z-230 Laredo, Tex.

~ | The FSS-7 radars were to be on constant
surveillance for SIBM's. When a site detected a
ballistic missile which could impact within the
CONUS or southern Canada, a launch/impact message
would be sent automatically to the NORAD COC. The
NORAD Display Information Processor (DIP) would
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evaluate the threat and, if validated, would display
the alarm level, threat value, and predicted impact
information in the NCOC and at user locations with-
in one minute of SLBM penetration of the radar
coverage, User locations included the National
Military Command Center, the Alternate NMCC, the
National Emergency Command Post Afloat, and SAC,

__1 The system had been expected to become
operational in February 1968 but that date was
slipped to about December 1968. This slippage was
caused by the lack of spare parts and a delay in
setting up & training course for technicians,
Effective 1 July 1967, ADC organized detachments
of the 71st Missile Wing to operate the FSS-7 sites,l

AN/FPS-85 SLBM CAPABILITY

As noted above, the Space Detection and
Tracking System (SPADATS) sensor at Eglin AFB,
Fla., -- the AN/FPS-85 phased-array radar -- was
also to contribute to the SLBM Detection and Warn-
ing System. NORAD comments on an ADC concept for
operating the FPS-85 were sent to ADC on 28 Febru-
ary 1967, NORAD did not agree with those portions
of the concept which covered the SLBM capability.
NORAD said that certain design changes had been
made which lessened the radar's capability to an
undesirable degree. One of these changes, NORAD
said, delayed detection time up to two minutes.
Another change extended the minimum detection range
to 250 nm when there was a potential launch area of
less than 50 nm. Also, NORAD expressed concern that
certain space tracking missions would take prece-
dence over the SLBM mission without prior notifica-
tion to either the Space Defense Center or the NCOC
Missile Warning Division,.

__] To settle these problems and to answer
several questions it had, NORAD asked ADC to arrange
a meeting with representatives of ESD and the con-
tractor, NORAD followed up these comments with a
letter of 3 March. NORAD said that possibly the
problems could be traced to limitations of the
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equipment, but it believed a more comprehensive
computer program design would soclve the problems.
NORAD questioned whether it was wise to accept the
current design concept and suggested that the
matter be studied further. When it received no
response by the end of April 1967, NORAD again
wrote ADC asking for early answers to the problems
and questions because several related projects
were being delayed.3

On 2 June, ADC sent CONAD a Statement of
Work (SOW) it had received from ESD for adding the
SIBM capability to the FPS-85.0n 1 June, ADC had
sent a message to ESD criticizing the SOW because
of its many unclear statements and improper design
goals. ADC asked ESD not to make any contract com-
mitments until ADC and NORAD had analyzed and formed
a position on the Sow. 4

__1 CONAD sent its comments and recommenda-
tions to ADC on 20 June. CONAD said that because
of limitations and deficiencies of the FP5-85 SLBM
capability, it did not meet the CONAD operational
requirements, CONAD recommended that work continue
on putting the SLBM capability in the FPS-85. The
work was to include on-site equipment, computer
programming, and communication links to the NCOC,
in accordance with a corrected SOW, CONAD said this
work should be done as a research and development
project, CONAD further recommended that the FPS-85
have a follow-on operational capability based on
requirements drafted by a CONAD/ADC working group.5

__1 In addition, CONAD gave guidance for
correcting those areas which did not meet its re-
quirements:6

1. The satellite function and the SLBM
detection and warning function must be able to
operate simultaneously, continuously, and without
mutual interference.

2. The system parameters such as detec-
tion fence, elevation angles, and minimum detection
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ranges must meet previously stated system specifica-
tions.

3. The program specifications must he
definitive enough to insure that the sensor discrim-
ination programs will meet stated false report rates.

4, There must bhe available enough em-
pirical system data to insure that the system will
operate within specified design wvalues.

5. The SLBM and the satellite computer
programs must perform as separate entities so that
changes to one area will have a minimum effect on
the other area,

OTH FORWARD SCATTER
MISSILE DETECTION SYSTEM (440L)

BACKGROUND

__1 In January 1964, NORAD sent to the JCS a
qualitative requirement (NQR 1-64) for a system to
detect missile launches from the Sinc-Soviet area.
At that time, CINCNORAD told the JCS that a serious
situation existed because BMEWS, facing northward,
was unable to detect missiles that could be launched
from the Sino-Soviet area in a south-polar trajec-
tory to hit North America.

To partially satisfy NORAD's requirement,
in December 1964 USAF authorized its Systems Com-
mand to design, develop, and acquire an over-the-
horizon (OTH) forward-scatter missile detection
system. USAF said this system, called 440L, was
to complement and/or backup BMEWS and give missile
launch and attack warning in semi-automated real
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time to the NORAD COC.* 1In addition, the system
was to give intelligence data on nuclear detona-
tions and missiles in the research and development
stage.

The system, under development for some
time by the Rome Air Development Center, was taken
over by the 440L System Program Office when that
office was set up on 1 July 1965. At that time,
the system consisted of two transmitter sites in
the Far East and five receiver sites and a data
correlation center in Europe. Planning got under-
way to expand the system. It was felt that the
complete 440L System, using two different detection
methods, would detect missiles launched in either
north or south trajectories., The system was to
detect missile launches by observing "irregularities”
on high frequency transmissions between sites on
opposite sides of Soviet launch complexes.

" On 31 December 1965, a secure teletype
circuit became operational for reporting system
development data on launches from Soviet missile
test complexes. This circuit was routed from the
data correlation center at Aviano, Italy, to the
data reduction center at Rome, N. Y., and from there
to the NCOC,

] NORAD told ADC in February 1967 that the terms
"complement BMEWS" and "backup" were inaccurate and
misleading when used to describe the mission of
440L. NORAD, recommending a revised mission state-
ment, said the system was to:

1. Provide early warning of mass missile
attack originating from the Sino-Soviet land mass.

2, Provide knowledge of research and develop-
ment, and operational testing by the USSR and Commu-
nist China of ICBMS, space vehicles, and nuclear
explosive devices.
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" | In April 1966, USAF directed Systems
Command to revise the 440L site plan so the system
would meet operational requirements. The initial
operational date was set for FY 1968, Later in
1966, however, DOD deferred $13.2 million in pro-
duction funds and this action was expected to
delay the initial operation of the system one year,

.........................................................

INTERIM LIMITED OPERATION

However, in October 1967, NORAD learned
that USAF had directed a speed-up in 440L develop-
ment to reach an interim limited operational
capability on 1 March 1968. On that date, the
system was to have three transmitter sites. In
addition to the research and development sites in
the Philippines and in Okinawa, a third site was
to be near Tokyo, Japan. This latter site,
located farther north, would give some coverage
of Soviet operational missile fields, It was ex-
pected that a fourth transmitter site, in Japan,
would be installed by April 1969, giving complete
coverage of Soviet operational missile fields.

" | This increase of activity leading to an
interim limited operational date for 440L was
caused by launches of a weapon system -- called the
Fractional Orbital Bombardment System (FOBS) --
which the Soviets were thought to be developing.

A JCS study of the FOBS threat, dated 13 September
1967, had recommended accelerating the 440L System
to give a near-term and partial solution to counter
this new threat. The JCS approved USAF's proposal
for an accelerated program. The system had shown
its capability to detect FOBS jaunches. Out of 11
such launches that were reported by intelligence
sources, 440L had detected and reported eight of
them and had correctly identified two as FOBS
‘launches.?

Starting at 1700 MST, 31 December 1967,
with direct teletype communications from the corre-
lation center in Aviano, the NCOC began a two-month
"shakedown" period for evaluating 440L equipment
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and operating procedures. Furthermore, until initial
computerized operations started in March 1968, 440L
data would be routed through the NCOC to SAC and

the NMCC without delay. NORAD would contact SAC
within one minute after receiving a 440L message

to confirm its accuracy and to correlate informa-
tion from other warning systems.10

__T NORAD had told ADC on 22 December that it
wanted an interim 440L display in the NCOC identi-
cal to interim displays which gere to be put in the
SAC Command Post and the NMCC, NORAD said it
wanted the display by the time computerized Obera-
tions started.ll

MISSILE DATA PROCESSING AND DISPLAYS
BACKGROUND

__1 In May 1966, at a meeting called by the
Joint Command and Control Requirements Group, it
had been decided that the Central Data Processor,
made up of three Philco 212 computers in the NORAD
COC, would serve as the only source of SLBM data
to all users, But NORAD's thinking changed and in
a message of 5 July 1966 to the JCS, NORAD pro-
posed that the BMEWS Display Information Processor
(DIP) be modified to serve all users as the primary
display processor for both BMEWS and SLBM warning
data. The details of this proposal were given by
NORAD representatives on 7 July at another meeting
of the JCCRG. Also attending this meeting were
representatives from DDR&E, DCA, ADC, SAC, ESD and
MITRE. NORAD based its proposal on the DIP's five
and a half years of reliability, its good perform-
ance compared to the 212 computer, and the relatively
low cost to modify the DIP and its supporting

*(U) The proposed displays were called "interim"
because action was already underway to buy a Missile
Warning Display Subsystem,
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equipment. The DIP would be modified by adding a
memory core and input/output devices. Also, NORAD
believed that these changes would permit the DIP

to process warning data from the OTH Forward Scatter
Missile Detection System (440L). The Central Data
Processor was to serve as a backup to the pIp.12

__1 The meeting resulted in all agreeing to
the NORAD proposal to modify the DIP to drive
BMEWS and SLBM displays. JCCRG approval came in
a message of 13 July 1966.13 Almost immediately,
NORAD took action to get the modification started,
On 21 July, NORAD asked ADC to help evaluate RCA's
proposal for putting the SLBM program in the DIP,

(U) Action also progressed on getting dis-
plays for showing SILBM missile warning information.
An engineering study in July 1966 resulted in a
new design for the current BMEWS threat summary
display because of space limitations in the NCOC,
and a design for a SIBM system display. In Sep-
tember 1966, USAF directed its Systems Command to
start work on getting displays for the NCOC, SAC,
the NMCC, and other users.l4

DIP/DISPLAY INTERFACE PROBLEMS

In a message to the JCS on 20 January 1967,
NORAD said that since approval in July 1966 of its
position to expand and keep the DIP as the primary
data processor for all NORAD missile warning sys-
tems, it had not been informed of any progress.
NORAD asked for details on the status of the program
and repeated its intention to keep the DIP, in its
modified form, as the primary missile warning com-
puter, USAF, at the direction of the JCS, answered
NORAD's request on 27 January, USAF said it was
expecting feasibility and cost analysis studies from
its Logistics Command by 1 February. If the find-
ings were favorable, USAF said the DIP modification
requirement would be issued. Apparently they were
favorable because the modification requirement was
issued on 15 March and AFLC sterted action on the
project .15

y ——  _________plxy
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__1 However, on 2 May, NORAD pointed out to
ADC some shortcomings in the planning for modifying
the DIP, The main problem was that RCA's fixed-
price proposal did not specify certain modifications
which would be necessary for SLBM detection and
warning functions. NORAD said it bhad discussed
these modifications with the concerned military
agencies and RCA representatives, but the proposal
had not been updated. One example of the several
problems NORAD pointed out was that certain design
criteria would not work with the DIP and its dis-
play system, NORAD asked ADC to inform those con-
cerned so that the problems would be solved in time
to assure the required operational capability and
compatibility of the e?uipment when the DIP modi-
fication was finished,16

~ | Acting on information that Logistics
Command's Sacramento Air Materiel Area would pro-
cess the modification as USAF had approved it,
ADC told the agencies responsible on 18 May that
some changes were necessary or complete integra-
tion (interface) between the DIP and the display
system was not possible. ADC recommended a way to
correct the situation,l7?

NORAD tock action along different lines,
however. On 24-25 May, NORAD sponsored a meeting
with representatives from ADC, SAC, ESD, SMAMA,
MITRE, and RCA, The purpose was to define and docu-
ment all unresolved technical problems of the
missile warning systems in the NCOC., Included in
five main problem areas was the DIP/Missile Warn-
ing Display Subsystem (MWDS) interface. ADC and ESD
were to send cost estimates and solutions to the
problems to USAF, and NORAD was to inform the JCS.
As a result of this meeting, on 15 June 1967, USAF
made Systems Command (ESD) the manager for both the
DIP modification and the MWDS,18

~ | NORAD informed the JCS of the problems
discussed at the 24-25 May meeting and on 26 June,
sent a message to the JCS to insure that NORAD re-
quirements were recognized. NORAD again said it
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wanted to keep the DIP as the primary data processor
for missile warning, outlined the technical prob-
lems involved, and asked that USAF correct them.19

(U) At a meeting at ESD on 16 November, attend-
ed by NORAD representatives, a new and different
concept was suggested for solving the interface
problem., This approach would use a small standard
computer instead of two specially designed AVCO
decoders. Such an arrangement would enable the NCOC
to process and display both real and test data for
BMEWS, SLBM, and 440L using either the Central Data
Processor or the DIP, It was agreed that this new
approach should be taken.Z20

__1 Because of the delay in solving the inter-
face problem, the operational date for the DIP
modification slipped an undetermined number of
months, possibly to late 1968, Earlier, in May
1967, NORAD had told ADC that the DIP modification
should be completed and checked out by 15 November
1967 but in any case not later than the IOC date
(at that time, February 1968) of the SLBM Detection
and Warning System. 21

4401, DATA PROCESSING

At a meeting at ESD to discuss displays
for the 440L System on 9 November 1966, NORAD
representatives accepted the responsibility for
having the DIP modified to process 440L data.

NORAD asked ADC on 5 June 1967 to have RCA's con-
tract for the SLBM modification to the DIP expanded
to provide for automatic and manual insertion of
440L data into the DIP, This was the only modifi-
cation to equipment that was needed, NORAD said,
because other jobs were already being done to per-
mit processing and display of 440L data. NORAD
explained that the modification to the DIP for
processing SLBM data, which called for adding

data storage capacity to the DIP, would enable it
to process 440L data. Also, the new missile warn-
ing display subsystem would provide for transmission,
decoding, and djisplay of 440L «data as well as SLBM
and BMEWS data,Z22
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SPACE DEFENSE CENTER OPERATIONAL STATUS

__1 The 425L System portion of the NORAD Com-
bat Operations Center became fully operational in
Cheyenne Mountain on 20 April 1966. Thé Space
Defense Center operational date fell behind, how-
ever, and it did not meet the desired operational
date of 1 July 1966, The equipment was installed
and operating but the computer programs of both the
communications processor (the automatic digital re-
lay) and the Delta I program of the ADR did not
meet the scheduled dates. The ADR and Delta I
problems continued through 1966 and the SDC opera-
tional date kept being delayed. By the end of 1966,
the Delta I program was ready for testing but
program fixes for the ADR were still delaying the
SDC.

(U 1In January 1967, the ADR completed a
successful ten-day test. The Space Defense Center
and the ADR became jointly operational in Cheyenne
Mountain on 6 February 1967. NORAD stated in its
31 March 1967 NCMC implementation progress report
to the DOD that the NORAD COC became fully opera-
tional in the Cheyenne Mountain Complex at 060001Z
February 1967. This was the tenth such report
submitted as directed by the Secretary of Defense
in September 1964 and NORAD advised that it would
now end the reports, the reporting objectives
having been met.23
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CHAPTER VI
COMMUNICATIONS

SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS

DCSP

" | The Secretary of Defense had authorized
an interim military communications satellite system
for research and development and limited communica-
tions for the 1966/69 time period. A follow-on
system was also planned. NORAD submitted require-
ments to the JCS for both systems in December 1964.
In the interim system, the Initial Defense Communi-
cations Satellite Program (IDCSP), NORAD requested
channels to projects 437 and 505 and the Diyabakir,
Turkey, site., In the follow-on system, the Ad-
vanced Defense Communications Satellite Program
(ADCSP), NORAD submitted requirements to the JCS
on 28 November 1966. NORAD asked for 131 channels
which included circuits to the National Command
Authorities, Canada, SPADATS sites and other
unified commands.l

Also on 1 December 1966, NORAD issued
NQR 3-66 for a Satellite Communications Capability.
This NQR superseded NQR 1-65, 11 January 1965. On
13 January 1967, the JCS approved NORAD's require-
ment for a satellite communications capability. This
requirement was to be fulfilled by the DCA DCSP
(Defense Communications Satellite Program) planned
for use by the services, the DCA, and the Tri-
service Tactical Satellite Steering Group in the
development of satellite communications systems.2
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__1 The Secretary of Defense redesignated
the IDCSP and the ADCSP as the '"DCSP," with three
phases: Phase one was fairly well established
with 17 satellites in orbit with several types of
fixed and transportable terminals; phase two
would provide synchronous satellites; and phase
three would build upon the previous two phases
with improvements as available.3 This system might
interface with a tactical satellite communications
program (see below) to provide the ultimate satel-
lite communications network envisioned by DOD.

.........................................................

__T The JCS validated the NORAD requirement
in the IDCSP to serve Project 505 and Diyabakir.
Project 505 was deleted, however, and the terminal
was transferred to Shemya, Alaska, which the JCS
approved, In phase one of the DCSP, NORAD had
satellite communications links to: Shemya, Alaska,
and Diyabakir, Turkey. Information was received
that the Diyabakir terminal had been reallocated to
the Washington area because of higher priority
commitments and political difficulties with the
Turkish General Staff. Later :in 1967, the second
terminal scheduled for Asmara was shifted to
Diyabakir. The operational date for this facility
was unknown at the end of 1967.

__1 On 22 November 1965, the JCS approved
installation of a communications satellite terminal
in the Colorado Springs area, An interim site at
Peterson Field was selected until a permanent loca-
tion was approved and funded.® By the end of 1967,
construction on the Peterson Field site was 90 per
cent complete awaiting arrival of the satellite
terminal and the power and operation trailers.® The
operational date for the facility was set for Feb-
ruary 1968. The CEIP for the Site No. 3 (Lamar)
permanent facility was approved in the amount of
$321,070,000. The operational date was estimated
for FY 4/69,.

TACTICAL SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS

" | 1In addition tec the DCSP, a tactical satel-
lite communications program (TSCP) was being developed.

A | | ] ] ——
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The tactical satellite was being designed primarily
for mobile users (man pack, vehicular, aircraft,
shipboard, etc.). The TSCP was scheduled for
activation in the 1969-73 period. After discus-
sions with NORAD, ADC submitted TSCP requirements

in March 1966, as did many other agencies., In all,
approximately 8,000 requirements were submitted by
the various agencies to the JCS, NORAD/ADC re-
quirements included satellite terminals for some
SAGE/BUIC sites, all interceptor aircraft, and AWACS.

__1 The currently-operating communications
satellites and research and development were oriented
toward near-equatorially-orbiting satellites.
Equatorial orbits did not provide adequate coverage
of the far northern or north polar regions which
were of interest to SAC, NORAD/ADC, and some Navy
operations,

SAC submitted a Required Operational Capa-
bility (ROC) on 15 September 1966 for a tactical
communications satellite system, SAC's ROC recom-
mended development of a system with satellites in
inclined, elliptical orbit. Such a system would
also improve NORAD's far north operations communi-
cations, A harmonization copy of the ROC was sent
to NORAD., The latter told the JCS on 30 November
1966 that a northern area satellite communications
capability would improve the reliability and
flexibility of its far north warning function as
well as the command and control of remotely opera-
ting systems, such as AWACS/IMI, and if an inclined,
elliptical orbit system was approved, it wanted
to participate. On 19 December 1966, the JCS vali-
dated the SAC ROC.

" | During 1967, an R&D program was in progress
with the LES {(Lincoln Earth Satellite).? LES-5 was
launched at mid-year and LES-6 late in the year.
TACSAT I was scheduled for launch in mid-1968.%8
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AUTOMATIC SWITCHED VOICE NETWORK (AUTOVON)

.........................................................

BACKGROUND AND STATUS

__1 In 1960, NORAD, ADC and commercial com-
munications companies developed a concept for an
automatic dial telephone switching network. The
first phase, nine switching centers to serve NORAD
regions, was approved in July 1961, On 4 May 1963,
OSD approved the combining of the four Army SCAN
centers with five of the NORAD first phase centers
to become the initial CONUS AUTOVON system being
developed by the Defense Communications Agency. A
world-wide AUTOVON system was being set up by the
latter agency as the single long-haul system for
all elements of the DOD, Integration of the SCAN-
NORAD/ADC centers was on a phased basis with two
centers integrated first and then tested. The first
integration was on 1 November 1963 and a test held
in December of the Hillsboro, Missouri, and
Monrovia, Maryland switches. Combining of the
SCAN-NORAD/ADC networks was completed on 20 April
1964, becoming the initial CONUS AUTOVON. One addi-
tional center at Faulkner, Maryland, for a total
of ten, was added by the end of 1964,

__1 The CONUS AUTOVON network programmed was
for a total of 65 switches, 62 by 1970 and three
more in 1972, By the end of 1966, the integrated
network had been expanded from the original ten
switching centers to 28. Eight additional switches
were cut into operation in 1967, bringing the
total to 36.

AUTOVON ANALYSIS/TEST PLAN

~ | On 23 February 1966, the JCS directed DCA,
in conjunction with NORAD, to prepare an analysis/
test plan for AUTOVON performance after SAGE/BUIC
integration. The basic purpose of the test was to
determine if AUTOVON would satisfy user requirements
when degraded by general war. The military services
and unified and specified commands were to support
DCA/NORAD in planning and execution of the analysis/
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OFFICE

COLORADO SPRINGS, COLC
FALLKNER, MD
ENNIS, TEXAS
HILLSBORC, MO
MONROVIA, MD
MORWAY, ILL
ROCKDALE, GA
ROSENDALE, NY
SANTA ROSA, CALIF
YAKIMA, WASH
ARLINGTON (PENT.), VA
BREWTON, ALA
MOJAVE, CALIF
CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA
CHATHAM, NC
HAGERSTOWN, MD
LEESBURG, VA
CHEYENNE MTN COMPLEX
AMNAHEIM, CALIF
BILLINGS, MONT
FARGO, ND

IRON MTN, MICH
MEDFORD, ORE
PHOENIX, ARIZ
PITTSFIELD, MASS
ROSCOMMON, MICH
WAYNE, PA
SYRACUSE JCT, NY
MOUNDS, OKLA
STEVENS PT, WIS
JASPER, ALA
SWEETWATER, TEX
LITTLETON, MASS
LAMAR, COLO
SOCORRC, MM

1967
POTTSTOWN, PA (OCT)
TOTAL: 36

1968

WILLIAMSTOWN, KY (JAN)
38 WYOMING, MINN [IAN)

39 SEGUIN, TEX (APR}

40 FAIRACRES, NM (APR)

41 HELENA JCT, MONT {APR)
42 LODi, CALIF (APR)

43 DOVER-FOXCROFT, ME (AUG)

%44 CHARLOTTE ICT, NC {(AUG)
*45  HARTFORD ICT, CONN (AUG)
Y46 SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIF {AUG)

TOTAL: 46

1969

47 DELTA, UTAH (JAN)

48 TOPAZ LAKE, NEV {JAN)
Y49 LYONS, NEBR (JAN)
* 50 DES MOINES JCT, 1OWA (JAN)

51 JACKSON JCT, MISS (JAN)
JACKSONVILLE JCT, FLA (JAN)
53 MEMPHIS JCT, ARK (JAN)

54 TURQUOISE JCT, CALIF (JAN)
55 POLK CITY, FLA (JAN)

56 NORTH BEND, WASH (JUL)
NEW YORK JCT, NJ (Jul)
RICHMOND JCT, VA (JUL)
59 FAIRVIEW, KAN (OCT)

40 TERRE HAUTE, IND {OCT)

61 TOLEDO JCT, CHIO {OCT)

TOTAL: 61

1970

62 PARMA, MICH (JAN)
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AUTOVON SWITCHING GENTERS

*

1972
* 63 LOGAN JCT, UTAH (UNSCHED)
BAY AREA JCT, CALIF (UNSCHED)
CASPER JCT, WYO (UNSCHED)

TOTAL CONUS SWITCHES: 65

CANADIAN SWITCHES
1968
SHERBROOKE, QUEBEC (APR)
FREDERICTON, NEW BRUNSWICK
SMITH FALLS, ONTARIO (AUG}
FORT WILLIAM, ONTARIO (NOV)

1969

(AUG)

[ERF SR

SUDBURY, ONTARIO (APR)
HANEY, BRITISH COLUMBIA (JAN}
LETHBRIDGE, ALBERTA (JUL)
PORTAGE, MANITOBA (JUL)
REGINA, SASKATCHEWAN (JUL)

00 O

TOTAL CANADIAN SWITCHES: 9

HARD BUILDING

#1)  DRAMISVILLE, VA (HARD) REPLACES ARLINGTON, 1949

19 5iN DIEGO JCT, CALIF (SOFT) REPLACES ANAHEIM, 1968

20 GLENMDIVE JCT, MONT (SOFT) REPLACES BILLINGS, 1970

21 WHEATLAND, ND {(SOFT) REPLACES FARGC, 1970

24 APACHE JCT, ARIZ (SOFT) REPLACES PHOENIX, 1968

25  CHESTERFIELD, MASS (HARD) REPLACES PITTSFIELD, 1967

27 CEDAR BROOK, NJ (SOFT) REPLACES WAYNE, 1968
ASSIFIED)
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test. Also, NORAD was to assist DCA with the
scenario for the test which DCA hoped to hold in
November 1966,

~ | The AUTOVON analysis test was held in
October 1966 combined with Exercise High Heels/Desk
Top VIII. All traffic data were furnished DCA,
Washington, for evaluation. DCA advised that the
results of their analysis of the test would not be
available until August 1967.2 Analysis results
were received on 14 September 1967. The JCS
directed NORAD to evaluate the analysis and pro-
vide comments.l0® Completion of the project was
expected by 15 March 1968,11

NORAD ATTACK WARNING SYSTEM (NAWS)

~ | An attack warning system had been placed
into operation on 1 September 1964, But because of
numerous malfunctions, it had been removed from use
a month later. Improved equipment was installed in
1965 and tested in early 1966. In the meantime, by
March 1966, AT&T had installed equipment at 61
locations, the total programmed for the initial
NAWS configuration, Included were installations
at the NCOC, four regions, 14 sectors, and 42 com-
bat alert centers. The final NAWS configuration
would be attained when equipment was installed in .
the Alaskan and Northern Regions. Following success-
ful testing, NORAD accepted NAWS on 22 April 1966,

__T NORAD planned to provide NNR and ANR with
the NAWS capability by 22 July 1967 to complete the
system. However, because of communication lead
times and financial staffing at CANFORCEHED, the
target date for NNR slipped. The equipment was
installed in NNR during October 1967. The target
date for ANR also slipped due to procurement lead
times and installation in a government-owned environ-
ment.l2 Equipment was delivered during late October.

~ | On 1 November 1967, NNR, 36th Division
Loring AFB, and Dow AFB were added to the Naws, 13

s
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The circuits were tested prior to final acceptance.
The NAWS equipment at NNR became operational on 3
December 1967.14

~ | A request to GEEIA to install NAWS in

Alaska was withdrawn because of a delay that would
be met in programming the job and in financing.15
AAC decided to do the work with its own resources.
Installation of the ANRCC terminal began in mid-
December. Completion was scheduled for February
1968, The installation of the two site terminals
was to start on completion of installation of the
region equipment.

TELEVISION LINK BETWEEN NORAD CMC AND ENT AFB

~ | Back on 15 September 1964, NORAD submitted
a requirement to the JCS for an intersite cable
communications link between Ent AFB and the Cheyenne
Mountain Complex. Shortly thereafter, NORAD recog-
nized a need for a secure television link between
the two areas for the exchange of intelligence and
other information and on 19 November 1964 submitted
a request to the JCS. At a conference in Washington
the next month it was decided that the cable re-
quirement would be canceled and another requirement
written to satisfy both the television and communi-
cations needs of NORAD. Thus, a whole new require-
ment submission was made on 10 February 1965 to the
JCS for an intersite TV and communications link.

" | The Secretary of Defense deferred a de-
cision on the requirement until NSA gave technical
approval for the use of microwave links for the
transmission of intelligence and SSO traffic, and
until the NORAD requirement was revalidated. In
May 1966, the JCS asked NORAD to review its re-
quirement for possible cost reductions,.

~ | NORAD's DCS/Intelligence prepared a re-
quirements study revalidating the requirement for
the intersite secure TV link. This was submitted
to the JCS with a letter signed by CINCNORAD on 8

[118 ]
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February 1967.1% CINCNORAD's ietter pointed out
that he had to be kept up tc date on all available
intelligence regardless of security level. The TV
link, he said, would give him the intelligence on
which to base decisions in the shortest possible
time.

__1 In the accompanying requirements study,
it was explained that the NCMC and the Ent complex
were twelve miles apart. The concept of operations
required that Intelligence support requirements of
CINCNORAD and staff and the component commanders
at either or both places. The TV link would make
it possible to provide information immediately to
either site, eliminate the need for continuous
travel between sites to get briefings, and mini-
mize the facilities and personnel needed.

~ | In April, the JCS recommended to OSD
approval of the requirement. The Secretary of
Defense responded with a memo to the JCS and Air
Force on 5 June 1967 deferring a decision until an
engineering plan and a cost effectiveness analysis
could be made and considered.l?7 The Air Force, to-
gether with NORAD and other concerned agencies, was
requested to prepare this plan and analysis, These
were to be submitted to DOD within 90 days. After
receiving the above memo, the Air Force gave the
job to AFLC in collaboration with NORAD and other
appropriate agencies.l8 AFLC then tasked GEEIA to
perform the study.

"D The plan for the system was submitted to
DOD in mid-September. Additional cost figures and
other information was requested by OSD. On 22
January 1968, in a memorandum to the Secretary of
the Air Force, the Secretary of Defense approved
the TV link on a field-test basis.l9 The Air Force
was tasked to implement the system with funding to
be accomplished within resources currently available
to the Air Force,

(119 ]
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VLF/LF MINIMUM ESSENTIAL
EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS NET (487L)

" | A Defense Communications Agency (DCA) plan
prepared in late 1965 for the Minimum Essential Emer-
gency Communications Net (MEECN) allocated eight
receivers in the SAC network to NORAD. According
to the DCA plan, these eight receivers were to be
located at the NORAD COC, the NORAD ALCOP, the CONAD
ALCOP, Johnston Island, Alaskan NORAD Region, and
the three BMEWS sites. NORAD felt that having only
receivers at the BMEWS sites would serve no useful
purpose and sent an alternate proposal to the JCS
on 16 August 1966. NORAD recommended that the
receivers allocated to the BMEWS sites be located
at the Western, Eastern and Southern Regions instead.
NORAD pointed out that this change would give each
region a receiver capability.

~ | In September 1966, DCA sent the JCS a
revised plan which incorporated the change recom-
mended by NORAD, The JCS-approved plan for the
MEECN was contained in a memo dated 7 October 1966.
Five MEECN's were to be established, with NORAD
assigned to MEECN Bravo Two (SAC net). NORAD was
to have eight receive terminals equipped with 487L
AN/FRR-77 receivers. These were to be located at
the NORAD COC; the combat centers at NNR (NORAD
ALCOP), CNR (CONAD ALCOP), ENR, WNR, and SNR; the
ANR alternate combat center; and Johnston Island.<20
To implement the JCS plan, USAF tasked ESD to pro-
vide NORAD's eight receivers. NORAD designated ADC
as the action agency for coordinating the installa-
tion of the receivers.

Site surveys were expected to be completed
in December 1967 and installation of equipment to
begin in May 1968.21 A target date of February 1969
was set for completion of all NORAD installations,
Action on the NNR receiver site was being delayed,
however, pending completion of a network review by
JCS of all Canadian sites.23
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CHAPTER VII

NUCLEAR DETONATION DETECTION
AND B/C REPORTING SYSTEMS

NUCLEAR BIOLOGICAL CHEMICAL WARNING
AND REPORTING SYSTEM

BACKGROUND

" | Effective 1 January 1966, the NORAD
Nuclear Biological Chemical Warning and Report-
ing System went into operation. This system was
made up of two separate manually-operated systems
which had been known as the Nuclear Detonation and
Radioactive Fall-out Reporting System and the
Biological/Chemical Interim Warning System. Both
of these manual systems originally had been set
up on an interim basis awaiting the development of
automated systems. However, the follow-on automated
systems ran into technological and cost problems
and it seemed that any operational use of such
systems was a number of years away,

(U) To put the NBC Warning and Reporting Sys-
tem into use, NORAD published Operation Order 303N-66,
26 November 1965 (this order was replaced on 31
October 1966 by 303N-67). The mission of the system
was to detect, identify, and report all nuclear
detonations (except tests) and the enemy use of
biological/chemical weapons and the resulting con-
tamination in or adjacent to the CONUS, Alaska, the
DEW Line and its extensions., The system was to
evaluate the reported data and send out appropriate
warning reports,.

(U) Detection and warning teams were to make
observations and report data on NBC activity to

EXCLUDED FROM AUTOMATIC REGRADING;
DOD DIiR 5200.10 DOES NOT APPLY

Group |
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reporting stations. Reports from these teams were
to be relayed through the NORAD communications
system (voice and SURTAC) to the NORAD COC. Data
from these reports would be evaluated and, if
appropriate, warning would be sent by teletype

and voice-told to the JCS and other headquarters.
Procedures and techniques for collecting and re-
porting data were published in NORAD Manual 55-10,

NBCWRS/NSAWS INTERFACE

__1 On 13 February 1967, Canada's Chief of
the Defence Staff, General J. V. Allard, sent
CINCNORAD a proposal for exchanging nuclear detona-
tion and radiation fallout data. General Allard
said his staff had made a study of the Canadian
National Survival Attack Warning System (NSAWS)
and the Canadian Nuclear Detonation and Fallout
Reporting System to examine their efficiency and
economy. The study showed, he stated, that the job
could be done better by exchanging data between
Canadian warning facilities in Ontario and the
NORAD COC by routing data through Northern NORAD
Region Headquarters. A duplicate SURTAC circuit
between the NCOC and NNR would provide communica-
tions. This arrangement would allow deletion of
three Canadian Army Warning Centres in the United
States. (These three centers, operating since 1959,
were currently at the 25th and 29th NORAD Division
Direction Centers and at the Central NORAD Region
Combat Center.) General Allard asked that appro-
priate staff members meet to implement his proposals.1

__1 After meeting with staff members of
Canadian Forces Headquarters, NORAD representatives
came up with an alternate proposal. On 24 March,
Deputy CINCNORAD, Air Marshal C. R, Dunlap, sent
NORAD's comments and recommendations to General
Allard. NORAD agreed to disband the Canadian Warn-
ing Centres in the United States and to install the
duplicate data circuit., However, NORAD felt that
routing the data through NNR would put an exXcessive
workload on that headquarters. Until it completed
studies on ways to improve and expand the NBC

[124 ]
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Warning and Reporting System, NORAD recommended
exchange of data between NORAD Divisions and
Canadian Provincial Warning Centres (of the NSAWS),
as follows:2

25th Division - Nanaimo, B.C.

28th Division - Penhold, Alta.

29th Division - CFB Shilo, Manit.
34th Division - CFB Borden, Ont.
35th Division - CFB Borden, Ont.
36th Division - CFB Valcartier, Que.

As far as Canada was concerned, this ex-
change of information applied only to nuclear detona-
tions and fallout. By this ex<change of correspondence,
NORAD proposed that the Canadian Forces alsoc take
part in reporting biological and chemical attack
data, (CF ADC units participated in B/C coverage
on an informal basis only.) In this letter of 24
March, NORAD asked that the Canadian Forces partici-
pate in the NBCWRS to the extent of exchanging
biological and chemical attack data, adopting the
NORAD NBC reporting format, and taking part in NORAD
exercises of the reporting systems. A/M Dunlap said
these measures were '"pointed toward development of
an integrated North American-wide warning and report-
ing system which would be very valuable."3

General Allard replied on 28 April,
accepting the NORAD proposal for cross-telling
nuclear data between the NORAD Divisions and Pro-
vincial Warning Centres. But he said that the
proposed participation in the biological and chem-
ical fields had to be studied in depth before an
answer could be given.4 After this study was made,
General Allard told CINCNORAD on 16 June that
Canadian participation in the biological and
chemical fields to the extent proposed was not
possible, He did agree, however, to use the NBC
reporting format and to exchange biological and
chemical data between NORAD and the Canadian Forces
on this basis:®9

Biological and Chemical inci-
dents will be reported during

[125 }
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exercises as scripted. Live B
and CW incidents will be reported
as battle damage and/or through
military medicine and public
health channels, according to
circumstances and agents used.

General Allard explained that Canada did not be-
lieve the threat justified setting up special
biological and chemical warfare detection and
reporting systems. This position, he said, would
be reconsidered if such a threat tc¢ North America
became a major consideration.

(U) NORAD agreed to these conditions. Ar-
rangements were made for teletype communications
circuits, financed under the CADIN Agreement,
between the above listed NORAD Divisions and
Provincial Warning Centres. Interface between the
NBCWRS and the NSAWS was accomplished on 30
August 1967.6

NORAD STUDY OF NBC REPORTING

" | At the time NORAD was trying to improve
techniques and procedures for gathering and report-
ing data within the NBC Warning and Reporting
System, it was also concerned about responsibilities
for reporting data to the JCS. Currently, NORAD
sent nuclear detonation reports by teletype and
voice to the National Military Command Center (NMCC)
and the alternate center (ANMCC), Biological and
chemical attack data were not reported to the NMCC/
ANMCC_because the JCS had not stated a need for such
data.

In a letter of 28 July 1967, NORAD recom-
mended that the JCS approve a concept for automatic
reporting of NBC attack data from the NORAD COC to
the NMCC/ANMCC. Also, NORAD asked that CINCNORAD
be appointed to make a study to find the best way
for automatic reporting of NBC data from the COC and
unified and specified commands to the NMCC/ANMCC and
other users.

[126 ]
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On 11 September, the JCS directed
CINCNORAD to make a study as outlined by NORAD,
On 30 December, the JCS added another require-
ment to the study. They said the National Military
Command System (NMCS) required timely information
on probable areas of radioactive contamination,
The JCS asked CINCNORAD to include in the study
plans and procedures for predicting and reporting
radioactive fallout in the CONUS, including off-
shore, to the command centers of the NMCS, Because
the findings of this study couid have an impact on
the world-wide reporting system (the Joint Opera-
tional Reporting System), the JCS instructed unified
and specified commanders to respond to the study as
requested by CINCNORAD.9

(U) NORAD planned to host a meeting of all
concerned in mid-January 1968. The purpose was to
establish the principles for an NBC reporting doc-
trine, to find the degree to which world-wide
standardization of NBC reporting was practical, to
find common elements of information needed by all
users, and to reach preliminary agreement on re-
porting methods (transmission, frequency, coding,
formats) .l

BOMB ALARM SYSTEM
ATTACK ASSESSMENT STUDY

(U) The Bomb Alarm System, developed by the
Western Union Telegraph Company, was designed to
automatically report nuclear explosions to the NORAD
COC and other key military and civilian agencies.

It became operational on 1 September 1962 with
sensors at 100 sites: 98 in the CONUS, one at Thule
BMEWS site, and one at Clear BMEWS site.

__1 During 1965, a JCS group studied changing
the system to serve as an attack assessment system
which would show the character of a nuclear attack,
that is, urban industrial targets only, military
targets only, or a combination. The study group
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found that the BAS, if set up properly, was one of
the few potential systems that might give valid
information on the weight and nature of an attack
under all but the most severe general war condi-
tions. The JCS sent a study to DOD recommending
expansion of the BAS, and at about the same time,
September 1965, asked the Defense Communications
Agency to give NORAD technical assistance to recon-
figure the system, expanding it to design capacity
(120 sites). USAF was to help NORAD by preparing a
plan to reconfigure and improve the BAS,

__1 USAF prepared a plan for expanding the
system to 120 sites, In March 1966, DCA asked for
NORAD's recommendations on this plan. CONAD replied
to DCA on 14 June 1966 recommending against expan-
sion but for relocating a numbher of sites. CONAD's
recommendation was in line with the results of a
meeting held at the Pentagon on 13 June. Attended
by representatives from NORAD, USAF, and DCA, the
JCS held the meeting to review a USAF Program
Change Request for reconfiguring and expanding the
system. It was found there was not enough justifi-
cation to expand the BAS to its capacity because 34
sites were at military bases which were either to
close or had lost some importance as targets.* As
replacements, 34 new sites were added to the BAS
site list. The total number of sites was to remain
at 100,

A minor change in the replacement sites,
based on a NORAD recommendation to DCA on 27 July
1966, substituted two high-priority Canadian mili-
tary centers, Canadian Forces Headquarters and North
Bay, and the Alaskan NORAD Region Combat Center at
Elmendorf AFB,

*1_7 Actually there were 33 military bases, instead
of 34, with BAS equipment. The equipment at Chen-
nault AFB, La., had been removed from operation in
1963 and dismantled,
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" | In August 1966, DCA asked USAF to prepare
a revised plan using the new 1list, The system was
to serve as an attack assessment means for the
National Military Command System and was to be
consistent with NORAD's recommendations. The
system was to continue serving NORAD as an auto-
matic way of detecting nuclear detonations. (The
manual system for detecting such explosions, covered
in the front of this chapter, was the NBC Warning
and Reporting System.)

.........................................................

__1 On 9 November 1966, the Secretary of De-
fense approved a USAF request {(PCR 66-7) to recon-
figure and improve the BAS to give it an attack
assessment capability. This decision called for
relocating 34 of the 100 sites, improving the
NMCS display system, and improving the sensitivity
of the sensors. Western Union presented its
proposal for carrying out these instructions to
NORAD and ADC in November 1966.11

STATUS

" | USAF, on 9 February 1967, asked NORAD to
comment on Western Union's proposal. USAF said it
had JCS and DCA concurrence on the proposal which
would give a better system for about the same annual
leasing cost. It was estimated that it would cost
about $1.1 million to reconfigure the system and
the annual leasing cost was estimated at $4.4
million,12

__1 NORAD sent its concurrence to USAF on 10
March but said that certain conditions had to be
met. These were:13

1. The modified sensors were to detect
nuclear detonations with yields between two kilotons
(the lower detection limit of current sensors was
400 KT) and 50 megatons at all altitudes from the
surface to 20,000 feet.

2, Canadian concurrence was required for
the inclusion of four sites in Canada (Montreal,

North Bay, Ottawa, and Toronto were on the list of
sites).

s - ‘ebN_
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3. The name of the modified system was
to be changed to show that it was a nuclear attack
assessment system.

__1 At a meeting on 28 March, attended by
representatives of NORAD, USAF, ADC, and Western
Union, NORAD's conditions were discussed. It was
agreed that a test program should be held tec find
the lowest nuclear detonation the sensors could
detect, starting at two kilotons and progressing
upwards if necessary. USAF was to get Canadian
Forces' approval for putting sensors at the
Canadian sites. Also, when the system was com-
pleted, the name was to be changed to Attack
Assessment System. (Later, however, USAF approved
a NORAD/ADC reguest to rename it the Attack Assess-
ment/Bomb Alarm System. Until work was completed,
it was to be called the Bomb Alarm System 2104
(Modified Interim), effective 1 July 1967.) NORAD
was to send a list of priority sites to the JCS,
USAF, ADC, and Western Union, for the order of
implementation,l4

__1 NORAD sent out the list of priority sites
on 24 April. Testing of the modified sensors was
done at MacDill and McCoy AFBs in Florida and at
Clinton-Sherman AFB, Oklahoma, from July to 11
October. These areas were selected because of the
usually intense thunderstorm and lightning activity.
Some officials felt that lightning would trigger
sensors set to detect low-yield nuclear detona-
tions. However, testing showed that lightning had
little effect on the sensor and botih NORAD and ADC
were satisfied with its overall performance.ld

__1 Planning was also underway to make the
system more survivable. In addition to diverse and
redundant communications routing, NORAD guidelines
directed that communications not be routed through
primary target areas, The communications criteria,
coupled with reconfiguration of the system, made
practically all existing routings obsolete., Conse-
quently, new routings had to be determined., 1In
December 1967, NORAD told the JCS that, of the six
Master Control Centers, four centers located at
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Albany, N. Y., Indianapolis, Tulsa, and Salt Lake
City would be moved to lesser Earget areas to
ensure maximum survivability.1

__1 In a message of 15 December to the JCS,
NORAD said that recent discussions with the agencies
concerned had shown that no one was sure what
effect electromagnetic pulse (EMP), caused by high
vield nuclear detonations, would have on the
system. NORAD said its viewpoint was that '"total
reliance on this system to provide attack assess-
ment should not be made because it may not survive
the first minutes of a mass nuclear attack,” Also,
NORAD said if the contract were given to Western
Union by 1 January 1968, the reconfigured system
should be operational by June 1969,1

__1 In the meantime, some thought was being
given to extending the system to cover the sites
in the SLBM Detection and Warning System and,
eventually, the Sentinel ABM radar and missile
gsites., On 9 October 1967, the JCS asked for NORAD's
comments on the matter and also asked that NORAD's
reply be coordinated with CINCL.ANT, CINSAC, and
CINCSTRIKE, 18

__1 After coordinating with the commands con-
cerned, NORAD sent an answer to the JCS on 29
December. NORAD said that extending coverage to
these important military targets would help in
analyzing an attack pattern, But ARADCOM had
stated, NORAD said, that the Sentinel System would
be able to give attack assessment on its own and
so there was no reason to extend coverage to these
sites. NORAD listed the Sentinel sites and the seven
SLBM radars but cautioned that any expansion of the
system should be based on clearly stated needs,
cost effectiveness evaluation, and an estimate of
relative national priority. CINSTRIKE asked that
his headquarters, and its alternate location, be
included in any extension of the attack assessment
system, 19
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GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THIS REPORT

AAR
ABM
ADCAO

ADR
AEW&C
AFLC
AFSC
AICBM

ALCOP
ALRI

ANMCC

ANR
ARADCOM
ASW
AUTOVON
AWACS

BAS
BMDC
BMEWS

BNCC
BUIC

CADIN

CANFORCEHED

CCCS
CDS
CEIP

CFADC
CFHQ
cocC
COEC
CPR

Air-to-Air Refuelable

Anti-Ballistic Missile

Aerospace Defense Command Aerospace
Objectives (Plan)

Automatic Digital Relay

Airborne Early Warning & Control

Air Force Logistics Command

Air Force Systems Command

Anti-Intercontinental Ballistic
Missile

Alternate Command Post

Airborne Long-Ruange Inputs (SAGE
Integrated)

Alternate National Military Command
Center

Alaskan NORAD Region

Army Air Defense Command

Anti-Submarine Warfare

Automatic Voice Network

Airborne Warning and Control System

Bomb Alarm System

Ballistic Missile Defense Center

Ballistic Missile Early Warning
System

BUIC NORAD Control Center

Back-up Intercept(or) Control

Continental Air Defense Integration,
North

Canadian Forces Headquarters

CONAD Command and Control System

Canadian Defence Staff

Communications-Electronics Implemen-
tation Plan .

Canadian Forces Air Defence Command

Canadian Forces Headquarters

Combat Operations Center

CONAD Operational Employment Concept

Chinese Peoples Republic
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DCA Defense Communications Agency

DCS Deputy Chief of Staff; Defense Com-
munications System

DCSP Defense Communications Satellite
Program

DDR&E Director of Defense Research &
Engineering (DOD)

DEFCON Defense Readiness Condition

DEMOD Deployment Model (Nike X)

DEPEX Deployment Nike X (Nike X Deployment
Study or Plan)

DEW Distant Early Warning

DICBM Defense Intercontinental Ballistic
Missile

DIP Display Information Processor

DOB Dispersed Operating Base

DPM Draft Presidential Memorandum

ECM Electronic Counter Measures

EDICT Evacuation and Dispersal of Inter-
ceptors from Critical Targets

ENR Eastern NORAD Region

ESD Electronic Systems Division

FCS Fire Control System

FOBS Fractional Orbital Bombardment System

GEEIA Ground Electronic Engineering Instal-
lation Agency (Air Force)

1DCSP Initial Defense Communications Satel-
lite

IMI Improved Manned Interceptor

I0C Initial Operational Capability

JADSIG Joint Continental Aerospace Defense
Systems Integration Group

JCCRG Joint Command and Control Require-
ments Group (JCS)

JCDSIPS Joint Continental Defense Systems
Integration Planning Staff

JDIS Joint Defense Systems Integration
Staff

JSOP Joint Strategic Objectives Plan

JTD Joint Table of Distribution
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LADO Light Attack Defense Option (Nike X)

LF Low Frequency

MADPAC Mobile Air Defense Package

MDC Missile Direction Center

MEECN Minimum Essential Emergency Commun-

< ications Network

MITRE Massachusetts Iastitute of Technology,
Research and Engineering (Corpora-
tion)

MNCC Manual NORAD Control Center

MOBS Multiple Orbit Bombardment System

MSR Missile Site Radar

MWDS Missile Warning Display Subsystem

NAS National Airspace Systenm

NAWS NORAD Attack Warning System

NBC Nuclear, Biological and Chemical

NBCWRS Nuclear, Biological, Chemical Warning
and Reporting System

NHCP NORAD Directorate of Computer Program
Control

NCMC NORAD Cheyenne Mountain Complex

NCOC NORAD Combat Operations Center

NMCC National Military Command Center

NMCS National Military Command System

NNR Northern NORAD Region

NOCOPS NORAD Ccmbat Operations Program
System

NOOP-E NORAD Directorate of Operations-
Environment Division

NQR NORAD Qualitative Requirement

NSA National Security Agency

NSAWS National Survival Attack Warning
System

NUDET Nuclear Detonation

NXPO Nike X Project Cffice

OEC Operational Employment Concept

ORT Overland Radar Technology

OTH Over the Horizor (radar)

PAR Perimeter Acquisition Radar

PBD Program Budget Decision

IR — ] 3 O ]“~
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PCD
PCR
PJBD

QMR
ROC

SAGE
SAM-D
SCAN
SDC

SEA
SLBM
SLCM
SMAMA
SOW
SPADATS
SURTAC

TDY
TSCP

UE
UNAAF
VLF
WNR

WSEG
WWMCCS

XCC
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Program Change Decision
Program Change Request
Permanent Joint Board on Defense

Qualitative Materiel Requirement
Required Operational Capability

Semi-Automatic Ground Environment

Surface-to-Air Missile-Development

Switched Circuit Automatic Network

Space Defense Center; System
Development Corp.

Southeast Asia

Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile

Submarine Launched Cruise Missile

S:cramento Air Materiel Area

Statement of Work

Space Detection and Tracking System

Surveillance and Tactical {(communi-
cations network)

Temporary Duty
Tactical Satellite Communications
Program

Unit Equipment
Unified Action Armed Forces

Very Low Frequency

Western NORAD Region

Weapons System Evaluation Group

World-Wide Military Command and Control
System

Nike X Coordination Center
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