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Honorable Glenard P. Lipscom
House of Representatives
Washington 25, D. C.

Dear Mr. Lipscomb:

During the Director's sbasnce {rem the city your latter
of April 4 was referred to me. lknow ] can speak for Mr. Dilles
when I say that he too eajoyed the §.0.8. breakfast on March '0ta
! know he enjoys meeting with such groups and particularly in such
an informal maaner.

As you hnow, the mattsr of publication of classified tnform:
tion in the public press is of concern to Mr. Dulles sad many rther:
in official circles. 1 believe the Appropriations Hearings befere -
Defense Subcommittee on March 24, 1960, which you eacloced.
{llustrate one aspect of this problem. This particular item wiil be
brought to Mr. Dulles’ attention upon his return,

On bshalf of the Dirsctor I would liks {0 express his thunks
for your continued interest in the Agency. As in the past, if you
believe we can be of any assistance at any time please o not
hesitate to call on us.

Siacerely,
Distribution: Gy !
Orig & 1 - Addressee Lienad ;
1 - DCI John $. Warner
2 - Leg. C. - dubject Lagislative Counsel

;',.(Qci Chrono.

OGC/LC:JSW:mks (7 April 60)
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APPROPRIATIONS
SUBCOMITTEES:

Congress of the United States DR v

House of Representatives HOUSE AT MINISTAAICN
Washington, B. €.

April &, 1960 oo -#’,,

Honorable Allen Dulles, Director
Central Intelligence Agency

2430 E Street, N. W.

Washington, D, C.

Dear Mr. Director:

It was a real pleasure to listen to your discussion
with the 8.0.S. at breakfast on Wednesday morning, March 30ti.
I always enjoy your very anmalytical approach to the great
problems which confront you.

During the discussion the matter of the publica-
tion of classified information in the public press was
brought up. Perhaps you have already had the opportunity
to review the hearings which were held before the Appropri-
ations Subcommittee on Defense on March 24, 1960, but in the
event you have not, I would like to call to your attention t-e
testimony on page /1 of the printed copy of these hearings.

Again, may I express my thanks for the time that you
so generously spend with us at the S5.0.S. breakfasts.

Sincerely yours,

- ’ »W‘:/:;-fv -
“Glenard P. pgcomb

Member of Congress

GPL:bl
Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
FOR 1961

Trurspay, MarcH 24, 1960,
REAPPRAISAL OF AIR DEFENSE PROGRAM
REVISIONS IN 1960 AND 1961 AIR FORCE PROGRAMS

WITNESSES

GEN. THOMAS D. WHITE, CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. ATR FORCE

MAJ. GEN. H. M. ESTES, JR., ASSISTANT DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF,
OPERATIONS, U.8. AIR FORCE

MAJ. GEN. B. K. HOLLOWAY, DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONAL RE-
QUIREMENTS, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, OPERATIONS, U.S. AIR
FORCE

MAJ. GEN, R. J. FRIEDMAN, DIRECTOR OF BUDGET, COMPTROLLER
OF THE AIR FORCE

HON. LYLE S. GARLOCK, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR
FORCE (FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT)

MAJ. GEN. H. C. DONNELLY, ASSISTANT DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF,
PLANS AND PROGRAMS, U.S. AIR FORCE

MAJT. GEN. B. J. WEBSTER, DIRECTOR OF PROGRAMS, DEPUTY CHIEF
OF STAFF, PLANS AND PROGRAMS, U.S. ATR FORCE

COL. D. L. CROW, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF BUDGET, COMPTROLLER OF
THE AIR FORCE

COL. E. B. RASMESSEN, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE CHIEF OF
STAFF, U.S. ATR FORCE

LT. COL. FRED H. DIETRICH, CHIEF, MISSILE SECTION, WEAPONS
BRANCH, AIR DEFENSE DIVISION, DIRECTORATE OF OPERA-
TIONAL REQUIREMENTS, U.S. AIR FORCE

BRIG. GEN. R. H. CURTIN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR REAL PROP-
ERTY, DIRECTORATE OF CIVIL ENGINEERING, DEPUTY CHIEF
OF STAFF, OPERATIONS, U.S. AIR FORCE

MR. L. C. MEYER, CHIEF, RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND MISSILE
DIVISION, DIRECTORATE OF BUDGET, COMPTROLLER

Mr. Mauon, Secretary Garlock, General White, we are pleased
to have you and your associates before the committee this morning.
We understand that you have very significant statements to malke.
We understand that there have been some tentative changes in im-
portant programs. Whether or not they have been finalized, I do not
know. You will, of course, give us that information.

We realize that this business of defense is a fast-moving business
and that decisions made yesterday may not necessarily be the best
decisions today. We have to react to the situations which exist; we
have to react to facts as they are and not as we might want them to

1)
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be. There is much uncertainty in this whole picture, and no one
can know with complete assurance just what should be done in each
and every instance.

1 wish you would proceed in your cwn way to present your pro-
posals.

General Wurre. Thank you, sir. 1 have u prepared statement with
which to lead off, if I may.

Mr. Manon. We will not interrupt you.

GenErAL SrATEMENT OF CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. AR FoRrcE

General Wrire. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
first of all, T would like to express my appreciation to the committee
for this opportunity to further discuss the Air Foree’s fiscal year 1961
budget estimates,

T am here to request your consideration of a substantial adjustment
to the President’s fiscal year 1961 budget request. The Department
of Defense has approved my presentation of these recommendations
today; however, the Department of Defense is not yet prepared to
approve our recommended addenda in substance.

Mr. Chairman, you will note that I have made a change from the
prepared script and have used the word “addenda” in place of the
word “revisions.” The reason is that these recommendations have
been made by the Department of the Air Force and the Department
of Defense has approved the deducts but has not approved “addenda”
in substance DOD has only approved the addenda for presentation.

REASONS FOR PRESENTATION PRIOR TO DFPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APTROVAL OF REVISED PROGRAM

Mr. Manon. I would think it appropriate to state that there had
been an indication from the Department of Defense through Deputy
Secretary Douglas that it would be desirable for us to postpone this
hearing a few days in order to perhaps get a more authoritative report
from the Bureau of the Budget, but we are concluding our hearings
soon. We must get busy with important decisions as to what we
want to do, so we could hardly afford to mark time. Moreover, Mr.
Sheppard and some of the other members of the committee are heavily
engaged in the bill on military construction.

Furthermore, as I understand it, you are going, as our country’s
representative, to a meeting in the Middle East, at Teheran.

General Worre, Yes, sir.

Mr. Manon. Under the circumstances, T told Secretary Douglas
that it did not seem desirable to try to postpone this meeting until after
Secretary Gates returned from the NATO meeting he is attending,
which T understand will be concluded in early April. T think we all
understand the problem to which you make reference.

CHANGES IN AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

General Wi, First, I am recommending major changes in the
air defense system we had previously programed. These revisions
result in an overall program reduction in the fiscal year 1961 budget
on the order of $500 million. Second, I further propose that in order
to expedite the improvement of our overall military posture certain
critical projects be substituted.

Approved For Release 2002/10/30 : CIA-RDP80B01676R000900030049-9



Approved For Release 2002/10/30 :BCIA-RDPSOBO1676R000900030049-9

Specifically, my recommendations are:

(@) Reorient the nir defense ground environment system by can-
celing the SAGE super combat center program.

b) Further limit the BOMARC B program.
¢) Adjust our air defense programs to assure earlier corapletion
of the revised system.

(d) Expand our intercontinental ballistic missile program.

(e) Improve our fighter-interceptor force.

(f) Acceleratespace and ground systems to provide warning against
ballistic missile attack.

Attached to your copy of my prepared statement is a summary list-
ing of the fall-outs and of the recommended add-ons, as well as the
program dollars associated therewith.

I will discuss briefly why this revised program is advisable and the

advantaFes we expect to gain for national security. Members of my
staft will cover the specific changes in detail in their presentations
to follow,

Three primary objectives will be attained by the actions we are
recommending today. These are: (1) More timely completion of an
improved defense agninst the air breathing threat; (2) acceleration
of systems designed to provide ballistic missile warning; and (3) an
improved deterrent posture.

The revised air defense system will have capabilities substantially
greater than those we currently possess. These will be obtained
through significant improvements in the capabilities of our Century
series interceptors and modernization of our current radar coverage.
The units in the revised BOMARC program will be concentrated to
strengthen the area defense of the industrial Northeast. In addition,
the completed air defense system will be operational at least 2 years
earlier than the system it replaces.

We would accelerate our systems to provide ballistic missile warn-
ing under this proposal.

ACCELERATION OF BALIISTIC MISSILY. PROGRAM

To improve our overall deterrent posture, we propose an expanded
ATLAS program and additional funds for the MINUTEMAN pro-
gram.

In conclusion, I should like to give this committee my earnest
opinion that the proposal I have discussed today represents a signifi-
cant step toward improving our existing air defenses and enhancing
our future deterrent posture.

General Estes will, at your pleasure, continue to give more details
of the changes in the system which we propose, to be followed by
General Holloway, who will discuss the additions we propose, and
finally General Friedman will be prepared to discuss the budgetary
aspects of these changes.

Mr. Mamown. Procecd, General Estes.

GENFRAL STATEMENT OF AsSIsTANT DrpuTy CHIEF OF STAFF,
OreraTions, U.S. A1r Forcr

B1oGRAPIIICAL SKETCH OF WITNESS

Maj. Gen. Howell M. Hstes, Jr., was born at Fort Oglethorpe, Ga., September
18, 1914. He received his commission after his graduation from the U.8. Mili-
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tary Academy in 1936. In July 1939 he began flying training and after graduat-
ing from primary and advanced flying schools was rated a pilot and trans-
ferred to the Air Corps on March 23, 1940. During the Korean conflict, General
Tstes was assigned as vice commander of the Far East Air Forces Bowber
Command, in which capacity he served from March 1951 until July 1951.
Throughout his career General Estes has been closely associated with strategic
and atomic test operations. In October 1952 he was designated commander, Air
Task Group 7.4, Joint Task Force 7 for the atomic test known as Operation
Castle. In August 1954 he was assigned to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base,
Ohio, and at that location became assistant deputy commander for weapon sys-
tems, Headgquarters, Air Research and Development Command. On August 15,
1957, he was reassigned to Headquarters, U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C., as
the Assistant Chief of Staff for Air Defense Systems with further assignment
with the headgunarters, in May 1958, as Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, Opera-
tions, which position he holds at the present time. General Estes has been
awarded the Tegion of Merit with two oak leaf clusters, Distinguished Klying
COross, American Defense Service Medal, American Campaign Medal, World War
IT Victory Medal, Occupational Medal for Germany ind Japan, Korean Service
Medal, National Defense Medal, the United Nations Service Medal, Air Medal
with one cak leaf cluster, and Czechoslovakian War Cross.

(The prepared statement of General Estes follows:)

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, General White has covered the
overall changes that we are recommending in cur fiscal year 1961 budget. As
he mentioned, we are proposing very substantinl changes in our program for
defense against manned aircraft. The purpnse of nuy presentation is to cover
these changes in air defense in more detail and to compare the program origi-
nally presented to you with that which we ure now recommending.

In order to refresh your memory, 1 will begin by showing in simplified form
the sequence of events that occurs in conducting air defense. As an enemy
aircraft approaches the country, the first functicn that must oceur, of course, is
that ot detection. This iz aceomplished primarily by the use of radar and is
illustraied Dy these figures on this first chart (chart No. 1). Having detected
an aircraft approaching the country, the nevt funcrional step is to determine
whether it is, in fact, an enemy aireraft or a friendly aircraft. This Hinction
is called that of identification and is performed by a combination of steps.
The final determination is made by the air defense commander with the aid of
the electronic computers in the SAGE direction centers shown here. Assum-
ing the incoming aircraft to have been identified as hostile, the next tunctional
step is that of determining the most effective weapon to use and issuing instrue-
tions for that weapon to begin the interception. This function we call control,
and it is also performed in the SAGE direction centers. It is, of course, neces-
sary to communicate continuously with the interceptirs after they are launched
in order to insture actual interception. This requires communications from
ground to air and is our next functional area. Kingily, the actual interception
and destruction occurs, using one or more of the weapons available to the air
defense system. 'Therefore, our final function is that of interception.

In order to preserve an orderly sequence, our presentation will be made in
this same order by the functions of detection, identification, control, communica-
tions, and interception.

Beginning first with detection, you will recall that this function is performed
by a variety of equipments using radar techniques. Most of these radars are
installed on ground sites. This type of radar provides for detection of rela-
tively high-flying aireraft and is supplemented by a larger number of smaller
radars whose purpose is to detect low-tlying objects. These smaller radars are
called “gap fillers.” In order to extend the range at which we are able to first
detect aireraft over the seaward approaches, we nlso have radars mounted
in aiveraft. These are called “airborne early warning and control aircraft.”
T am sure that you can appreciate that these equipments are, in essence, the
eyes and ears of our whole defense system and, consequently, must be ot the
highest possible reliability and performance. For the past few years we have
been engaged in a major program to upgrade the radar system. Because of the
high importance of achieving very effective and reliable detection, our revision
of the air defense program does not materially change our previous radar pro-
gram.

The next functional area is that of identifieation. Procurement of ground
and airborne eguipment for this function has been completed with prior year
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funds. No appreciable change is being made to these installations in our recom-
mended program.

The next area—that of control—is performed primarily by the SAGE com-
puter system, with which, I min sure, you are all familiar. You will recall that
when we applied the SAGE computers to air defense, the United States was
divided into a number of operational sectors. In each air defense sector is
located a direction center equipped with a large elcctronic computer. Also
located in each division is a combat center where the division commander super-
vises the air defense battle over the entire division area. The program sunp-
ported by our original fiscal year 1961 budget called for completion of the direc-
tion centers and three of the combat centers, and in addition, a number of har-
dened facilities called supercombat centérs, which would have been deployed
throughout the United States and southern Canada. As stated by Genegal
White, we are recommending today that this program be deleted. With the
deletion of the super combat centers, it is obvious that certain rearrangements
to the SAGE system are necessary., Cancellation of super combat centers also
leaves us without division headquarters facilities for three divisions. Iowever,
with some modification of already built facilities, we plan to alleviate this defi-
ciency. Since our recommended program is much reduced, it is expected to be
completed earlier

The next function that I will cover is that of communications. As I stated
previously, these are the communications required to direct the weapons to their
target and consist of ground radio installations connected to the SAGE control
centers. Equipment for these stations has all been placed on procurement with
prior year funds. Construction of some of the stations and antennas remains
to be funded in the fiscal year 1961 budget. As you would expect, these stations
are deployed throughout the air defense system wherever the associated weapons
are deployed. As a resnlt of the changes in types and deployment of weapons that
I will cover shortly, it is possible to reduce to some extent the number of com-
munication stations required.

This completes my discussion of the functions that are performed on the ground
in air defense. I will now discuss the all important function of interception.

The primary weapons to accomplish the interceptor function are the F-102,
the F-101B, the F-106, and BOMARC.

The F-102 is a delta wing, single place, all weather interceptor currently armed
with a GAR-1 and GAR-2 FALCON missiles. The F-102 can operate at 50,000
feet at speed up over mach 1. In 1961 this aircraft will be equipped with im-
proved arniament.

Recommended changes are to reduce this program by a small number of squed-
rons in fiscal year 1961. These squadrons are to be phased into the Air National
Guard in the same time period. Also recomended as add-on’s to our current
program are certain modifications.

Another of our manned interceptors is the F-101B. This is a two place, two
engine, all weather interceptor armed with MB-1 nuclear rockets and with
FALCON missiles. The F-101B can operate above 50,000 feet at speed up to
1,200 miles per hours. There are no changes recommended in the number of
operational units or aireraft for this portion of the program. However, there are
aicraft modifications and improvements recommended.

Another one of our interceptors is the I'-106—a delta wing, single place, all
weather interceptor armed with nuclear rockets and GAR-3 and GAR-4 FALCON
missiles. The F-106 holds the current world’s speed record for operational
aircraft of 1,525.9 miles per hour.

No changes are recommended to the composition of this force. However, as
shown for the previous interceptors, there are certain modifications and improve-
ments recommended as ndd-on’s to our current program. These include modifica-
tions required to standardize the F-106 fleet.

Also, we have the BOMARC surfice-to-air missile. This is a supersonic
nuclear armed missile capable of defense against hostile aircraft and cruise-type
missiles.

It is recommended that the BOMARC “B” portion of this program be reduced.

The deployments planned for the current program and the area coverage which
these weapons will provide is depicted by a series of charts. In order to indicate
the contemplated capability of all weapons currently planned for allocation
to CINCNORAD countrol, I show:

(a) First the location and coverage of the NIKE-HERCULES batteries.
(b) The BOMARC program.
(¢) The location of manned interceptor squadrons of the regular force.
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(¢} The location of the manned interceptor squadrons of the Air National
Guard.

(¢) The coverage provided by BOMARC.

() The coverage provided by the manned interceptors.

The deployments and resultant coverage which can be provided with the
recomnmended weapons is. indicated by these charts. With the exception of
BOMARO the deployments to be shown are intended as illustrative deployments
only. NORAD has not completed detailed studies required to determine optimum
deployments for this revised family of weapons.

(@) The NIKB-IIERCULES deployment is identical to that shown with the
current program.

() The operating locations provided by the reduced BOMARC program.

(¢) The location of the manned interceptor squadrons of the regular force.

(d) The location of the Air National Guard manned interceptors.

(¢) The coverage provided by the reduced BOMARC program.

() And, lastly, the coverage provided by the manned inferceptor forces,

This concludes this portion of the presentation. General Holloway will cover
recommended prograniadditions.

Generan Estes. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it
is my purpose to amplify General White’s remarks by covering for
you in some detail a comparison between the program which we have
recommended for air defense and that which we now propose. Al-
though this committee is certainly well informed on air defense, 1
think it might be worth while to refresh your memory first on the
major functions that we perform in air defense in conducting an
intercept, because it is of these functions that I will speak of the air
defense system. I will break it down into each function.

With our air defense system, obviously our first function is that of
detection. We must insure that we have a target to begin with.
Through the various radar devices, which are shown pictorially on
this chart, we perform this function of detection. This is done by
various equipments using radar techniques.

The second function is that of identification, as shown here. This
function is conducted essentially by the electronic devices which we
have airborne and on the ground, which query each other to determine
whether the aircraft involved is friend or foe. Furthermore, through
the use of the electronic computers in the direction centers, the sector
commander correlates flight plans from the FAA with the informa-
tion he has on the aireraft coming in on its track. By this means
he determines whether the aireraft is friend or foe.

Having determined that the aireraft is hostile, he then dispatches
a weapon on the track of the target. During this period we refer
to what we know as control. This is to say that the weapon must
be controlled on its course toward intercept. This it does by means
of continuing to obtain radar information on the track of the air-
craft and through the use of the electronic computers in the direction
centers the weapon directors are able to control the aireraft toward
the target.

The next function during the time that the interceptor is on its
way to its target, it must be given constant course direction. This is
accomplished by the ground-air communications we have, as shown
here. The final function is that of interception with the weapon
actually being vectored to an intercept with its target.

Now, under each of these four headings—detection, identification,
control, communications, and interception-——I will discuss our present
program and the changes that are related to it.
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DETECTION

The first function is detection. As I have said previously, this
function is performed by a variety of equipments using radar tech-
niques. The main backbone of the detection force is the heavy radars,
which are, for the main part, located on ground-based station. This
is a typical station, this is known as an FPS 24 modern radar sta-
tion. - Now, in addition to those radars, which do the job mainly at
medium and high altitudes, veaching way out, getting targets far
in advance, we require smaller radars known as gap fillers, of which
this is a picture, which are located in between the heavy radars. They
provide the low-altitude coverage below the lobe of the heavy radar
and in-between lobes of consecutive heavy radars.

In addition to this, we require information out over the ocean areas
of approaching targets, particularly at low altitudes. For this pur-
pose we put radars in aireraft. This is typical of one, a Lockheed
aireraft known as the RC121D, which is our airborne early warning
and control vehicle.

All of these equipments which T have just discussed are vitally jm-
portant to air defense. If you do not hayve modernized or compe-
tent radars, you obviously have no air defense capability at all.
Therefore, wo consider the part of the system which I am discussing
now, detection, as the most vital part of the system.

We attempted various fixes on these radars to improve their elec-
tronics countermeasure countering capability, but these are not en-
tirely successful, particularly against the advanced electronics counter-
measures we expect in the future.

Therefore, we have been involved in the past few years in a prograni
of modernization of these radars, the heavy radar of which fshowed
you a picture a moment ago, FPS-24, is one of those mdern, currently
designed radars, which will provide us the modernization we have fo
have. These radars are not only far superior in range, altitude,
resolution, but they have designed into them means to counter elec-
tronics countermeasures.

This program has the unfortunate name of frequency diversity. I
am afraid that people have not understood exactly what that term
means and, therefore, do not understand that the real purpose of it
is to modernize the radars we have available in this country.

Now, the coverage which the program we recommended to you in
this budget will provide is as shown here. The orange on the chart
is essentially coverage which is contemplated to be provided by present-
day types of radars. There are differences between these types of
radars. The radwrs up on the DEW line are tar superior to some of
the radars shown in orange on these areas.

The red represents the coverage which will be provided by the raod-
ernized radars as they become available. Off the coasts in red is the
coverage that will be provided by the airborne early warning and the
control aircraft.

Now, in our revised program the change is as shown here. There
is one thing T should mention. You also see some green areas on the
chart, this area and over here. These are additional extensions to the
DEW line which are provided by Nuvy airborne early warning and
control aircraft as well as by some non-NATO radars that are in-
stalled here in Iceland.

53292—60——2
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The flip that I just took off the chart shows the reduction in coverage
in this area and on the west coast, which is possible in airborne early
warning and control coverage due to modificaiions in the weapons
program, which I will discuss just a little bit later.

Furthermore, within the interior of the United States there are
certain radars which 1 have just taken off here which we believe POs-
sibly can be decommissioned. They are older-type radars. We are
currently discussing this with Norad and believe these radars can be
taken out.

This then, as shown on this chart, is the final coverage that we will
have from radar under our proposed reduction.

This chart shows the phasing by fiscal year of the detection pro-
gram as it would have come in according to the program which we
have submitted to you already. In each year it shows how much of the
program would be completed by that year. As you can see, the pro-
gram would complete with the final few percentage out here in ———.

The next chart shows the revisions which we recommend in our
proposed program. We slide some of the program further forward
80 as to get these modernized radars in a liftle %it earlier throughout
the program. However, essentially the final completion, the last
few radars, still come into the program in ———,

IDENTIFICATION

The next area, sir, is identification. On this chart you see the
geographical distribution of 236 ground stations that provide the
querying transmission system to the electronic equipment on board
the aircraft to determine whether it is friend or foe. All of these
sites have been previously funded out of previous fiscal years. They
are installed.

In the event we deactivate the radars in the center of the country
that T mentioned a few moments ago, certain of these sites will not
be required and can be deactivated. There are some 32 sites in this
part of the country that will be deactivated in the event that the
radars which I mentioned are decommissioned.

Some years ago when we applied the SAGE computer to Air De-
fense for purposes of air defense, we divided the United States into
several geographical areas. The heavy lines which you see on the
chart are what we know as Air Defense divisions or, as Norad calls
then, Air Defense regions. The dotted lines represent air defense
sectors.

In each of these sectors there is a direction center from which the
sector commander directs the air battle within the sector. In each
division there is a combat center from which the division commander
supervises the overall air battle and allocates weapons to the various
sector commanders.

As far as the direction center is concerned, this is a photograph
of a direction center building. The computer equipment, the various
displays, the sector commander, and the weapon and intercept direc-
tors are inside this building.

SAGE SUPERCOMBAT OENTERS
Our original program that we submitted to you in 1961 called for
20 of these sector direction centers and 8 combat centers located with-
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in these yellow areas. In addition to this, this was the original SAGE
program, which was not, to have automatic SAGE control.

This chart shows the phasing of the total of eight supercombat cen-
ters as they would have come into the program in accordance with our
initial 1961 recommendations to you. As you can see, the program
would have been completed in 1964. For a variety of reasons con-
structionwise, as well as difficulties in integrating this entire system,
in our recent analysis of this program we feel thut quite probably
this date would have slipped further out toward 1965 or fiscal year
1966. As you can see, therefore, this tremendous system would have
been considerably late in coming 1n.

Our proposed program, therefore, has as its purpose, as General
White stated, gefting in a system against the threat at the earliest
possible date. This will provide 98 percent completion of the pro-

gram in The remaining 2 percent represents completion of

the sector up in Canada so that the entire system will be com-
- P Y

plete in

Mr. Mamon. General Istes, is it proposed that these charts be
placed in the vecord ornot ?

General Estrs. You have them, sir, already in the material.

Mr. Mamown. But is this sort of information to be included in our
printed record or is it secret ¢

General Frirpman. I think we will have to examine each of them.
We certainly would want to give some indication in support of the
commiittee’s approval or disapproval, as the case may be. I am not
prepared to state right now, Mr. Chairman, that they could go in
exactly as they are, but certainly I believe we can provide a picture
that explains the change.

Mr. Mano~. Wo do not want any information in the printed record
that should not be there. Of course, this chart here is very meaning-
ful. If we should have an early printing of this hearing, we want to
bear in mind the difficulties involved with respect to clearance.

General Estrs. We will immediately examme that, sir, and do the
best we can in providing charts which can be published in the record.

COMMUNICATIONS

The next area, sir, is communications. This shows a total of 154
ground-air transmitter sites that were included in the program sub-
mitted to you in this fiseal year 1961 budget. These sites are what is
known as time division data link sites. They provide automatic con-
tact between the SAGE centers and the BOMARC as well as the
fighter-interceptors. They work with the data link equipment, that is
on board our fighter-interceptors and the BOMARC.

Due to changes in the weapon distribution and employment and
the types of weapons, as well as due to some of the changes which I
mentioned earlier with reference to taking out some of these interior
radars, this is the communications distribution which we recommend
in our proposed revision of the program. This will be a reduction to
144 sites from 154.

The schedule for this program is as shown on this chart. This is
the way it would have been for the 134 sites in our initial program
and the flip on the chart shows how the program will complete with
the reduced number of time division data link sites.
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Mr. Mamo~. You will complete the program in ?
General Estrs. That is correct, sir.” This is largely due to the fact
that you are reducing the number of sites.

INTERCEIIION

Irom here I would like to go to the problem of interception and talk
about our various weapons. The first weapon is the ¥-102. This is
a picture of it. This aircraft is a Delta wing, single place. It is an
all-weather interceptor, currently armed with the Falcon missile—
namely, with the GAR-1 and GAR-2.

F-102

The F-102 can operate up to 50,000 feet and at speeds at the maxi-
mum up over mach 1. In the GAR-1 and GAR-2 missiles,
which this aireraft now carries, will be replaced by a missile which
will be known as the (GAR-11, which is a guided nuclear weapon with
a very small nuclear yield. This will tremendously increase the capa-
bility of this F-102 aircraft.

The current program is as shown here. T would like to remark to
the committee, sir, if you attempt to compare these various figures for
total F-102%, which I have shown on this chart, with information
which may have been submitted to you by General Friedman, you will
not find that they directly compare. These are programed operational
aireraft in operational units, as I display them here. You appreciate
the fact that in addition to this we have aircraft in depots undergoing
modifications; we have command support and attrition aireraft that
are not, shown here, but these are the operational aircraft in opera-
tional units,

1 should also mention, sir, that in the light blue I am showing the
aireraft which are overseas. The dark blue represents the F-102 air-
craft as programed to be in the North American air defense system.

Currently there are ——— in the program to round out through
squadrons.  Our recommendations on the F-102, sir, are that
in fiscal year 1961 all of the aircraft which we planned for our inven-
tory start phasing out of our inventory to the Air National Guard,
and that the green line here shows the buildup for Air Defense and
Air National Guard units equipped with F-102’.

As you recognize, the Guard is largely equipped now with F-86s and
other such aircraft. Tt has been onr purpose here to attempt to bring
the Guard fully into the Air Defense act, and utilize the services in
which they are most competent.

Our recommended program shows the various squadrons which will
be in the U.S. inventory in red. (Discussion off the record.) The
remainder of the squadrons phase into the Guard.

The reason for the disparity in figures, if you add these up here, is
because the additional aireraft that T mentioned that we have in depots
coming back from overseas, et cetera, become available to fill up these
Guard units. So the F-102s, as far as the USAF inventory nnder our
proposed revision, will phase out the units going into the Guard.

With reference to the 102, we intend in our program to complete
certain modifications. The first is to complete the installation of time
division data link, the electronic equipments of time division data
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link, in all of the F-102 aircraft, so that the communications sites that.
I showed you a moment ago can communicate automatically with these
F-102 aireraft.

‘We have this installed in practically the entire fleet now. All this
does is to install it in the rest of the fleet so that the Guard aircraft
can operate with the same communications system that our regular
Air Force aircraft will be operating with.

The second modification is to improve the low level kill capability
of these aircraft. Right now, because of problems of radar clutter
which the aireraft radar and missile see, it is difficult to achieve an
assured intercept at low levels. Our purpose here, and as you will
see in the other weapons which T mention a little bit later, we intend
to improve this low level kill capability.

F-101—-B

The next is the F-101-B, a picture of which is shown here. This
aircraft, as you can see, is two-place. It has a pilot and a radar op-
erator and, further, it 1s two-engine,

This aireraft has the MB-1 rocket, not these two which are shown
here (indicating).

This is the reverse side. These are FALCON rockets but in addi-
tion to the armament door it carries an MB-1 nuclear rocket known
as the GENIT. This aircraft can operate up to 50,000 feet and it
can go to a speed of 1,200 miles per hour. The current program is
as shown here. There will be & maximum point of squadrons
phasing down to — because of attrition by the end of the 1964
time period.

We do not propose any change in this program for these aircraft
in our revision. This is a fine interceptor and is doing a good job.

As you can see by the overlay, the program remains exactly the
same in our revised recommendation as it did in the original. There
is one exception to that as shown on the next chart, which is the im-
provement modifications we intend for the F-101-B. As is the case
with the F-102 this aireraft did not fully get the time division data
link installation in production. We will complete equipping the fleet
with that and, furthermore, this aireraft, because it is going to be one
of the backbone interceptors in the fleet for some time to come, must
have further improvements in capability.

We intend first to provide certain improvements which will give it
a greater ability to counter electronic countermeasures. These are
mainly modifications to the fire control system and they do not do
anything to the aircraft itself. They are modifications to the fire
control system and radar on the aireraft to give it a better capability
to counter electronic countermeasures.

Secondly, we intend to improve the nuclear kill capability of this
aircraft and as we get further out in the program, the MB-1 rocket,
although nuclear, is not the systemn we would like to have on the
F-101-B.

The reason is that as time goes on, any potential enemy has a better
electronic countermeasure capability and it becomes extremely diffi-
cult to get range information to utilize the MB-1 nuclear rocket and
you have got to have precise range information. Therefore, we in-
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tend to equip this aircraft with the GAR-11 missile I mentioned for
the F-102 in place of the MB-1 in this later time period.

This will give us a much greater assurance of nuclear kill.

Finally, we want to improve its low level capability by the same
modification as on the F-102.

General Holloway is going to talk in more detail about some of these
in reference to add-ons, but 1 will say that a very considerable number
of modifications are involved in this ECCM modification of the
F-101-I3.

F-106

The third aircraft is the F-106 and a picture of that is shown here.

This is a single engine aircraft, single place, all weather. This is
the aircraft that currently holds the world speed record of 1,525.9
miles per hour. This is a very fast airplane.

The next chart shows our current program of building up to through
squadrons at the maximum point and phasing down because
of attrition by the end of the ——— time period. As with the
F-101-B, as the overlay shows, we do not contemplate any change in
this program. As with the ¥-101-13, there is one exception to that
and that is in terms of modifications we intend to provide.

This airplane is an extremely complex airplane and as it has gone
into production and out into the inventory, we have found that we
needed a number of modifications to bring it up to design standards.
Therefore, the final aircraft coming off of the production line will
incorporate all of these modifications. This being a very potent
weapons system, we want to go back and pick up all of the modifica-
tions that were incorporated in production on those aircraft that got
out, of production before we had the modifications, before we had the
fixes complete. In other words, we want to standardize the F-106
fleet.

Again, we want to get time division data links in those aireraft
which did not get them in production. We want to improve the
capability of this aircraft electronic-counter-measures-wise and do it
by providing a better low-level kill capability.

BOMARC

The next chart shows BOMARC and this is the operational
BOMARC in a shelter at McGuire Air Force Base.

The next chart shows the BOMARC program as it was presented in
the 1961 budget projected. There would have been seven A squadrons
and I would like to make a point clear here so we all know what we
are talking about when we refer to squadrons. The squadrons of
the IM-99-A of the initial BOMARC have a unit equipment of
missiles. There are —-——- of these squadrons in the program but they
are located on five bases.

The first two bases had two

unit equipment squadrons on the

base.
In the B program we intended, when we presented the 1961 pro-
gram, to have a total of ——— of these ——-— unit equipped squad-

rons. These would be located on a total of 16 bases so that we had,
with the inclusion of the A bases that were included, all bases at
missiles. The program buildup is as shown here so that at the end of
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the program we would have had operational BOMARCS in-
cluding both A’s and B’s. The breakdown here would have been
A missiles and B missiles. The revised program which
we are recommending to the committee is as shown here.

At the end of the program there would be the A missiles
which are already going on pad and operational B missiles.
Tt would reduce the B program from 29 squadrons of the type I men-
tioned a moment ago down to — . It would reduce the total
number of bases on which BOMARC would be deployed from I3
down to

TOTAL INTERCEPTORS

The next chart shows you a summary of what interceptors we
would have had on the blue line against time versus the number of
interceptors that we will now have with the revised program. For ex-
ample, in 1968, including all the BOMARCS and fighter interceptors,
we would have had total interceptors.

Mr. Mamon. In referring to interceptors, I believe you have made
it clear that you are referring to aircraft and missiles ?

General Egrns. Aircraft and missiles.

Mr. Mamon. You are counting an aircraft as one unit and a mis-
sile as one unit? You are considering them to be equal in your
evaluation?

General Estis. That is correct.

In that connotation, there would be total interceptors in 1963.

In the Regular Air Force program we have shown you there would
be interceptors in the same time period. However, the total
number of interceptors in the North American Air Defense System
would be up at this point (indicating) because of the build-up
of the F—102 and the Air National Guard which I mentioned earlier,
which is represented here (indicating).

The total actually dropsthen including the Guard.

1 would like to show you by means of a couple of charts here the
differences between what the NORAD weapons capability would have
been under our fiscal year 1961 proposal and then what they would be
under the proposal as revised.

On this chart we have shown the locations and the coverage of the
139 NIKE batteries that are included in the NORAD system. Obvi-
ously, this is not part of our program but you have got to show this as
a part of the total coverage.

The second chart shows the 18 locations in green for the BOMARC.

The next overlay shows the squadrons of the Regular Foree in the
yellow dots.

The next chart shows the 37 locations of the current Air National
Guard squadrons.

The next chart shows the coverage which would have been provided
by the 18 BOMARC locations.

You would have had this much air defense coverage with it
(indicating).

The final chart shows the coverage that would have been provided
by the fighter interceptors, both the 37 squadrons of the Guard and
the squadrons in the Regular Air Force.

This is the total coverage capability that would have been available
within the NORAD system.
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Obviously, the darker areas here indicate 1hat you have got more
coverage in that area due to the BOMARC and the fighters. These
areas show where you would just have fighters and the purple dots
show what you would have in fighter and NIKE-HERCULES
coverage.

KEVISED PROGRAM

The next chart shows how this is modified by our revised program.

We will have the same 189 NIKE batteries located here (indicat-
ing). In discussing this point, T would like to mention that what
I am going to show you is how it would look if the Air Force were
deploying the fighters in this particular program. Obviously, the
question of deployment is a question that is up to General Kuter.

I am showing you a representative deployment and the coverage
you would get from it. If General Kuter wants to shift the fighters
around—-

Mr. Manon. Would you please identify (eneral Kuter for the
record ?

General Estes. He is the commander of the North American Air
Defense Command, ;

The purple dots are still the locations and the coverage of the
NIKE-HERCULRES.

The next, chart shows the sites in the reduced BOMARC program
in this area in green [indicating].

I would mention that with reference to these sites and with ref-
erence to the proposed operational missiles, we would tell General
Kuter that these are the sites we are talking about so we wonld not
construct sites in other parts of the country. He can deploy the mis-
siles however he so desires on these particular sites which have been
constructed.

The next chart shows the reduced squadrons of USAF interceptors
in the orange dots.

Finally, these dots show the same location as at present for the Air
National Guard squadrons. The coverage which would be provided
by BOMARC in the locations is as shown here [indicating].

Finally, the coverage from the reduced fighter interceptor squad-
rons, plus BOMARC, plus HERCULES, that will be available with
our revised program is as shown here.

Mr. Manon. Would vou please take off that last overlay and let
us ook at it again? Talk about that a little further, General.

General Estus. As T have shown, there are locations of
BOMARC which start down here [indicating] at Langley and go
up through the Canadian sites through Bangor, Maine, in the United
States and through the two Canadian sifes and out to Duluth, which
is the westernmost site.

These will provide coverage in the aren as is shown here
indicating].

Mr. Manox. Is that the whole BOMARC program for the future
as recommended today ?

General Esres. Tn our revised program this is the entirety of the
BOMARC program.

Mr. Mamo~n. We will talk about that later.

Proceed.
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General Esres. To put back on the other ﬂi}B this then is the final
total coverage which the commander of NORAD would have available
to him under our revised program.

This completes my material, sir.

Next is General Iolloway who will talkk to you about the recom-
mended additions to our program in place of the air defense cancella-
tions which we have mentioned.

TOTAL FUND REDUCTIONS IN PROTOSED PROGRAM

Mr. Magox. General Friedman, please refresh our minds at this
oint on approxi.mately how much money will be freed, so to speak,
rom the original 1961 budget program as heretofore presented to us

by the proposed changes presented today.

General FRiEDMAN. Yes, Sir.

The reductions which General Estes has indicated would represent
a decrease in requirement for new obligating authority in the amouny
of $516.7 million. The addenda which General Ilolloway will dis-
cuss would require an increase in new obligating authority in the
amount of $398 million. Considering both fiscal years the net result
in terms of new obligating authority, compared to the President’s
budget submission, would effect a reduction—net savings—of $138.7
million. If you just made a simple subtraction of the two larger
figures that I have given you, it would indicate a decrease in NOA
requirement of $128.7 million.

owever, certain of these reductions took place in fiscal year 1960,
against appropriations already enacted. The net savings there would
be $15 million. In total, then, the President’s budget could be reduced
in the amount of $188.7 million.

Mr. Mamon. You mean the President’s fiscal year 1961 budget which
was presented in January could be reduced in that amount if we
followed precisely this new recommendation of the Air Force?

General Friepman. Thatis correct.

Mr. Maron. I think that is clear enough, but we will have a fur-
ther statement from you later.

Proceed.

General Horroway. Mr. Chairman, for the sake of brevity and to
maximize the time for questions, I would like to read my statement.

Mr. Mamion. You read very well. Proceed.

GENERAL STATEMENT OF DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS,
USAF '

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF WITNESS

General ITolloway was born in Knoxville, Tenn., on September 1, 1912, He
graduated from the U.S. Military Academy in 1937, from California Institute
of Technology (acro engineering) in 1941, Air Command and Staff School in
1947, and the National War College in 1951.

He received his pilot rating in 1938, and held various assignments in fighter
units, including Chenault’s Flying Tigers, which he joined in 1942 and com-
manded as the 23d Pursait Group early in 1943. Since ‘World War II he has
been assigned as Director of Air Defense and Director of Plans, Headquarters,
ADC; Deputy Commander of the 9th and 12th Air Forces; and he hus held
Pentagon assignments in Plans, Research, and Development, and Requirements.
He assumed his present duty in July 1959.

General Iolioway is credited with 13 enemy aircraft destroyed during World

War II in 110 combat missions. His decorations include the Silver Star, Legion
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of Merit with Oak Leaf Cluster, Distinguished Flying Cross with Oak Leaf
Cluster, Air Medal with two Oak Leaf Clusters, Commendation Medal with

Oak Leaf Cluster, Chinese Order of the Sacred Tripod, and Chinese P’ilot Wings.
He is a coramand pilot with over 4,500 flying hours,

GeNERAL Horroway. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
the Air Force is proposing some additions as priority items for im-
proving our national defense. As brought out by General White,
some of these additions are tailored principally toward aircraft or
airborne missile defenses, some toward TCBM defenses, and some
toward increased offensive strength. 1 will give, first, a résumé of the
current program; second, the changes or additions proposed; and,
third, the net effects realized.

MANNED INTERCEPTOR PROGRAM

The first and foremost conclusion to be reached in considering the
package of recommended changes just presented by General Estes is
that the responsibilities of our manned interceptors have appreciably
increased. The F-101%s, F-102’s, and F-106s are our area defense
weapons, and these are the weapons which niust, insofar as possible,
fill our requirements. There is quite a bit that. can be done to mprove
the capability of these aircraft to do this job, and these things can be
done for relatively modest costs.

The F-101B and the F-106 will remain in the inventory for many

ears.

¥ The ASG-18 long-range pulse doppler radar and GAR-9 air-to-air
missile have been under development since 1956. These two sub-
systems, originally programed for the F-108, are the heart of the long-
range interceptor concept and represent a tremendous improvement
over present fire-control systems and missiles. The fire-control system
has the capability of detecting a B-47 type target head on at very long
range. This long range plus the ability to search from very low to
very high altitudes would allow us to locate iargets with only crude
DEW line information, or to operate in areas where the ground
environment has been degraded.

The GAR-9 missile is being developed to insure a high degree of
kill capability against targets detected by the ASG-18. This missile
can be launched at targets from both low and high altitudes and can
kill at long range. Firing from high altitudes, this missile attains
a velocity of many times the speed of sound and will be eflective
against targets flying at great speeds.

Fire control systems and air-to-air missiles have historically been
the pacing items in the development of air defense interceptors. A
substantial effort was expended in the development of these two sub-
systems before the F-108 was canceled. Development has continued
on a reduced scale, and to date we have accumulated over hours.
of operating time on the radar, of which ——— - hours was airborne in
B-25 and T-29 test aireraft. We consider it extremely wise to con-
tinue this program on a modest basis.

BALLISTIC MTSSILE EARLY WARNING

Turning now to those efforts which we propose for improving our
defenses against ballistic missiles, we would like to accelerate the
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ballistic missile early warning system to the greatest practicable ex-
tent. This chart shows conditions of ICBM warning coverage with
and without the third site. The solid red areas are those parts of the
United States which will receive no warning of missiles launched from
the cross-hatched areas. One depicts a low trajectory attack and the
other a medium trajectory attack. With site III completing the sys-
tem, all of the United States will be afforded warning, as indicated
on the left block of the vugraph.

Because of our concern over the phasing of the threat relative to
the implementation of our ballistic missile detection system, we have
studied the program to determine what expediting action is possible.

Here is shown what we are buying for the additional funds re-
quested. The costs are mainly in additional labor and, as indicated,
represented expedited construction, emplacement and integration, and
test of the electronic components. Advanced training schedules and
certain airlift requirements are also included,

The primary objectives of the Discoverer program are to develop
components, subsystems, and satellite system reliability; also, to de-
sign, develop and demonstrate the ancillary equipment that goes with
orbiting vehicles.

The Discoverer is contributing directly to two of the Nation’s mosi
important programs, in addition to supplying design data for other
space programs. _The contributions made to the SAMOS and MIDAS
efforts by DISCOVERER are basic airframe, attitnde control, com-
mand and program functions, orbit ejection, and recovery techniques.

We need to provide additional THOR boosters and Agena vehieles
for further development of components or systems to be used i a
space environment. The Air Force has provided funds to protect
the lead time for both the Department of Defense and NASA future
THOR booster requirements. ,

The DISCOVERER program is of vital importance to continued
development of MIDAS.

It became apparent in 1958 that the advancement in IR detection
capabilities warranted the priority development of a satellite-based
ICBM detection system., MIDAS will provide instantaneous warning
of individual TCBM launches. MIDAS will provide the United
States with a highly reliable ICBM attack alarm system.

The infrared sensing devices will detect the launching of any ballistic
missile as soon as it. gets above approximately 50,000 feet, and will re-
lay this detection to a ground readout station for immediate relaying
to the appropriate users. This system will provide continuous sur-
veillance of the entire U.S.S.R. The warning time available from
Midas will be appreciably greater than that afforded by BMEWS.
This will provide time to start count downs, seramble the airborne re-
taliatory forces, alert the active and civil defenses, and alert BMEWS
for verification of attack.

The current program as reflected in our present budget provides for
R. & D. launches at low altitude from the AMR. The first of these
was launched on February 26, 1960, with a failure in the separation
mechanism between the first and second stages.

This completes the aerospace defense items which we are recom-
mending.
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ATLAS PROGRAM

I will now discuss improvements we propose for our offensive forces.

We recommend changing the configuration of some of our ATLAS
squadrons. You see the effects of these changes depicted here in re-
lation to the overall program.

Beginning at the left, the first five columns indicate designation, loca-
tion, hardness, operational date, and the number of missiles on launch-
ers under the present schedule. The next column, in red, indicates
the number of missiles on launchers under this proposal, and in the last
eolumn are shown the dates the squadrons will be completely equipped
if these dates differ from presently programed operational dates.

Funds to be programed in fiscal year 1960 will cover costs of exca-
vation, and building brick and mortar facilities to include launchers,
launch operations buildings, and related real installations. The re-
maining funds will be programed in fiscal year 1961 for missiles,
ground support equipment, installation, and equipment checkout.

In using funds for ATTLAS in this way, we are getting the same
number of missiles on launchers that we would get by building addi-
tional squadrons; however, since no new squadron support facilities
are required, this increase in force strength is being obtained more
economically than it would be if totally new squadrons were pur-
chased. This addition to the force, as you can see, comes very appro-
priately in the critical time period.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my delineation of the additions pro-
posed.

Mr. Manon. We will proceed with General Friedman’s statement.
He will relate this proposed change in programs to dollars. General
White and the others have covered the broad outlines, but you will
give us the details, will you not ?

General Friepman. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

GENERAL STATEMENT OF Dirkcror oF Buncer, U.S. A Force

General FriepmaN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
the purpose of my presentation is to discuss the fiscal aspects of the
program. changes which have been discussed by General White in
{)I'oud terms, and by General Estes and General Holloway in some
detail.

Suminary of changes

| Millions]
Fiscal year | Fiseal vear
1960 1961
Current DPrograms._ L e $2,807.0 $2,793.2
Revised Programs. e e————n 2,792.0 2,660.5
Adjustments —15.0 ~123.7

The air defense programs and missile and space programs in-
volved in these adjustments total more than two and one half billion
in both fiscal year 1960 and fiscal year 1961. In fiscal year 1960, the
effect of air defense net reductions of $146.8 million and missile,
missile warning, and space program increases of $131.8 million is
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an overall program reduction of $15 million. Funds in this amount,
if not otherwise reprogramed in the meantime, would be available
to offset in part our fiscal year 1961 or fiscal year 1962 requirements,
thereby reducing the new obligational authority request for either

ear.
Y For fiscal year 1961, the air defense program net reduction ag-
gregates $516.5 million. Offsetting against this amount the $393
million additive requirements for missiles, missile warning, and space
programs leaves us a net reduction of $123.7 million in program re-
quirements—and in new obligational authority required—for fiscal
year 1961.

With the committee’s permission, I will touch upon each of the
major program segments involved in these adjustments and state the
dollar effect of each adjustment.

BOMARC program

[Millions}
Fiscal year | Fiscal year
1960 1961
Current program. ..o .oouocmcccmmann $304.1 $421.5
Revised Program. .. e e e e e ccmmremeesmsestemmma-emomE——e—— 394.1 40. 4
Adjustments_ . .. e eccmccmummanma————- —381. 1

The greatest single program adjustment is in the BOMARC pro-
gram, which reflects a downward adjustment of $381 million in fiscal
year 1961 in the “Missile Procurement” appropriation, As was stated
earlier, this is predicated upon a decision to curtaill BOMARC B

production.
SAGE program
{ Millions]
Fiscal year | Fiscal year
1960 1961

CUITONE PrOZIAM . e oo oo ccccamcccmmmm—emmemremac—ceame—mus~meme—————= $280.2 $235.2
Reovised Program . i meaicemmrerimmenesma—memmmnae—————- 138.4 102.8

AdJustments. . oo et cnrecmcanesnmnaeana———- —141.% —132.4

Another quite substantial adjustment is in the SAGE program.
This is comprised of reductions of $141.8 million in fiscal year 1960
and $132.4 million in fiscal year 1961. Both the military construction
and the other procurement segments of the program are involved in
both years’ adjustments.

Identification and conirol program

[Millons}
Fiscal year | Fiscal vear
1960 1961
CUITent Program i crmamsemrm————— $31.8 $18.3
Revised program . e 28.5 16.5
Adjustments. -« e imaececimmecmm e mnm—e —-3.3 —2.8
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The identification and control program reflects decreases of $3.3
million in the current year and $2.8 million in fiscal year 1961. Both
military construction and other procurement are affected. These
amounts derive from reductions in certain equipments in these pro-
grams,

Interceptor improvemeni program

[Millions]
Fiscal year | Fiscal yeoar
1960 1861
Current program...___..__._ . $109. 8 $96.9
Revised program...___ 108.1 232.6
Adjustinents -17 +-135.7

In the interceptor improvement program, which involves the F-101,
¥-102, F-106, and GAR~11 programs, we reduce the fiscal year 1960
programs for military construction by $1.7 million, and in the fiscal
year 1961 programs we propose a decrease of $0.5 million in military
construction and an increase of $136.2 million in aireraft procurement,
for a net program increase of $134 million.

The decreases in military construction represent facilities which fall
out as a result of changes in force structure. The increases in fiscal
year 1961 relate to modifications to improve the effectiveness of these
defensive weapon systems.

Surveillance program

[Millions}
Fiscal year |’ Fiscal year
1960 1961
Current PrOgramM_ et —————— e $95.6 $130.3
Roevised PIrOEIaIN . o e cm e e e e e 96.9 145.7
Adjustments. . . e e +1.3 +15.4

In the surveillance program we propose to increase the fiscal year
1960 program by $1.3 million and the fiscal year 1961 program by $15.4
million. All of the adjustments involved are in the “Other procure-
ment” appropriation. The fiscal year 1960 increase derives from price
adjustments while the increase in fiscal year 1961 provides for restora-
tion of radar items which had slipped from the fiscal year 1960 pro-
gram due to production difficulties.

BMEWS program
{ Millions]

Fiscal year Fiscal year
1960

Current program $257.1 $107.3
Revised program 272.0 134.9
Adustmoents. . e ae +14.9 -+27.6
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Tn the ballistic missile early warning system we propose to make
$14.9 million more available in the current year and request an addi-
tional $27.6 million in the budget year, fiscal year 1961. These addi-
tional funds will be used to advance the initial operational capability
dates of the second and third sites. They will buy us vitally needed

time in this field, about ——— months in the case of site No. 2, and
an estimated — months for site No. 8. Both “Military construc-

tion” and “Other procurement” funds are involved.

GAR-9/ASG-18 program

[Miliions]
Fiscal year | Fiscal year
1960 1961
CUITeNt PLOZTAIN . Lo oo Ceommmmra—ommmm e omommsmmmmem oo $9. 1 (oo
ReviSed PIOZTAI o oo o oo em e mmemm o cemmammmm e —emean s 9.1 C s
AdJUSEMents_ . . e e s o | e e - 15

Provision is made for continuation in fiscal year 1961, in the amount
of $15 million, of the GAR-9/ASG-18 program, which had been
scheduled for termination after fiscal year 1960.

Space program
[Milllons]

Fiscal yoar | Fiscal year
1960 1961

CUITENE PIOZTAI oo - oo e cmm e mm=mmmemaamm—masc—mm—msemmgmmemmmann $208.9 $333.0
Revised Drogram oo e occemmaen 324.5 368.8

425.6 435.8

Adjustments

In the space program, which embraces the DISCOVERER,
MIDAS, and SAMOS programs, we plan on increasing the fiscal

ear 1960 program by $25.6 million and the budget year program by

35.8 million, all in the R.D.T. & E. appropriation. The increased
funding includes provision for additional research and development
firings of the DISCOVERER series of satellites. These provide the
engineering and test bases required for the MIDAS and SAMOS
programs which will exploit the early warning and reconnaissance
satellite capabilities which are so vital in the ballistic missile era.
The bulk of the fiscal year 1960 increase is related to the high priority

MIDAS program.
ATLAS program
{Millions]
Fiscal year | Fiscal yoar
1960 1981

CUITETLE PrOZIAITL - oo oo e cmem e mmmmm = mmmemm e m o m o m e mme e $987, 2 $1,001. 6
REVISEA PIOETATI . e oo cic o cccmm o cram e m—m s mmm e —mmme e 1,077.2 1,137.6

AQJuStments. . ... e cecemmmem e mmeam e -+90.0 +13_6'6
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The adjustinents proposed in the ATLLAS program have the effect
of increasing the current fiscal year 1960 program by $90 million, all
in “Military construction,” and increasing the fiscal year 1961 program
by $136 million, all in “Missile procurement.” These additional funds
are required to increase the number of missiles per squadron at a
significantly lower cost.

MINUTEMAN program

{Millions]
Fiscal year | Fiscal year
1960 14961
CUTTONE PrOTIAIN Lo o e e oo e e m e $343.2 $449.1
Revised Prograll. cu . cuooa o e 343.2 476.1
AdJUSTMONTS .. . e i mmme et e | oo +27.0

An increase of $27 million in the fiscal year 1961 MINUTEMAN
program is proposed for some production facilities expansion and for
additional effort in the research and development tasks associated with
the mobile MINUTEMAN development program.

These funds will allow additional reliability testing and additional
component engineering effort, as well as enlarging approaches on
ground support equipment and launch equipment for the mobile con-
cept. In addition, these funds will provide for further definitive
testing of missile trains and associated equipment in relation to
operation and targeting of this system.

FINANCING

To recap, the net effect of these several adjustments is to reduce
the obligational authority requirements for fiscal year 1960 by $15
million and for fiscal year 1961 by $123.7 million, or a total reduction
of $138.7 million for the 2 years.

These are the net results of numerous adjustments between and
among appropriation accounts and as between the 2 fiscal years.
Without going into details at this time-—although they can be made
available to the committee, if desired—1I can state that the necessary
adjustments are possible through combinations of (1) adjusting the
carry forward of old procurement funds as authorized by the terms of
the fiscal year 1960 procurement accounts language; (2) by repro-
graming within appropriations; (3) through transfers authorized by
the OSD emergency fund language, as broadened by section 633—-this
will be the first time we used section 633, we had not had to use that
special authority before; (4) and by deferring some items from fiscal
year 1960 to fiscal year 1961.

The adjustments which have been presented have little or no effect
on overall Air Force net expenditures for the 2 fiscal years involved.

The net result of all of these adjustments can be expressed as
decreases of $95.7 million in “Aircraft procurement” and $48 million
in “Other procurement.” These amounts could be deducted from the
fiscal year 1961 appropriation requests and still leave us the capability
to make the program adjustments which have been discussed.
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ACCELERATION OF IMPORTANT FPROGRAMS

Mr. Mamon. Gentlemen, earlier in the year when most of you ap-
Eseared before us and we discussed various programs, the committee,
[ think, made known its desire to accelerate the intercontinental bal-
listic missile program as much as reasonably possible during the so-
called criticalptime period of 1960-63. It seems to me that you have
submitted a program which will accelerate the ATLAS program to a
limited extent during this critical period.

We have all been tremendously interested in the MIDAS, SAMOS,
and other satellite programs. ’lyhe acceleration you propose in those
fields seems to be a step in the right direction.

Last year we provided you with an appropriation of $87 million,
I believe, above the budget in an effort to accelerate what appears to
be in many ways a better weapon than the ATLAS or the TITAN;
namely, the MINUTEMAN. As I understand it, in your revised
mgl\?am you propose some additional acceleration of the MINUTE-

How much is the money involved ¢
General Friepymawn. In the amount of $27 million, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Maron. That all seems to be good.

COMMITTEE CONCERN OVER AIR DEFENSE

There has been considerable concern on the part of the committee
in regard to air defense. Some of the members have had one view,
others have had a different view. There has been some confusion and
a great deal of interest, and on the part of some members of the com-
mittee much disappointment and unhappiness over certain features of
the air defense program. ,

I think it would be fair, if there is no objection, to place in the record
at this point some paragraphs from our committee report of last year
in regard to air defense. l’i‘hen we do not need to belabor that ques-
tion further.

(The material referred to follows:)

AIR DEFENSE
[P. 14, H. Rept. No. 408, Department of Defense appropriations bill, 1960]

A primary objective of the defense program is to deter war. All facets of our
defense program, the capabilities of each service down to the last manmn, play a
role in this great effort. Inasmuch as a complete defense against a potential
foe is practically unattainable, and that is especlally true today, there is com-
mon agreement that an overwhelming offensive capability is the best defense.
Our military program has been patterned in that direction for years. This is not
to say that no effort has been made or should be made to attain a good defensive
posture. Indeed, our wffensive power must never be left open to destruction
from surprise attack. Protection against such an eventuality is the primary role
of our air defense forces.

In an effort to protect our offensive retaliatory forces, as well as the popuda-
tion centers of the Nation, we have spent over the past 10 years in the area of 229
billion. This includes radar warning networks, fizhter aireraft and antiair-
craft missiles—the entire air defense package. Proposals have been made and
are under study within the Defense Department which could increase this total
spending to about $49 billion by 1963. A detailed listing of what the system
entails would be of litfle value for our purposes here. Generally, however, the
system now In being can be described as encompassing (@) early warning radar
networks and radar coverage of most of the United States tied into the elec-

53292—60——4

Approved For Release 2002/10/30 : CIA-RDP80B01676R000900030049-9



Approved For Release 2002/10/384 CIA-RDP80B01676R000900030049-9

tronic computer control centers of the seminutomatic ground environment. sys-
tem known as SAGE, (b) hundreds of superscnic fighter aireraft stationed
throughout the Nation, and (¢) NIKE antiaireraft butteries surrounding most
major target areas. The so-called BOMARC antiaircraft missile defense system,
and ability to combat the ITCBM or even to detect its approach, is yet to come.

By the end of fiseal year 1939, we will have expended or committed for
expenditure nearly $3,700 million for NIKK-AJAX and NIKE-HERCULES air
defense missile systems. By the end of fiscal yeur 1959, we will have expended or
committed for expenditure approximately 31,900 million on the BOMARC air
defense 1missile system. The above fignres for both missiles are all inelusive,
jncluding direct assignable costs for military personnel and operating expense.
The NIKE is an Army program; the BOMARC is an Air Force program. In
addition, the 1960 budget contains estimates amounting to nearly $1 billion
for these two missile systems. This, of course. is only a part of the total
overall air defense budget, and if #l1 programs are approved the cost curve
is projected to rise sharply. Coupled with the air defense program is the
increasingly important anti-ICBM program, including an ICBM early warning
system. This will add additional billions to the expense involved.

The question naturally arises-—wherein lies the greater threat, and what is
to be done about it? Systems are under construction to provide for early warning
of intercontinental hallistic missile attack. Actual defense presents a much more
difficult problem. This problem is being attacked and the commitee is providing
additional funds for advance procurement inm order to speed along the NIKE-
YRBUS anti-ICBM missile program. Development takes time and there is little
more that can be done for the present. We have a numiber of competing systems,
however, for defense against aircraft. Great progress has been made in aircraft
warning systems, in fighter interceptor aireraft armed with air-to-air missiles,
and in the development of ground-to-air missiles, such as the BOMARC and the
NIKE-HERCULES. The problem in this arén may well he that we have too
many possibilities, or too many services involved. Competing systems supported
by enthusiastic industrial and serviee advocates tend to create confusion and un-
certainty. Great promises, often somewhat nebulous but calculated to get sup-
port and contract awards. are held out by the advocates of all systems.

The availability of more than one promising possibility frequently makes it
necessary to pick and choose, often an extremely technical and difficult process.
Tn the air defense area. we have a very definite problem of this tvpe in the
rompeting concepts behind the BOMARC angd the NIKE-HERCULES ground-
to-air missiles.

The BOMARC air defense missile systerr has been under development for
many vears. The first missile was test fired in 1952 and still none are in opera-
tional units. This missile is designed to intercept attacking aireraft at much
greater distances from the target area than the NIKE-HERCULES missile.
The greater range capability which is sought for the BOMARC has added com-
plexity and additional cost to the missile. Iowever, because of the greater
range planned for the BOMARC over the HERCULES miscile, and therefore the
fewer number of missiles required to defend a given target area, it is not
definitely known which system would be the more expensive in the long run.
The committee, in the licht of all the uncertainties, is unable to make such a
cost determination at this time.

The official position of the Department of Defense is that we need both the
NIKE-IIERCULER and the BOMARQC missiles. 'This conclusion may be correct
but the entire issue is clouded by the claims and counter claims of representa-
tives of the individual services. Billions of taxpayers’ dollars are involved in
this controversy. It is believed that a final decision in this area can only be
made after ‘a careful military analysis. Admittedly the issues involved are
extremely complex and difficult to resolve. An immediate reexamination of the
whole problem at the highest level is urgently required. The committee requests
that such action be taken.

The committee in a further effort to focus attention upon the necessity for
an early decision on the air defense missile controversy has made a sharp re-
duction in funds requested for the BOMARC missile system. The budget re-
quest for the BOMARC missile for production. develojinent, test and evaluation
totaled $447,300,000. Of thiz amount, $84.600.000 is for test and evaluation.
The committee has reduced funds for produétion by $162,700,000. This is not
claimed as a long-range saving. The committee would be willing to appropriate
the full budget estimate and more if it had full confldence in the proposed
BOMARC missile—if it had the assurance that the system would actnally work.
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The contractor for this missile has already received over a period of years com-
mitments in excess of $§1,100 million. Before further commitments and expendi-
tures pile up, a new hard look should be given to the proposed BOMARC and
the whole air defense problem. '

The so-called Furnag Committee, at the request of the Department of Defense,
has recently completed a study of the BOMARC. The committee gave the
BOMARC approval with certain important reservations. By the terms of its
directive from the Department of Defense, the Furnas committee did not give
full consideration to NIKE-HERCULES, fighter aircraft, and other important
air defense faectors in making the study. The study as a result is inadequate
and not conclusive with respect to the overall air defense picture.

It should be observed that neither the NIKE-HERCULES nor the proposed
BOMARC are capable of combatting the ICBM or even missiles of the HOUND
DOG type launched at targets from distant aircraft. We are spending vast
sums on air defense. It is time to reexaminc what we are getting for our
money.

Mr. ManoN. You have made some rather significant recommenda-
tions in this field of air defense. We have not had an opportunity
to examine them in detail. Of course, we are not in a position to
commit ourselves with reference to what our views and recommenda-
tions will be when we submit the Department of Defense appropria-
tion bill to the House of Representatives -for consideration within a
few weeks.

In other words, I have no authority as chairman of the subcommit-
tee to say that either your original program as submitted in Jamuary
or your revised program completely meets with the approval of the
committee.

I want to commend you for having a further look at this whole
picture. I had assumed that the Army, Navy, and Air Force kept
all military programs under constant review. I have felt, howover,
through the years, that the services have not been sufficiently flexible
and responsive to changing conditions.

PRESENTATION OF PROGRAM NOW RATIIER TIIAN IN JANUARY

The most obvious question here, General White and Mr. Garlock,
is this: If this is such a wonderful idea which you present today, why
did you not come to the Capitol in January and present us with this
money-saving, defense-improving, eye-catching, more attractive pro-
gram? Will you please comment on that?

General Worre. 1 will to the extent of my ability, Mr. Chairman.
I think it is a very cogent question. ,

I think the No. 1 point to make is that the technology and the
enemy threat. are constantly changing. I think it is fair to state it
takes time, maybe too much time, for some of the implications to seep
into all the brains that have to work on these things. Tt is also very
cogent, in my opinion, that somewhat of a revolution took place in the
air defense field under the Department of Defense master air defense
plan just 6 or 8 months ago. That took some time to digest.

Mr. Mamon. You are referring now to the so-called master plan
which was approved last summer and which to some extent grew out
of hearings and discussions pertaining to the Department. of Defense
appropriation bill last year?

General Warte. That is correct, sir.

Mr, Mamon. All right, proceed.

General Wrrre. Another factor which I think has a very big bear-
ing on it is that actually the responsible commanders—and you get

Approved For Release 2002/10/30 : CIA-RDP80B01676R000900030049-9



Approved For Release 2002/1 0/3.95: CIA-RDP80B01676R000900030049-9

into quite an involved situation when you come into this—the actual
responsible commanders of the air defense of the United States report
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, not to the Chief of Staff of the Air Force,
This is true of all unified commands.

Somebody has to step up to these problems, and it devolves in a
military sense upon the Chief of Staff of the service to take the
initiative, and sometimes perhaps—I will later state the position of
CINCNORAD on this—to step up and in many ways overrule him
in the light of the overall picture—the integrated threat; the moneys
available; the weapons systems which are present and forthcoming;
and in the light of other threats. That, in effect, is one reason that
this may seem to have been somewhat late.

I would point out, however, without any attempt to be defensive
in the matter, that we have stated on numerous occasions that these
things are under review, and it does take time to evaluate and work
out the plans and equate them to dollars and deployment.

In addition to those items, we have the Joint Chiefs of Staff
machinery through which we must work.

All of these things have been worked on. ATl of them have taken
time. We have stepped up to this problem from the point of view
of the Air Staff and, of course, my own, to cut through some of the
inhibitions, some, in my opinion—for want of a better word—*cling-
ing” to concepts. While I recognize the threat of the air-breathing
bomber exists as of today as the most important, most deadly threat
against this Nation, it is quite obvious that the intercontinental bal-
listic missile is to become the predominant threat to this Nation.
T do not downarade the manned bomber threat, but of the two sys-
tems, the ICBM will, in my opinion, become the dominant one.

We are trying here, within the President’s budget, to shift our
emphasis to give us a good air defense earlier than we would have
had it and to put some of the moneys on systems which will better
meet the future as we see it. Tn line with that, we are going to
strengthen our offensive capability. As you know, it is my opinion—
and has long been Air Force strategy—that offense is the best defense.

Al of those things together, plus the space systems which are for
the fnture, as well as having a very direct bearing on the ICBM
warning threat, are the integrations.

I think with that statement I should tell you where each of the
various echelons stands on our proposals, because there is more to it
than just my initial statement.

I should of course first state that the Secretary of the Air Force
approves both our recommended cutbacks and our recommended
addenda.

I should next state that the Commander in Chief NORAD does not
agree completely with our recommendations. T can cite you some
of his particular programs that he would like to see continued in
greater numbers and at greater cost than we have in this program.

OPINION OF GENERAL KUTER ON NEW AIR DEFENSE PROGRAM

Mr, Maron. The Commander in Chief of the North American Air
Defense Command does not fully agree with this package which you
have presented here?
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General Wmrte. He does not, no, sir.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have agreed to the cancellation of the
super combat centers and the cutbacks in the BOMARC. The De-
partment of Defense has approved the cutbacks and has stated its
approval of my presenting to you our recommendations for the ad-
denda, but is not prepared at this time to state its complete concur-
rence with those items which are add-ons or which are substitutions.

Mr. Manon. Do you foresee that we will be notified of DOD
approval ?

Mr. Garrock. I assume as soon as Mr. Gates gets back from Europe,
it will be taken up with him and you will be advised very promptly
of his position on this matter. It is his absence from the country
which prevents our presenting the Department of Defense position
at this time.

Mzr. Forp. Does SAC approve of the add-ons?

General Wurre. Yes, sir.

Mr. Forp. I wanted the picture complete as to who has disapproved
and who has approved in the several commands.

Mr. Mauon. I would prefer not to yield too much, because I want
everyone to have an opportunity to interrogate.

Mr. Froop. I want to ask just this. This is not personal because
you have not been a part of this. Have you been permitted also by
the administration Olympians to say to us that it is no longer lese
majesty for o Member of Congress to question the Defense Depart-
ment budget, and that it is no longer considered that we are aiding
and abetting the enemy if we publicly declare our doubts? I am just
wondering 1f you have been commissioned to permit us to go that far.
You have not been particeps criminis to this operation, but 60 days
ago it was made very clear that it was presumptuous and impertinent
for us to do what you all have been doing. That is rhetorical. I will
angwer that myself.

General Wirre. It has been my impression that the Congress not
only does, but is entitled to say what it thinks. 1 might say it usually
does. I think a fair expression is that some of the things which have
been said by this committee and elsewhere have unquestionably had
an influence on at least my steeling myself to come up to make this
kind of change.

Mr. Froop. We have been flying in the faces of the gods, you know.
We were concerned about whether the wax on our wings would crash
us to the ground.

Mr. MasoxN. Just how unhappy are the people in the North Amer-
ican Air Defense Command Witﬁ the proposed reduction in air de-
fense programs? They would be the best witnesses on this but we
shall probably not have an opportunity to hear them. You have
talked with them about this matter. What are their views?

General Worre. Sir, I would have to start with this type of answer
as a preliminary: I have never encountered a major commander yet
who wanted to give anything up. I think that is basic to all of them.
No commander ever wants to give anything up as long as he can justify
utility for it. I think General Kuter is one of the most competent
officers we have. He has done a superb job as Commander in Chief
of the North American Air Defense Command. Now-—in more direct
response—1I will give you some of the items which he feels he needs to
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have an ideal defense. e has studied these in increments of annual
cosf of $5.5 billion down to $4 billion annual cost.

In general; he has maintained the BOMARC program at its full
strength. In faet, he has added. At $5.5 billion he has asked that
there be ———— BOMATRC missiles in the progran.

Mr. Mamon. In other words, he does not want to reduce the
BOMARC program as you have recommended.

General Winre. That is correct, sir.  Also, he does not want to can-
cel the supercombat centers. ‘

Mr. Manon. All right.

General Wrirre. He wants to build up the NTK1-ZEUS to the maxi-
mum capacity possible. He wants to mainiain——

Mr. Manox. I do not know what you mean by that. You mean he
wants to go into the operational production ?

General Winte. That is correct, sir. He carries that right on down
to his lowest level of $4 billion.

He wants to maintain the fighter-interceptors at the full current
strength without the transfers to the National Guard.

He wants to reinstate the F-108.

How he does all of that with those figures we have not figured out,
because almost from cursory inspection I do not think it ean be done.
Nevertheless, those are his major items. 1 do not think of any others
that come from the top of my head right away.

I should point out that in our program we would stipulate the two
major things, the cancellation of the supercombat centers, the cutback
of the BOMARC, and then the details of all the rest of the program, of
which there are many additions, such as the very significant improve-
ment to the fighter-interceptors. I am sure he welcomes that. The
new radars he welcomes,

The point T am trying to make here is that the detailed disposition
of what remains in the program would be almost entirely up to him.

Mr. Mamon. T assume that General Kuter opposed the cancellation
of the F—108.

General Wirrte. Yes, sir, and would like to reinstate it.

FORMULATION OF PROGRAM REVISIONS

Mr. Manon. Since he is the field commander and should know most
about this, how have you brought yourself to the decision that he should
be overrnled in these tremendously important and expensive pro-
grams?

General Wiz, It is a very difficult thing. As the Chief of Staff of
the service which has cognizance of the budget, I have to consider the
requirements of SAC, of the Tactical Air Command, of MATS, and
the general support of the Air Force. When we are given certain
{_{uideline.s for the budget, things must fall out. As I stated, I believe,

sefore this committee, to address myself directly to the F-108, T feel

that a long-range interceptor is of very great irnportance, but I was
told that we could only develop one manned aircraft, and as between
the F-108 and the B-70, after great self-introspection I came up with
the belief that the B-70 was the more important.

Mr. Manon. We will not get into that field, although it is pertinent.

Who proposed the changes you have presented? Have yon done
some studying and some restudying of the plans and programs? Have
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General Estes and others made any special surveys? Why have you
reached these conclusions at this point? . o

General Witme. Some time ago, Mr. Chairman, I think T or ginated
the idea that we could have a better overall security position by mak-
ing certain changes in the defense program. 1 gave the job to Gen-
eral Estes who, with I think approximately 100 other officers, worked
day and night for many weeks in producing a number of solutions to
this problem. We studied them very carefully. Also—

(Off the record.) '

POSITION OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE AND JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Mr. Mamon. This is not just the proposal of General White and his
stafl, but it represents the idea of others. To what extent does it rep-
resent the views of the Secretary of Defense or of the Defense Depart-
ment as such, and to what extent does it represent the views o thie
Joint Chiefs of Staff?

General Warre, 1 will take the last one first, if I may. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff have approved the two major elements; the cancella-
tion of the super combat centers and the cutback in the BOMARC.
The complete briefing was not given to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
because they felt they were familiar enough with the problem to tuke
aﬁtion without a detailed briefing, because they keep abreast of these
things.

Mr. Mamon. Are they solidly behind you

General Wiarre. Yes,

Mr. Mauon (continuing). In this proposed addition and change in
configuration of the 4 ir Force budget and program?

General Wirrre. The additions have not been referred to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff because that is a service consideration.

(Oft the record.)

Mr. Maion. You are recommending actions here which have to do
with the destiny and the survival of the Nation. We have a lof. at
stake. We had a briefing yesterday in which we were discussing
estimates of what an all-out atomic exchange would cost in human
lives, so we are not playing with some trivial matter here, as you and
I and all present well know. I want to be sure that this proposal
has been very, very well considered and that it represents the best
judginent which you have been able to bring to bear in the executive
branch of the Government.

General Winte. I have stated the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
Department of Defense have approved the cutbacks and the cancel-
lations stipulated, and at least the Deputy Secretary of Defense and
Dr. York and others have gone through the same process that I did
when T arrived at my decision to make this recommendation to the
Department of Defense.

Mr. Maron. They are on your team in this matter?

General Wirrte. I feel sure they are, sir.

TFTORMULATING OF ATR DEFENSE RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr, Manon. General Estes, you and a considerable number of Air
Force officers have worked on this problem of air defense. Have you
worked on it actively in recent weeks? Tell us of your deliberations.
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General Esres. All right, sir, I shall.

As General White outlined earlier, during the latter part of last
year, in attempting to respond to the Department of Defense master
plan which you mentioned for the record, the major members of the
same group who have prepared the material to which General White
has been referring were deeply involved in a determination of how
best to meet the master air defense plan submitted by the OSD. Ob-
viously, many portions of this were not completed by them. They
were referred to us for detailed completion.

Essentially, the members of that group worked on the effort at
that time, and then worked with members of the Air Research and
Development Command, the Air Materiel Command, our special tech-
nical advisory organization at Hanscom Air Force Base in Massa-
chusetts, known as ADSID/MITRE, and we drew upon technieal
information from members of the Air Defense Command. We did
not ask them specifically for their detailed ideas for the very simple
reason we knew already their ideas would not coincide with ours
with reference to reductions, but we drew upon their technical knowl-
edge of air defense as necessary in our studies.

As General White has said, approximately 100 various technicians
from all these organizations were assembled eawlf7 in February.
We went through in minute detail the exact technical status of every
single component of the air defense system. Our purpose was to
determine whether or not we could in fact meet the sc edule, both
moneywise and timewise, which we had set for ourselves with ref-
erence to each of these components.

Our purpose subsequently, after that detailed examination, was to
examine every possible alternative to produce an air defense system
against the threat to which General White has referred, at the earliest
possible time period with the minimum possible dollars.

As General White has said, we came up with on the order of six
different alternatives as to how this could be done.

Mr. Manon. When did you come up with these ?

General Esrrs. I believe, sir, if memory serves me correctly, this
was around the 12th or 15th of February. "It was approximately that
period, sir. Mid-February, let me say, without specifying the exact
date,

Mr. Manox. What has happened since that time?

General Estrs. Subsequent to detailed discussion of this entire ma-
terial with General White and his deputies, we briefed General Kuter,
commander of the North American Air Defense Command, General
Atkinson, the commander of the U.S. Air Defense Command, and
members of their staffs. Of course we briefed our own Secretary and
the Under Secretary and their staffs.

Mr. Manown. If necessary, elaborate that for the record, but I want
to ask one further question.

Just how well did you tie in all of these studies and briefings and
deliberations with General Kuter, commander of the North Amer-
ican_Air Defense Command? Has he really been in this act and
has he had a chance to present his views adecuately to the officials
here in Washington ¢

General Wirre. May I answer that, please.
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General Kuter gave me his comments in writing. He was queried
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on these two major items and sent in
his reply.

Mr,plvyI'AHON. Ilave you anything further on that, General Estes?

General Esres. Only to say, sir, we have briefed members of tlie
OSD staff. As you know, Dr. York’s staff has been conducting sim-
ilar studies on air defense, and they ave very familiar with the ma-
terial on which we have been working.

(Off the record.) )

Mr. Manon, Thank you very much, gentlemen. We will see you

at 2 o’clock.
AFTERNOON SESSION

We shall resume our hearing. The actions which are recommended
here today by the Airr Force have implications which affect the overall
defense posture of the United States. It seems to me that actions of
this type should not be recommended without consideration havin
been given them by all the services through the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

Did the Joint Chiefs study the overal% implications of these pro-
posals and did the Joint C’iiefs approve these proposals? am
speaking specifically of the reductions in the program.,

General Wirre. The Joint Chiefs of Staff looked at these specific
proposals as to cutbacks, but within the context of purely Air Force
programs. There was not a triservice look across the board. There
was no comparison of whether it was better to cut out something in
the Army or Navy or Marines and leave the full BOMARC program
or supercombat centers in.

Mr. Mamon. Was there any consideration given with respect to
the impact of this proposal on the NIKE-HER(%ULES program?

General Winite. To this degree only: That presumably General
Kuter will ask for any compensating weapon systems in other service
budgets. Ife has asked to maintain the NIKE-HERCULES, as [
understand it, under his proposals about where they are, but with
this change he may well ask for more NIKE-HERCULES.

Mr. Marion. That could be true?

General Wiirre., That could be true.

My. Mason. The Joint Chiefs should not sit idly by and see a big
hole pulled in our defense structure.

General Wrrre. I am sure they have no intention of doing that, sir.

Mr. Maiton. If this proposal had that effect, would it have come
here under these circumstances?

General Wurie. It would not.

Mr. Marion. The President submitted to us in J. anuary a Defense
Department budget. The total dollars have not been changed dras-
tically, though there is a reduetion in this proposal. Nevertheless,
the program has been changed quite markedly.

It seems to me that we would have, before this is over, an approval
Eydthe Budget Bureau and by the President in an amendment to {he

udget.

General Wnre. T am sure that it is forthcoming, sir. That is the
point where I stated OSI) was not prepared to give approval to the
substance of the addenda.

5320260 — 5
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Mr. Manon. Do you assume, then, that the Svcretary of Defense will
probably work out these arrangements upon his return from Europe?
General Wuire. 1 know it is being actively worked on as of the
present.
BOMARC

Mr. Manon. All right. T have before me the final sheet of your
statement, General White. You give the reductions and then you give
the add-on. Do you suppose that it would be better to subtract more
money from the BOMARC program? We have downgraded it as
one of our weapon systems in this proposal you make. Isthe remain-
img BOMARC program a face-saving thing? Should we step com-
pletely out of this picture ?

General Wurre, Not in any respect, Mr. Chairman. That is cer-
tainly a very proper and, I may say, scarching question. We would
not recommended that any BOMARC’s be in this program if we did not
have the utmost confidence that the system is going to work. To take
the BOMARC’s out would really leave a serious gap in our defensive
system.
yAs 1 stated earlier, CINCNORAD does not even approve of this
cutback. Some of the money in the BOMARC program is applied
to fighter-interceptors. If nothing were done, we would really have
a defective air defense system, in my opinion. The money that could
be saved by complete cancellation of the BOMARC program would
not buy interceptors or other types of defense, in anywhere near the
quantities needed, that would be as effective.

SAGE

Mr. Mauon. The word “SAGE” a few years ago was more or less
a magic word. That is semiautomatic ground environment. It was a
great word and we had great plans for it. [t has not, apparently,
progressed as had been planned, so now you propose this $132 million
reduction.

Is it wise to downgrade the SAGE systerm, to make it soft, and
so forth ?

General Wirre. The SAGE system, of course, continues in exist-
ence, but we do not build these supercombat centers which, if T am
not mistaken, were a subsequent development in which it was pro-
posed that certain of these advanced type SAGE computers be placed
m hardened positions, hardened to —-- pounds per square inch.

( Statement off the record.)

General Wurre. You can carry thison ad infinitum and practically
put the entire national wealth in this thing because if you harden your
centers, to, say, a thousand pounds per square inch, then your fighter
fields, your subsidiary communications, vour BOMARC’s, whatever
vou have, also would have to be hardened because they equally could
be destroved. This way we do not, I think, now expend this money
for something which we foresee will not really pay off. We do con-
tinuwe the SAGE. Remember, however, it will be susceptible to break-
down into regional controls. So, if one part goes out, at least you
have the other part to continue to operate.

1 2 getting into some technical aspects, but, I think General Estes
could elaborate in more delinitive terms than I have.
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Mr. Manon. General Estes, do you feel that the SAGE system, as
contemplated in this presentation today, will be a highly sigunificant
and important part of our defense mechanism ¢ )

General Esrss. I do, indeed, sir, or I would not recommend it.

Mr. Maron. Do you think we are going to get considerable value
for our money with the SAGE system as now envisioned ¢

General Estus. [ do,sir,

Mr. Manown. (General Friedman, at this point in the record I wish
you would place approximately the amount of money which has been
provided to date and that which is included in this new proposal for
the entire SAGE system and give us a paragraph as to just what
the SAGE system does.

General Friepman. We will do that, sir.

(The information to be supplied follows:)

S IL GE

Construction and cquipment program requircments
(in millions)

Piscal year | Fiscal year | Fiseal year | Balance to
1959 and 1960 1961 completion Total
prior years

Program per President’s fiscal yesr 1961

budget- . oo emanan $1,165.9 $280. 2 $235.2 $201.6 $1,972.9
Proposed amended program.__ 1,165.9 138. 4 102.8 166. 9 1,574.0
Differenee. cammrmmmmcvaammmmmcamen 0 —141. 8 —132.4 —124.7 ~388.9

The proposed amecpded SAGE system will provide a semiautomatie ground
environment for the detection, identification, control, communications, nnd inter-
ception of air-breathing weapons in designated arcas of the United States. and
Canada. .

Mr. Anprews. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?
Mr. MamonN. Yes.

QUESTION AS TO SAVINGS FROM CANCELLING BOMARC PROGRAM .

Mr, Anprews. General Iistes, you stated that you needed or would
get BOMARCS. T believe General White stated we had
and you want new ones and that will wind up the
BOMARC program.

General IosTrs. Yes, sir.

Mr. Anprews. Conld you tell me how much will cost, or how
much could be saved if the whole program were stricken now ?

General Fuuspaan. If you were to cancel the entire program,. this
would net a savings on the order of $250 million. We have made a
reduction, as we indicate, of $381 million. There was $421.5 million
already in the budget. This leaves about $10 million to carry on,
clean up the GSE and otherwise settle out the program.

Mr. Axorews, The saving would be

General Friepman. About $250 million.

Mr. Axprews. Thank you.

Mr. Stkes. May I ask a question at that point?

Mr, Maron. Yes.

Mr. Sixrs, Could you recapture all of the $250 million ?

General Friepman, Yes, sir; that is net—sustaining the cancella-
tion costs.
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Mr. Stkrs. What could you use for a weapon as a substitute for the
BOMARC in the areas where you have programed BOMARC as an
air defense weapon?

hGeneral Friepmaw. T would prefer to have General Estes answer
that, sir,

General Estrs. Mr. Sikes, I did not want to use my own judgment
on this particular point and, therefore, I sent a message to our Air
Defense Command and explained to them the extent of the cutback
which we have just been discussing here and pointed out to them
the approximate amount of savings which would be realized if we went
for a zero BOMARC-B program, as expressed by General Friedman
a moment ago.

I asked the Air Defense Command to examine this and to deter-
mine what alternate weapon could be put in and whether or not that
alternate weapon for the amount of money would be the equivalent
military capability.

I further asked them if they would check their answer with the
headquarters of NORAD, with the Commander of North American
Air Defense Command, and then send me a reply.

Their reply stated essentially that they did not under any circum-
stances consider that they could purchase for the amount of money
General Friedman has just mentioned enough fighter-interceptors—
that is the only weapon you could put in in place of these BOMARC
squadrons to be the military equivalent of the squadrons of
BOMARC’s which we have mentioned earlier, 28 UE, equiv-
alents. They stated in essence in their opinion on the basis of the
assumptions they had made with reference to the competence required
in the area, that they believed they would have to purchase fighters
ot a 1-for-1 basis to equal the same military equivalent. This would
be a dollar cost far in excess of the savings we have discussed.

Myr, Srkes. Could you make an estimate of the dollar cost?

General Friepmax. T think a good rule-of-thumb, assuming you
are going to buy the IF-106, which is probably the one you would buy
if yon were talking about the same time period, it would cost you—
ineluding develonment, attrition, and everything else—on the order
of about $4.4 million for the fichter, the 106, and $3.2 million—includ-
g your test and research missiles—for the BOMARC.

In other words, it would be about $4 million per article to replace
it on a 1-for-1 basis. So it. would cost you about $1 billion total
to go the fichter route. These costs are on a historical basis. To be
more realistic we should consider that development costs are behind
us. I will provide for the record here what these costs would be on
the hasis of simply procuring additional aircraft.

(The matter referred to follows:)

The costs for substituting — F-106s for the same number of BOMARC B
would total approximately $900 million compared to the $460 million for this
mimber of BOMARC B’s. Neither of these amounts include development costs.

Mr. Sixrs. What is the comparative time of availability of the two
gystems? Which would be available earlier?

General Estis. T do not think there would be a great deal of differ-
ence,sir. The 101 line is still open. The 106 line ends in Ido
not, know about the leadtime.
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Assuming that, the 101 and 106 lines are both open, there would be a
gap but some of it could be made up by extra funds, I would feel you
have about an 18-month leadtime to get started. I can provide for the
record here costing data for some alternative that would price out
somewhere near the added $250 million saving which General Fried-
man mentioned.

(The matter referred to follows:)

Alternative 1: Three additional squadrons of I'~101B aircraft can be provided
for approximately $242 million with aircraft deliveries starting in January 1962.

Alternative 2: Three additional squadrons of I’-100 alrcraft can be provided
at a cost of $300 million with aircraft deliveries starting in January 1962,

Mr. Forp. Will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Manox. Mr. Ford.

Mr. Forp. If you cancel BOMARC-B now, the statement has been
made you would recover $250 million.

General Friepman. That is right, sir. This is in addition to the
$381 million that our proposal contemplates.

Mr. Forp. How much would you have spent on BOMARC-B that
would have no return whatsocver?

General Friepman. Ican get that in just a moment.

Mr. Forp. (ive use a round figure. I am certain it is substantial.

General Frmpyman. Yes, it is substantial. On the BOMARC- B,
procurement, of which started in fiscal year 1958—and we are involyed
through fiscal year 1960, since we have essentially cut off procurement
from the 1961 budget—it would have been about $800 million in pro-
gram value. I would say some $700 to $750 million of that is prob-
ably expended as of now. ‘

Mr. Warrren. General White, during World War I1, shortly after
Pearl Harbor, for some months thereafter, here around the Capitol on
top of most of the buildings you could see these mounted guns. I do
not know whether it gave any sense of security to Members and others,
but finally one of our colleagues went up to see and they were wooden.

It would not hurt anything in case we had been under attack and
if t%lley contributed to the Congress’ sense of security, perhaps it was all
right. :

£ I have heard the testimony right about BOMARC, at the present
time it is in fact an unproven weapon system with high hopes after
one or two tests that folks kind of indicate may be all right—to release
this information showing that.you are going to have BOMARC around
these eastern highly populous areas, is that some more of this wooden-
guns-on-the-Capitol business as it stands now, as subtracting from that
your high hope as to what this weapon system might do in the future?

General Wirrre. I do not see any relationship. This is a weapon
system that is going to work. The wooden gun never would work, I
am sure.

) 1\}{1';) Winrrte~. As of this time you just have high hopes; is that
right?

General Wrare. As of this time we have a great deal of scientific
and test background which makes those hopes rational.

Mr. WrorrreN. How many things have you had in the past that
you did phase out where your hopes came to naught in your experience
at high level ?
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General Wore. I can think of some weapon systems which we did
not purchase, not necessarily because they did not work out but because
something else better came along.

Mr. Wrrrren. I am just going to ask one question but to point out a
whole lot of things here. Secretary Sharp was before this committee
a few weeks ago asking us to go along with purchasing five planes,
I believe, from Lockheed. Tt is the third time the Air Force has been
in here to try to get a committee to go along with a contract with
Lockheed for such planes.

One time they needed the planes for executive use, another time they
needed them for another use. They got them neither time. He finally
let the matter come out on the table when he said somebody in the Air
Force indicated to Lockheed and McDonnell that if they had compe-
tition on a certain type of plane, the Department likely would need
some. So the Air Force felt that since they had had that discussion,
apparently orally, there was some obligation to buy at least enough
of the planes to justify what Lockheed spent without any contract
whatsoever.

On the face of it, it Jooks to me as though there is possibly an
element of that in this BOMARC.

General Wirte. There is absolutely none, sir.

Mr. Froop. There is something else, Mr. Chairman.

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Manox. Will Canada continue the use of the BOMARC
missile?

General Warre. Yes, sir; they very much wish to.

Mr. Wurrren. I would not want to charge that, but I want the
record to show that from the press the last couple months this matter
has not been completely outside of political discussion in this coun-
try, this matter of defense.

General Warre. I can only say, Mr. Whitten, that we have high
confidence in this weapon system and that it is a very important part
of our area air defense.

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Chairman; I want to be sure T heard the answer
to your question about Canada. Did I understand you to say that
Canada does want to use the BOMARC in its defense system and is,
in fact, preparing to doso?

General Warre. That is correct.

Mr. Mason. In short, it is Canada’s plan to continue with some
considerable dependence upon the BOMARC system ?

General Worre. That is right.

Mr. Mamow. It is the plan of this Government to continue with
some dependence upon the BOMARC system. You are phasing out
the system insofar as requesting appropriations is concerned. You
have reduced vour appropriation request in the fiscal 1961 budget for
BOMARC substantially. )

General Frmpman. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Matron. How much money do you now request for BOMARC?

General FriepmaN. There will be about $40 million left. The
President’s budget contains an amount of $421.5 million for procure-
ment, of BOMARC. We are reducing that by $381.1 million.

Mr. Manon. So there is still some financing for BOMARC but
relatively little money as compared with your January request; is
that right?
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General Frusoman. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Mauon. What will there be in 1962 according to present plans
for the BOMARC missile?

General Friepmaw. Fiscal year 1961 would finalize our procure-
ment, Mr, Chairman-—except for follow-on spares.

Mr. Mamox. You might have some construction problems, or
would you?

General Frmpmax. No, sir.

AIRBORNE ALERT

Mr. Manon. I want to explore this matter a little further with
respect to the additions. As I 'said this morning, I feel very
strongly that we ought to do more about the airborne alert. T real-
ize there is some money in the current budget for fiscal 1961 for pre-
paring for an airborne alert, but it surprises me that in this revision
of your program you did not allocate more money to the airborne
alert. I think it was a big mistake, and—I am speaking only for
myself—I do not understand why you failed to do this.

I say that is especially true in view of the fact that you made some
reductions. [f we can save money, we want to save it, millions or bil-
lions, but we want a well-balanced defense program and are concerned
about not being caught off balance during the next 2 or 3 years, which
are very significant years.

Another thing I do not understand at all is why, in view of the
fact that you freed some money through this adjustment, that you
did not undertake to do something about the problem of airlift.
General Iemnitzer tells us he is getting together with the Chief of
Staff of the Air Force, General White, and that he has some hopes
we may work something out. Here is an opportunity to work some-
thing out and nobody tries to do anything about it.

I would just like to know why, in making this revision, which is
certainly quite major, you did not do something about these things
which seem to me to be very high priority. Will you speak to that,
General White? ‘

General Wirrre. Yes, sir.  May I refer to the airborne alert first?

Mr. Mauon. All right.

General Wrrrre. The decision on the part of the Secretary of De-
fense was made very recently on that subject, and there was a differ-
ence in the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the level of airborne alert. I had
my full opportunity to present my side of the case, as has General
Power. The Department of Defense ruled against my position on it,
and it would have been a futile exercise to bring it up to them and
expect approval for additional funds for the airborne alert. That
is a decision, insofar as the Department of Defense is concerned, which
has been taken.

Moreover, section 612 of last year’s appropriation act, as I under-
stand it, intends that if the Department of Defense and the Presi-
dent determine that more funds are required for the airborne alert,
the Congress has granted them the authority to go ahead with it.

Mr. Mamon. You have the authority but you would not actually
have the money unless you took it from something else or incurred a
deficiency.
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Mr. Garrock. We would assume if we got Presidential approval we
wonld also get approval for a deficiency.

(General Wirmre. That is the answer on that.

Mr. Froon. You mean if Congress is in session.

Mr. Garcock. We have the right in general law to run a deficiency.

Mr. Marron. Whether Congress is in session or not.

Mr. Froop. T am speaking to the point of Congress being in session
or not. This can come before or after, but. to act without our being
hereis interesting.

ATRLIFT

General Wirrre. On the airlift, Mr. Chairman, I subscribe to Gen-
eral Lemnitzer’s statement that the Air Force and the Army have
reached certain agreements to attempt to get more airlift.

In this particular instance the first problem was to not gut the air
defense but to improve our existing air defense and still save some
money in order to improve the future aspects of air defense against the
TOBM threat. On that basis our first priority in putting addenda
here was in the air defense field.

The second was that T believed that the ATLAS add-ons take prior-
ity over airlift at this time, particularly in view of the fact that, if you
will note, the expenditures are what have limited us to the items that
we have put up for addenda. There is actually more NOA available
as between the proposed changes and the President’s budget than there
are expenditures available.

We did go to the Department of Defense with a request for addi-
tional programs and authorization—additional changes—to make up
the full NOA. That list did include a request for additional airlift.

EXPENDITURE LIMITATION

Mr. Manox. Let me get this clear: The add-ons which you have
presented us today are not all the add-ons you requested of the De-
partment of Defense in connection with this presentation?

General Wmre. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Maro~n. What was the stumbling block with these additions
and why did you not get the funds and approval, or do you know ¢

General Wurrr. Yes, sir; T know. It is an expenditure problem.
‘We must abide, by Service, as to the expenditures that can be made in
any given fiscal year.

Mr. Manon. Is your expenditure limitation for fiscal year 1961
$18.6 billion ?

General Friepman. $18.6 billion ; yes, sir.

General Warte. These addenda bring us up to that figure.

Mr. Mamox. Were you not already up to that point?

General Friepman. We were. But, on a comparable basis—al-
though we dropped out some $300 million and we put in $300 million—
the space programs and the missile programs spend out at a higher
rate than the types of programs which we deleted. Therefore, on
an expenditure basis we net out. The point is that we cannot use the
additional $140 million without exceeding the $18.6 billion expendi-
ture.
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- ADDENDA REQUESTED VERSUS ADDENDA APPROVED

Mr. Manon. I would like for you to place in the record at this point
Lust what you asked for in this addenda as compared to what yon
ave presented here.
- General Friepman. Yes, sir.
(The information follows:)

Addenda requested versug addenda approved

{Millions]
Requested Approved
1960 new 1961 new 1960 new 1961 new
obligational | obligational | obligational | obligational
authority authority authority authority
ARIBS oo 190.0 136.0 190.0 136,0
2] ¢ S 25.6 45.8 25,6 35.8
BMEW .......... 14.9 27.6 14.9 27.8
Rocket development _________________ 4.0 12.0 0 Y
MInuteman. . .. ..o e e 0 47.7 0 27,0
GAR—Q/ASG—IS ________________________ - ' 0 15.0 0 16,0
MATS MOD (on-shelf procurement). .. ....... 0 76.0 0 0
Intercegtor Improvement. ..o coeecumcmcanm e 0 136, 2 0 136,2
C-130-B o o m———n 0 32.0 0 0
Cadin...___..._.. - 1.0 0 20 0
Burveillance. ... . e —————— L3 15.4 1.3 15. 4
Total...... a——- +136.8 +542,7 -+131.8 +393.0

1 Construction authorization réquired,
2 No amount Included, but approval of item was contemplated.

Mr. Mauon. I have this page before me and 1 would like for you
to have it before you, General Friedman. You mlght handle these
figures, if you like.

I am looking at “Interceptor improvement,” $136.2 mllhon
million.

Is that what you asked for? Wasthat your request?

General Friepman. That was our request.

- Mr. Mamon. Surveillance, $15.4 million.

General Friepman. That is correct.

Mr. Mamon. BMEWS, $27.6 million.

General Friepsan. That is what we asked for.

Mr. Mamon. GAR-9, and so forth, $15 million.

General Frieoman. That coincides with our request.

Mr. Maron. Space, $35.8 million.

General Friepman. We requested $45.8 million,

Mr. Manow. ATLAS, $136 million. Is that what you asked for?

General Friepman. I i is, sir.

Mr. Manox. That will give you how many additional ATLAS?®

Mr. Garrock. For' the record, we still have a problem with Mr.
She ard’s Committee on Mlhtmy Construction. That is being
hand ed there and we will take that up then.

‘Mr;"Mauon. You can discuss that with Mr. Sheppard in a few
minutes.

You got all you asked for and you got’ approval, tentative ap-
prova’l for-whit you asked for in all of these proglams

‘What abont MINUTEMAN?. S

53292—60 — 6
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General Friepman. For the MINUTEMAN, we asked for an
amount of $20.7 million more in our initial disqussions than is shown
in the addenda here. S . . '

Mr. Manox. Why was it reduced? : R :

General Frrepman. It was reduced an the basis which General
White discussed, that this appeared to beé the maximum funds we
could apply and still remain within the expenditures reflected in the
President’s Budget.

(General Waire. May I put it this way: The list that you have
read adds up to the amount of expenditures which we have deleted
by our proposed changes.

"Mr. Mamnon. I seethe point.

General Wurre. We have the Department of Defense authoriza-
tion to-state that we have made these recommendations to them. The
other recommendations which you are now pursuing do not have that
same degree of Department of Defense approval. o .

- Under questioning T am certain that we can state what the addi-
‘tions were; however, there is that distinction. . . .

~"Mr. Mamon. That is exactly what I am trying to get from you
now, a statément of what you sought, if you sought anything, in addi-
tion to the addenda which we have just counted here. .. :

You explained the MINUTEMAN. - C e

yeneral Winme. The lower MINUTEMAN figure is within the
addenda.

Mr. Mano~. Within the spending ceiling?

General Warte. Yes.

T think General Friedman is more facile with figures than I am.

General Friepman. To go down the list, sir, we asked for $75 mil-
lion for modernization of MATS.

Mr. Masion. You did ask?

General Frizpman. We did ask.

Mr. MamoN. What would you do with that money ?

General Frieoman. It is not included in the list.

Mr. Maron. I know, but you asked for it and you must have asked
for it for a purpose.

General Friepman. What did we want to do with it ?

Mr. Manon. Yes, siT. -

General Frizoman. I thought you asked what did T do with it.

Mr. Mano~N., What would you do with it ?

General Friepman. General Holloway will respond.

General HoLrLoway, We asked for that as a part of our overall re-

uirement of $128 million to buy two squacdrons’ worth of off-the-
shelf-type aircraft that would be modified to the minimum extent
necessary to do the MATS job. The type of aircraft under con-
sideration, we de not have a final selective position on it. It would
probably be either the cargo version of the KC-135, the CL-44
Canadian aircraft, or the DC-8, sir.’ "

Mr. ManonN. This would be the area you would spend $75 mil-
lion on?

General Horroway. That is correct.

On the estimates we have, it appears that we could get the first of
these aircraft, and there would be a total of 37 of them including at-
trition, to be exact, in 1962.
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Mr. Manox. In fiscal year 1962 you will be able to get these
aircraft? : A

General Horroway. Starting to get them.

Mr. Mamnon. If you will not be spending the money in fiscal year
1961, why would the expenditure limitation deter you here?

General HorLoway, No,sir; Iamsorry.

. This is when they would be realized in the: inventory and it would
réquire expenditure of 1961 money. . e
eneral Frieoman. You would really have to - .

Mr. Garrock. As soon as the contractor has his first payroll, we
have to start reimbursing him. :

Mr. Marnon. What else was included in this package when it was
presented to the Department of Defense ?

General Friepman. We requested an amount of $40 million for
DISCOVERER. The addendum which we are presenting today,
with DOD approval, contains $30 million.

‘We had requested an increase for the C-130B aircraft—which is the
troop carrier aircraft assigned to TAC—-to raise the production rate
from two to three per month. This required an additional $32 million.

Mr. Maiion. Is this the sort of thing that General Lemnitzer wants
done, General White ? ' o »

General Wurte. Yes, sir. :

Mr. Marion, Mr. Mendel Rivers of the Armed Services Committee
is very much concerned about this and he has held some hearings on
it and is going to appear before this committee next week.

Insofar as I know, this is the kind of thing that the friends of airlift
want done, and yet the Defense Department is not requesting it
apparently.

teneral Wrirre. It is exactly the kind of thing, and I might say
we want them, too, Mr. Chairman. ' S

Mr. Mauon. Whatelse? "

General Friepman. Only one other item. S

‘We requested $12 million to pursue an accelerated program of rocket
development. S

I think General Holloway might explain that.

Mr. Mamon. What do you mean ? ,

General HoLroway. One of the tremendous expense items we fore-
sep in the future, in both missiles and space, is the cost of rocket
boosters. They are very expensive. The nozzles, for example, are
made of the highest quality materials. They have to be cut to very
fine tolerances, and all in all they are the most expensive. There 1s
enough research to date to indicate that it is possible, and, in fact,
it appears quite feasible, to make rocket motors that are on an order
of magnitude cheaper than the ones we have today. ’

For example, if you could make a nozzle out of an ablative material,
such as the nose cone of a missile, that would still work but would
deteriorate at such a rate that it still is workable until the burnout
point. It would probably cost a tenth or less than what the current
nozzles cost.

There are other areas, such as variable geometry of nozzles through
a sort of parametric spike, that mi%ht be preset or ultimately auto-
mated in flight. This would enable you to build one basic rocket
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motor design that would have a tremendous mumber of apphcatlons,
and this would be a cheap way to get flexibility.

"There are a lot of areas like this that we feel would savea tr emendous
amount of money in the future as we go into space, if we get a little
more research and development money to accelerate it now.

That is the nature of this request.

Mr. Manon. General Friedman, will you place in the record a
statement of where all of these add-on funds, which are included in
your submission today, would fit in the appropriation bill structure?

General Friepman, We will be happy to do that.

(The information follows:)

Air defense reorientation summary of adjustments by appropriation

{Millions of dollars}

Fiscal year 1960 new obligational Fiscal year 1961 new obligational
authorlty . authority
Present Revised Diﬂ'erencé Present Reviséd Difference
program | program program program
Alrcraft procurement___._____ §9.2 89.2 | 81.9 218.1 136.2
Missile procurement._.___._.__ 1,338.4 1,338.4 |eomomnnn 1,824.7 1,546.7 —-278.0
Military construction..._____. 517.9 557.9 40.0 166.8 146.1 -20.7
Research, development, test, -
and evaluation 351.1 a16.7 25.8 206. 4 407.2 110.8
Other procurement. 510, 4 429.8 —80.6 423.4 351. 4 —~72.0
Total e . 2,807.0 2,792.0° -15.0 .2,793.2 2,660.5 --123.7

Mr. Manon. Will you also give us information at this point in the
record as to where these items would fit into your program insofar as
appropriation language is concerned, if they shouf()i be approved ?

GGeneral Friepman. Yes, sir.

(The information follows:)

The program adjustments which were discussed would not require any changes
in appropriation language. These changes could be accommodated within the

terms of the appropriation language and general provisions which are now in
effect and as proposed in the President’s budget for fiscal year 1961.

ADDENDA COMYARED WITH 1961 BUDGET

Mr. Mamox. Will you also state what the situation was with re-
spect to your original fiscal 1961 submission with regard to this
addenda which is included and the addenda which you sought to have
included in your submission here in recent weeks to the Secretary of
Defense ?

General Friznyman. Yeg, sir.
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(The information follows:)

Addenda requested versus addenda approved
[Milllons of dollars]

President’s Addenda Addenda
fiscal year requested approved
1961 budget 1

............................................... 991.2 136.0 136.0
. 316.0 45.8 35.8
107.3 27.8 27.6
Rocket development. 28.7 12,0 focoiai e
MINUTEMAN._.__.. 389.4 47.7 27.0
Gar-9/ABG-18_ e 15,0 15.0
MATS MOD (on shelf procurcment) ..o oce oo ccmamamanoaan 75,0 [-cevmacmmamamn
Interceptor improvement . . 81.9 136.2 136.2
C-180-B e 70. 4 820 [coemgea s
Surveillanee. .o cac e ceman . 92.9 15.4 15,4
] - 5 PR 2,072.8 542.7 393.0

1Excludes military construection.
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASPECTS OF PRQIOSED REVISIONS

Mr. Manon. Assuggested this morning, Mr. Sheppard, as chairman
of the Military Construction Subcommittee, along with Mr. Sikes,
Mr. Whitten, and Mr. Laird, in addition to their work on this commit-
tee, also have an important responsibility in connection with the pro-
gram for military construction. Construction is involved in ways
which I do not fully understand at this point, but as agreed to this
morning, I will recognize Mr. Sheppard for 30 minutes and then T will
recognize Mr. Ford, following which we will proceed in the regular
order.

Mr. Froop. That is going to make it 10 minutes to 47

Mr. Manon. We also agreed that we will stay here until we get
this completed this afternoon.

Mr. Suerrarp. General Friedinan, this morning I think you gave
an answer to the question I am going to ask, but I would like to have
it in here so that my questions will be in sequence and continuity.

I think your statement was that the total add-ons, as such, came to
approximately $400 million ; is that correct ?

eneral Frepman. It was $398 million, sir, in new obligating
authority.

Mr. Suepparp. The total of all of the add-ons?

General Frizpman. That is correct.

General Wirre, All of the add-ons that fall within the expenditure
limitation.

Mr. Suerrarp. Tt is my understanding, and this has been discussed
in different ways here this morning but I would like to get it clear in
my mind at the moment, that insofar as the total clearance for presenta-
tion to this committee is concerned of the program you are presenting
presently, the reductions, yes; add-ons, question mark.

Ts that a correct or an incorrect interpretation ?

General Wrrrn., Add-ons to the extent of equaling the expenditures
approved by the Department of the Air Force for us to present to this
committee.  The add-ons that the chairman asked about, which equal
the amount of NOA, have not been approved even for presentation
to the committee by the Department of Defense.
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I would put it this way : The Department of Defense has been silent
on the subject.

Mr. Surpparp. And would obviously follow a different type of
presentation than the one you are presently making because of your
reprograming possibilities and potentialities; is that right?

General Frrepmax. That is correct.

Mr. Srepparp. What will be the effect of your present proposal on
the military construction requirement in the presently funded pro-
gram that 1s pending before our committee that has jurisdiction over
construction ?

General Friepman. As Mr. Garlock indicated, there will be a prob-
lem insofar as authorization is concerned. However, Mr. Sheppard,
we were able, by an adjustment to programs, to hold to the amounts
contained in the President’s budget for militarv construction. That
18 $740 million including all accounts, and $725 million for the regnlar
Air Force specifically.

In other words, there was no change in NOA. There will be some
change, however, in program composition which would be discussed
in detail with your subcommittee.

Mr. Srreeparp. Have you pursued this situation in the changing of
your requirements, moneywise, in your construction bill so that there
1s no question of compatibility or detrimental reflections on the other
services’ construection requirements?

General Friepman. We do not know, sir: the only possibility is that
which was raised by General White this morning insofar as General
Kuter’s position with regard to NIKE-HERCULES. I do not know
that there would be any other possible impact on the other services
than the one on the NIKE-ITTERCULES.

General Wrrre. This would be a new problem. T am quite confi-
dent that anything we have in the publi¢ works side of this wonld not
have any impingement on any other service.

Mr. Suoerrarp. What was the basis for vour decision to stop
BOMARC with the last site? What was the basis of the decision
to stop at that particular place?

General Wurre. I suppose it really was money, Mr. Sheppard.
We had to figure out the most economical place to make these cut-
backs in order to have the money. we hoped, to go on to these other
programs which we feel, in the overall context, will provide a better
military posture for the Nation.

Mr. Garrock. It is a combination of where we happened to stand
in the production of missiles and where we happened to stand in con-
struction. This could not help have a bearing on this.

Greneral Estes said these sites are all in the Northeast, if you recall.

Mpr. SarpraRD. Are you going to be in a position, when you appear
before the Military Construction Subcommittee, to give the members
of that committee a rather firm answer as to the acquiescence in this
program in its entirety and firmness? T do not think from a practical
standpoint you have gone all the way upstairs yet.

General WrrrTe. Yes, sir; we have, but upstairs has not gone all
the way yet. That isthe difference.

Mr. Smeprarp. I do not want to be unnecessarily political, and
that is not my point of view, but in press releases and declarations,
the President of the United States has said that he knows what he
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is talking about when it comes to the military. In the absence of his
voicing his particular and personal concept of this situation at the
moment, I obviously have to take the position that we are still unde-
fined to that degree, is that right ¢

General WuTre. I am confident that the Department of Defense
will be able to clear thisup.

Mr. Smerparp. I have confidence in the President, too, but at the
moment neither you nor I have sampled that confidence, have we!?

General WaitE. We cannot go beyond where we are.

Mr. Surprarp. He may take your judgment 100 percent but T have
known him to refuse to take the judgment of others; have you not?

General Warre. That has occurred.

Mr. Suepparp. That is a problem until it is finalized and cleared
up; is that correct

General Warre, Yes.

Mr. Suerpanp. It occurs to me, gentlemen—and T tried to elicit this
in responses in the presentation very carefully this morning—in this
particular presentation you are presently addressing yourselves to,
if it is consummated this puts a geﬁnite approval on the BOMARC
as a. good missile ? :

General Wnrre. Yes, sir.

Mr. Saerparp. That is it ?

General Wurre. Yes,sir.

BOMARC TROGRAM

Mr. Sueprarp. What has been your experience with the testing
program for BOMARC A and B since you were last before this com-
mittee? What is your particular attitude at the moment as compared
to what your attitude was then? There obviously must be some
change which has not been brought out to my satisfaction, and which
I would like an answer to.

General Winre. We have here Colonel Dietrich who can discuss
that in detail.

Mr. Sueprarp. Very well, whomever you desire.

Colonel Dierricit. May I ask your permission to give a short briefing
before we get into the question and answer? Then I will be glad to
try and answer the questions you have.

Mr. Suerrarp. What was that comment? T did not get your answer
to that.

Colonel Dirrrica. With your permission, I would like to give a
presentation very briefly which summarizes the flight test program for
the A and B missile systern.

Mr. Froop. Waitaminute. Thisis not right.

Mr. S1xes. The witness is answering the question.

Mr. Froop. I know Le is answering the question but who runs this
committee, an Air Force lieutenant colonel or the members?

Mr. Sters. Customarily the principal witness may defer to other
witnesses in our hearings.

Mr. Froop. 1 object, Mr. Chairman, because for 8 months we have
decided that we are going to have a special hearing on BOMARC.

Mr. Maso~. And we are going toﬁ)]ave a hearing on BOMARC.

Mr. Froop. Again?
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Mr. Mazon. Yes.

Mr. Froop. Fine. Ilovethat.

Mr. Surrpagp. In your response to the question I have just raised,
you are going to present a chart and briefing to the committee later
that will answer my questions?

Colonel DierrrcH. Yes, sir.

Mr. Saepparp. All right.

I wish you would insert in the record the percentage of completions
and expenditures to date on each of the BOMARC sites and the esti-
mated cost of canceling the remaining work at each site.

General Friepman. Yes, sir.

(The information requested follows:)

BOMARC sites completed and wader contract

Percent Current Cancellation
Site complete working costs (thou- Recoup
(Apr.t, ostimate sands) {thousands)
1860) (thousands)

MeQGuire 100 $13. 680 $13,690 0
Suffolk. . 100 13,190 13,190 0
Otis__. 100 7,610 7,610 [
Dow_ _ ... 100 7,750 7,750 0
Yangley (Site 1) ..o e 88 8,060 6, 060 0
Gite 2 ... 38 2,700 2,170 $530
58 3. %40 3,240 600
G5 3. 800 3, 230 570
42 3,840 3,270 570
44 3,040 2,480 560
67 3. 000 2,780 220
25 3, 140 1,990 1,150
44 3,000 2,440 560

NOTE.—Canadian sites not included.

Mr. Saerparp. When did you let the contracts for the last four sites,
if you have done so?
(The information requested follows:)

dites for which no construction contracts have been awarded:

Fiscal year: Site
L U Malmstrom.
1089 e Glasgow.
1959 . __. e e Minot.
1961 . ... e Charleston.

Last four sites for whieh construction contraets were awarded:

fiseul year Site Awarded

Aug. 4,1959
D

- (8
Oct. 28,1969
Auvug. 38,1959

Mr. Garrocx. The last four we let were on the west coast and we
will give you the dates when we let those ¢ontracts.

Mr. Wurrren, Will you yield to me briefly to ask him if he means
by that that you have some authorization but have not let them?

Mr. Garrock. Yes. We have additional site authorizations and
money where we have not let any contracts.
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Mr. Susrrarp. In the letting of those contracts, was your A. & E.
work perfected at the time you let the contracts, and, if so, to what
degree?

General Corrory. T am sorry but I did not hear.

Mr. Surrraro. Read the question, please.

(The question was read.)

Mr. Sugrparp. Perhaps the word “perfected” should be supplanted
by the word “definitized” so you could use the contract procedure for
some degree of understanding without going into an explanation of
what will be done without a Iot of change orders and so forth.

General CurTIN. Yes, Mr. Sheppard.

The A. & E. work was definitized to permit orderly progress of the
work to the standard we hope to achieve in all construction.

Mr. Suepparp. All right; that is your answer and you are respon-
sible forit. Iamnot.

General CurTin. Yes, sir.

Mr, Saerparp. What recoupments would be possible if the last four
sites were stopped as of now ¢

General CurtiN. The last four sites for which contracts have been
let ?

Mr. Streppanp. The gentleman on your right said we let four on the
west: coast and those are the ones we are addressing ourselves to exclu-
sively at the moment.

General Currin. How much money can be saved ?

Mr. Suepparp. That is right.

General Currin. 1 cannot give you a precise figure but I can give
you an order of magnitude.

T suspect that the savings will be an average of up to $600,000
per site, sir.

Mr. Sirepparn. In other words, those sites have proceeded in their
construction completeness to that degree?

General Currin. 1 am now trying to estimate what the contractor
Will}buy out on a negotiated basis. Usually we get taken pretty badly
on this.

Mr. Susrearp. I can go along with that.

EFFECT OF PROPOSED REVISIONS OR OTILIER ASPECTS OF AIR DEFENSE PROGRAM

This particular presentation this morning, General White, is in-
triguing to me, in a way. I am not being critical at all, but I am
thoroughly curious about the whole situation. What is the ultimate
going to be?

To me this more or less punches right in the middle of your so-
called air defense program and changes the complete philosophy-—
perhaps I should not say “complete” but I will say “proportion-
ately”’—and to a large degree changes the com: ylexion of the decisions
made in this particnlar field up until, we Wilf say, this presentation.

Tt really switches the entire technique, does it not.?

General Wirre. I do not think it is as radical as that, Mu. Shep-
pard. It does take funds from defense against the air-breathing
threat as presented in the basic 1961 budget to produce a lower level
than planned under that program for defense against the air-breath-
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g threat, but provides a better than existing defense at an earlier
period, and by virtue of the savings proposes to put the funds on
what we consiger to be against higher risks,

Mr. Surerarp. This also goes beyond the abilities of the BOMARC
itself, or any missile of like character as far as that is concerned.
"This is now influencing what I understand to be a large portion of our
communication requirements as heretofore presented and definitely
ndicated as necessary.

General Wirrrs. Communications, sir ?

Mr. Surerarp. Yes. I am talking about your SAGE operation.

Mr. Garrocx. SAGE operations and large communications,

As a matter of fact, we have special authority for entering into these
lease agreements with the telephone companies. We have not made
any evaluation as to the extent to which this change may modify that
particular cost.

Mr. Surrearp. Insofar as we know at the moment, this has not been
shaken down to the degree where you feel justified in saying to this
committee that it is going to have any effect of diminishing or
increasing ?

Mr. Garrock. It would have to diminish. Tt is a case of how much.

Mr. Smerearp. To what degree are we downgrading that so-called
communications requirement, as against the toful communications re-
quirement as heretofore justified before the committee ?

Mr. Garrock. I am premising my statement on the basis that there
will be less in dollars. Every time you take out a radar or any other
istallation of that kind thaf has to be connected with another place,
you have taken out the fixed communication line we had to have with
it. That would not necessarily have any effect on the overall com-
munteations problem ; it would not hecessarily.

Lt you remember, on that area on that that showed white with no
radars—well, when we had planned to put radars and all of those
things in there, we would have had to put in communications which
would have been associated just with this system but would not have
heen associated with any other commands and control communications
for general use.

Mr. Suerparp. In other words, in dropping out what is being de-
leted from the SAGE program at the moment, this, then, is not
golng to have any detrimental effect upon your so-called communica-
tions system that previously was justified before this committee ag
being an intense requirement for backu p purposes and operational
purposes?

Mr. Garrocx. That is my opinion, but I would rather have my
cohorts in uniform comment on that.

Mr. Surerarn. Whoever wishes to answer that.

General Tistus. I would say that is correct. It has no impact on
that.

Mr. Froop. I do not understand the question and answer.

If I understand the question, I do not believe the answer,

Mr. Sirprarn. My question was predicated upon the following : We
have all sat here and listened to the story on SAGE requirements.
The requirements for what? Rackup and operational requirements.
That is the way it was presented and con veyed, as T recall.
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We needed this as a secondary requirement. And now, by backing
out of it, what are we losing in the communication aspect? ~The gen-
tleman said “Nothing.”

Mr. Froop. Isthatright? Isthat whatyou said?

General EsTes. In the SAGE system we are talking about putting
in, there are communication requirements for those centers that have
direct connections wtih radars, direct connections between centers and
direct connections from centers to combat centers and direct connec-
tions to Norad. In addition to those regular circuits, there are alter-
nate routings if you lose one line, so you have another line. Those
are backup lines. Then there are certain engineered circuits yon
can call out if you require further backup.

In the supercombat center program, which we are recommending
be deleted, you would have had to provide additional communications
to those centers in addition to the communications you had otherwise.

Mr. Froop. I know all of that, but I think what Mr. Sheppard ira-
plied ?Was that if all of that is true, why did you ask for it in the first

lace
P General Wirrre. To go with the supercombat centers we previously
asked for. ,

General Estes. That is required for SAGE and is still going to be
there. It hasto be there. It has to be there for the supercombat cen-
ters and that all comes out.

Mr. Froon. I do not want to cause any trouble with this thing.
Forget that I brought it up.

]\4%"(.) Sreeparn. What you have done here is to eliminate your so-
called hardened Norad headquarters approach that heretofore you
were interested in securing?

General Warre. That is correct.

Mr. Sirpeearn. That ties right back again into what you are talk-
ing about because there were component parts in the hardened opera-
tion. At least, that is my interpretation of all of the testimony I
have heard.

General Estrs. The hardened communications associated with the
hardened combut center would go out.

Mr. Srweparn. You are dropping this out and SAGE?

General Fsres. As far as the supercombat center is concerned.

General Winte. Associated combat centers drop.

Mr. Suserarn. What are you going to do on the Colorado situation ?
You have about a million dollar road running up the hill to nowhere.
‘What is going to happen?

General Winre. We intend not to build it as of now.

Mr. Sierparp. That falls out with all other so-called hardened
headquarter presentations we have had heretofore?

General Wirrre, Ilardened ones; yes, sir.

This is in the air defense field we are talking about.

Mr. Sioserarn. General White, T know that is true, but insofar as
you know in your requirements as of the moment, your answer is
correct.

Now, if we come along later on—and I am not quarreling with it at
all—and if there is something unforeseen at the moment which de-
velops, you might possibly use it, but as of the moment the answer
is“No”¢
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General Wurre. That is correct. )
Mr. Suuppakp. Because that falls by the wayside, the rest of them
do?

General Waire. That is correct.
CADIN COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM

Mr. Smeprarp. What do you propose to do about the so-called
CADIN communieations system for whicli you are presently request-
ing funds in this year’s program?

Gieneral Estes. The CADIN package remains essentially the same,
Mr. Sheppard.

This will certainly require some modification of the CADIN
package.

It is impossible, however, to state overnight what those modifica-
tions will be. It will be necessary for the Canadians and NORAD
jointly to review this entire CADIN package.

ABILITY TO LOCATE DOWNED AIRCRAFY

Mr. Sureprarp. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like
to deviate from construction and go back to other matter for a moment.

General White, you have many airplanes constantly flying with
some in use for detection and other purposes. It would occur to e
that when you have trouble with them, it is most important for you
people to locate that plane immediately.

General Wuire. Correct.

Mr. Sueeparp. In fact, it is equally important that you locate it
immediately whether it is in a military category or in some other
passenger-carrying civilian craft, or whatnot?

(GGeneral Wuire. Yes, sir.

Mr. Sueprarp. At the moment, do you have any estimate what the
average cost is when you send out search planes to locate a downed
plane? Has there been any reasonable assumption as to the cost factor
involved ?

General Friepmax. No, sir.  This would be very difficult. It would
depend on the type of plane and the number of hours in search. The
closest you could come to it, Mr. Chairman, would be to take a hypo-
thetical case and say that if it is of a C-47 type, it would normally
cost on the order of $100 per flying hour—to include maintenance,
overhaul, fuel and oil, and other direct costs. This is about as close
as we could come today.

General Warre. I would put it another way, if I might. I think
that is true, too. I think, if you like, we could take some actual cases
and perhaps trace down what the costs were. They vary widely
according to the type of action, location, and so on.

Mr. Suepparp. Based upon some responses I received in the field
when I was recently making a survey and your people were very
gracious and courteous in their respouses, the general estimate for any
search that runs over 24 hours would be $150,000 to $200,000. That
was an estimate.

General Warre. Even in this day and age, that seems high to me.
Flying hours are expensive. Personnel pay would be included. We
make contracts and quick arrangements to get ambulances, doctors,
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and all the rest of it, to the scene of the accident if they are available.
On an emergency basis, I am sure the costs are extra high.

Mr. Surpparp. Of course, there are many ramifications here aside
from the dollar. None of us can set a price upon a human life, and
nobody intends to. It is a very unfortunate situation.

Getting to the basis of this thing, I have been advised by the military
people with whom I have talked in various different locations that
the more rapidly that you, the military, can determine that plane’s
Ethiciil location where it cracks up, the better it is for you and every-

ody else.

General Wirre. There is no question about that.

Mr. Surpparp. If you could determine it within, let us say, 15 min-
utes after the plane went down, would you consider it would be an
advisag)le thing to do if the expenditure was within the bounds of
reason ?

General Wirtre. We are assuming that this is something that really
works and within reasonable costs. I would say it was very desirable
and a thing that we would owe to our people and to the Nation.

Mr. Suerparp. I am very glad to hear you say that, because you
already have, and the Government has bought and paio’l for, at least
75 percent of research and development, what is known now, without
having an official name hung onto it, as the plane down locator. It
is a beeping device that goes off on water and land. It has been tested
and it works. The item itself is a very light payload thing, not any-
thing which will create an extra weight problem. The device can
be put on the plane at a conservative estimate for less than $7,000, Tt
is my understanding that we have four requirements indicated in that
field. With the tremendous responsibility you in the military have,
not only in locating these planes but locating people, irrespective of
who may be making it, why are we not interested in doing this?

General Wirrre. 1 believe we are investigating this.

Mr. Sureparnp. You have not been expressing a view from any
source for the last 11 months. It has been operational. It has been
tested on water and it has been tested on land by the military itself.

General Wirrre. I have only general knowledge that there is such
a system and that our R. & D. people are aware of it.

r. SuerpARD. We have so many other things that are important.
They are all important, but it seems to me here Is an item which some-
body is overlooking, and I am wondering whether we find ourselves
in a position dollar-wise that we just cannot afford to look at things
like that. Yet when you look at a situation of this character and
something elsc over here that we are procuring, the difference between
the two is so outstanding it makes it very difficult to understand. -

We have had people lost in Air Force and in other military air-
craft, and it has taken us a long time to find them. I should think.
insofar as the immediate locating of those planes, you people want .
to get your hands on them as fast as you can. s that right or wrong?

eneral Wrrrre. I would have to say, Mr. Sheppard, it is like the
Government insuring itself. I am sure we would have to consider
how many aircraft are not located within so many minutes, what is the
incidence of that, and then weigh it against the cost to complets it.
You would have to have one in every aircraft in the inventory. I can
only say that I willnow have alook at it myself.
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Mr. Suepparp. I am calling it to your atrention for that purpose.
As T say, I have no interest in the situation other than I have seen it
operate. The military have produced their own pictures of its opera-
tion, both on land and on water. There is no question that it is avail-
able and almost an off-the-shelf operation. I think it merits a lot of
consideration.

Myr. Chairman, I have some other questions, but they have already
been answered to a reasonable degree through your inquiry, and I do
not want to take any more time,

(Off the record.)

Mr. Manox. Mr. Ford.

REASONS FOR PROPOSED REVISIONS

Mr. Forn. Mr, Chairman, since January the Secretary of Defense,
the various civilian Secretaries, the Chiefs and others, have submitted
justifications for the 1961 budget. Throughout the hearings it has
been indicated that when new information was available on pro-
grams, we would hear from them if there were certain breakthroughs
which justified revisions in the program or programs as submitted to
us originally for fiscal year 1961. It always has been my feeling that
rigidity based upon stubbornness is completely indefensible, and that
flexibility based on new information is very commendable.

[ gather the impression here that the Air Force is taking the route
of flexibility based on new information. TIs that the basis for this
presentation, General White?

seneral Wmite: Mr. Ford, T have to downgrade that a little bit. Tt
is not based so much on new information as it is, let us say, new
concepts based on better studies. There are new inputs. That alone
has had a great bearing on our decision to recommend that the supexr-
combat centers be cut back. So it is'a combination of both. T thinka
fair statement would have to include, in addition, greater study and an
opportunity to have digested and analyzed the master air defense plan
implications.

Mr. Forp. The original 1961 fiscal year budget was put together
more or less starting 1n September of 1959, and submitted to the Con-
gressin January.

Greneral Witre. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Forp. The net result is that 5 or 6 or 7 months have passed by
between the inception of the fiscal year budget in its original form and
what is before ustoday.

Greneral WaITE. That is corvect.

Mr. Forp. If you had had the information in September—October
1959 that you have today, would you have come up with this kind of
Emgram that we have before us now, rather than the original 1961

udget program ?

General Wirrrs. That is a difficult thing to give a categorical answer
to. 1 would say something approximating this might well have been
the plan rather than the one we have submitted. The master air
defense plan really was a considerable change, and it just took time to
adjust our thinking to it, to convince certain people that further
changes could be made to the overall bencfit of our national security.
Then we had the various steps, such as the briefing of NORAD, the
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Joint Chiefs, and the Department of Defense angles, all of which have
taken time. :

Mr. Forp. Basically, yon would have made the same decisions in
the fall of 1959 that you are making now if you had this information
and had the benefit of these studies? ' :

General Watre. That is correct, siv. 1 would say, had we made the
analysis we have made starting in December, I think it was—had we
made the same analysis in September that we made in December, 1
think we would have come somewhat close to this same position.

NEED FOR IMPROVED DETERRENT CAVABILITY

Mr. Forp. It hias always been the Air Force philosophy, as T under-
stand it, that an overpowering offense is a great, if not the greatest,
deterrent to any war, all out or limited. ' '

General Winre. That is correct, sir. ’

Mr. Forp. I assume it is the Air Force’s position that if you bolster
your offense, you can afford to take perhaps a little different view of
what you need in the way of a defensive capability. Is that correct?

General Wrre. Of course, our philosophy is based on the fact
that offense is the best defense. First, we must have a deterrent, so
we hope we do not have a war. But we must not only provide the
offense to be sure that we can prevail if war does come, but, we must
blunt the enemy’s attack to what I would term the limit of the law
of diminishing returns. That is very difficult to define in this situa-
tion. I cannot begin to do it. But I am perfectly certain that the
subject, of air defense could absorb the national budget, and you still
could not guarantee 100-percent defense. So, in the final analysis, it
is o matter of judgment at what level you balance out between offense
and a minimum adequate defense.

Mer. Foun. As I look over the listing here of those items on ihe
addenda, a vast majority of the increases are in the offensive
capability. ;

General Wurre. Dollarwise, that is true, with the exception of the
interceptor imnprovements, which we feel are a vital part of this
whole program, because if that fell out, the program, in my opinion,
would not give us an adequate measure of defense.

Mr. Forp. The net result is that if the addenda is approved both
by the Congress and the Executive, your offensive capagllity will be
increased. '

General Ware. Tt will be increased.

Mr. Forp. If we increase our offensive capability, under the theory
of the Air Force that is an increase in our deterrent capability.

General Wnite. Yes, sir. '

Mer. Forp. That in itself will not make General Kuter feel any bet-
ter because he has had some revisions in his program. Nevertheless,
from the overall point of view of the country, you think it is a sound
program ?

eneral Wirre. T do. That expresses it exactly. General Kuter
is charged with one thing and, to put it hypothetically, had it been
the other way around and as a result of ‘analyses we felt something
<hould be taken off SAC and put on Air Defense, I am sure General
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Power would have been very unhappy about that. It is exactly the
same type of thing. . )

Mr. Forp, Can the committee assume that the items listed here
in the addenda group are the ones which the Air Force is recom-
mending as of the highest priority when you relate those listed here
with those three or four which were eliminated or slightly reduced ?

General Wrmre. It is my best judgment, sir, that these repre-
sent the highest priority items within the dollars stated.

PROBABLY SAVINGS AS A RESULT OF PROGHAM CHANGES

Mr. Forp. As has been testified, you are going to have cuthacks
in BOMARC and SAGE. Are you going to lose any money by these
changes? Will there be any substantial cancellation costs because
of the changes or revisions in the programs?

General Wrre. One occurs to me right away. As Mr. Sheppard
has indicated, there are some BOMARC sites which are partially
constructed now which under the new program will not be com-
pleted, and that will be a complete loss. I do not think the dollar
value is very high, but as far as I know, it will be a complete loss.

Mr. Manon. %’ou can approximate it at this point in the record.

General Friepman. Very well.

Mr. Sixes. AsI recall it, we funded 15 BOMARC sites in the fiscal
1959 and prior programs.

Mr. Garvock. We have not contracted for them as yet.

Mr. Srkes. Now you propose to have ———, Relate the difference
between the 15 and the presently planned - , will you?

General Friepman, I-ﬁ)w much per site?

General Currin. About $6 million per site including augmenta-
tions,

General Friepman. About $12 to $14 million would be the differ-
ence, I understand, in the program.

Mr. Sixrs. Have you contracted for any of the sites above ——2

Mr. Garvock. Two.

General Friepman. Have we contracted for any above the ————,

General Wrrre. How many BOMARC sites have we contracted
for as of now?

Mr. Sixrs. Above

General Curtin. Two above
sites.

Mr. Garrock. The answer is correct.

There are four sites under contract on the west coast. They run
from Washington down to California. )

Mr. Sixes. It would be well if you submitted a statement showing
exactly what the situation is, the number of sites and the money we
shall pick up as a result of this change, if any,

.Mr. Forp. T am not sure the question has been asked and a response
given, but I think we ought to show not. only the BOMARC cancella-
tion costs if this program materializes, but also the SAGE super-
center cancellation costs if this program is executed. In other words,
we want the full picture.

General Friroman. We will give that for both systems, sir.

. That makes a total of ———
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(The information requested follows:)

Costs of amended programs wversus fiscal year 1961 budget request—Development,
consirustion, and equipment program requirements

[In millions]
BOMARC
Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Fiscal year | Balance to
1959 and 1960 1961 comple- Total
prior years tion

Program per President’s fiscal year 1961

budget. e $1,799.4 $304.1 $421.5 $451.3 $3,066.3
Proposed amended Program. . ...cocoeeeee 1,777.4 394.1 40.4 0 2,211.9
Difference. 1-22.0 o —381.1 461.3 —854. 4
SAGE

Program per President’s fiscal year 1961
budget . e vma———— $1,165.9 $280.2 $235.2 $201.8 $1,972.9
Proposced amended Program._ .. ..ceueee-. 1,165.8 138.4 102.8 166.9 1,574.0
i (540111 P 0 —141.8 ~132. 4 —124.7 —308.9

1 Represents savings against fiscal year 1859 and prior amounts as contained in fiscal year 1961 President’s
1lz)ludget. This amount ($22 million) is included in current line item reprograming of the military construe-
on programg

Cancellation costs for the SAGE supercenter program are only associated with
the preplanning and design of the centers. It is estimated at this time that less
than $500,000 would be involved.

USE OF INTERCEPTOR AIRCRAFT IN LIEU OF MISSILES

Mr. Forp. It has been indicated that under this program you will
procure ——— operational BOMATRC B’s. The suggestion has been
made by one of the committee that perhaps even those missiles should
not be procured; that it might be wiser to procure interceptors in re-
placement. The testimony has indicated that those interceptors, if
procured, would cost about $4 million per aircraft.

General FriepmaxN. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Forp. For the record, what would be the total cost of those
interceptors if they were procured ?

General Frirpman. If you were to procure them on a one-for-one
basis, it would be slightly over a billion dollars. Therefore, if the
savings in the BOMARC was of the order of $250 million, as I indi-
cated before, you would have a net increase in requirements of some-
thing on the order of $750 million.

Mr. Forp. As I recall the testimony of General Estes, or General
White, you have to procure interceptors on a one-for-one basis.

General Esres. That is the opinion of the Air Defense Command, as
checked with NORAD.

Mr. Froop. Youmean missile per plane? Justmissiles? Weapons
system? You mean missile? Is that your question? Missiles?

Mr. Forp. The statement was made that we would have to procure
a plane to replace a missile.

Mr. Froop. Oh. JustsoIknow. A plane for a missile.
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REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR ROCEET DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Forp. General Holloway, you indicated that $12 million had
been requested in rocket development. It did not make the grade,
prioritywise, in this list before us. How much is there in the R. & D.
hudget currently for rocket development for fiscal 19617

General Horoway. I do not know exactly, sir. We would have to
furnish that.

General Frienyan. It is about $24 million, Mr. Meyer tells me.

Mr. Forn. In other words, there is $24 million in the current 1961
budget program. The $12 million was over and above that?

General Friepman. That is correct.

T would like for the record to indicate what kinds of rocket develop-
ments we have already in the fiscal year 1961 budget.

(The information to be furnished follows:)

The amount in the current budget for rocket development in fiscal year
1061 is:

Liquid rocket technology e $11, 490, 000
Solid rocket technology-__ e e e 12, 202, 000
Total rocket development_... . e e e 23, 692, 000
Mr. Forp. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
(Off the record.)

Mr. Manon. I recognize Mr. Sikes for 15 minutes.

Mr. Stkes. It is my understanding that the sums which have been
listed previously do not affect the BOMARC test program, the R. & D.
program.

General Wiirre. No,sir.

Mr. Sixes. Is it planned to continue the R. & D. or testing program
on BOMARC even if this operational cutback in BOMARC is
approved ?

General Wrmrre. That is correct. The fnll test program will
continue.

Mpr. Strrs. What do you propose to buy with the $40.5 million that
is still included in the BOMARC program for fiscal 19617

Mr. Mever. $19.5 million of that is for completion of the develop-
ment program, and the balance is procurement of ground support
equipment—cleaning up the squadron equipment.

Mr. Stkrs. How much of the BOMARC program is now available
and operational ¢

General Estes. I have a chart, Mr. Sikes, which we can give you
on it.

Mr. StrEs. May we seeit?

General Estes. Colonel Dietrich has the exact figures, and I would
prefer to have him give you the exact fignres. We have just gotten
the latest information on it, and I would like him to show it to you,
if we may.

TXISTING BOMARC A CAPABILITY

Colonel Dierrica (slide). Mr. Sikes, the five bases containing the
BOMARC A missile are listed here. The combat-ready missiles at
these sites are listed over here. These are the missiles on hand at
these sites, and those which are combat ready.
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Mr. Sixrs. We do have a substantial capability in BOMARC A at
thistime. That isan important fact. ' o .

Colonel Dierricir. Yes, sir.  One site has a substantial capability.
It is not fully operational ready. It is not scheduled to become op-
erational ready until May. These are initial operational capability
dates when we have one missile on the site, checked out and ready fo

0. 'This schedule was met as indicated by the diamond on Septem-
%er 1 at McGuire. The December date was met at Suffolk. At the
combat-ready missiles. They are process-

present time wo have
ing them in at about - .

Mr. Stres. All right, what is the situation on the others?

Colonel Dierricit. We have had about a month’s slippage in the
operational capability of these two bases. , )

Mr. Sixrs. When do you expect those two to be operational? The
one at Otis, Mass., will be operational when ?

Colonel Digrrica. Actually, it is the .

Mr. Stxes. When is Dow, Maine, to be operational ¢

Colonel Drmriicn. Dow is to be operational

General Estrs. Those are initial operational dates. .

Colonel Dierricir. At Langley, the first operational missile will be
ready to go .

Mr. Sixes. Would that capability in five existing bases be lost if
you were to cancel the entire BOMARC program ?

Mr. Garrnock. Tt would be almost impossible to cancel that because
the missiles are almost all complete and the construction is complete.
We have not proposed any cancellation of “A.’ and none of the figures
we have given here have assumed any cutoff of the A program. I
am sure 1f you examine it you will find it is so far down the rond
that it is almost impossible to stop it.

Mr. Siers. Then such cancellation would be a very unwise thing
to contemplate, both from the standpoint of costs and needed defense.

Mr. Garrock. Yes,sir,

CANADIAN BOMARC PROGRAM

Mr. Sixrs. What is the situation in Canada? Do gfou know how
far toward operational capability they have progressed ?

General Ksres. Yes, sir. The Canadian sites are not supposed to
become operational until ——— because they have no A missiles.
They are entirely B missiles. The Canadians--I believe this figure
is essentially correct, sir—are about percent complete with the
construction of their first site, which is They have not yet
started construction on their second site.

Mr. Sires. They have notified you, T believe you stated, that they
intend to continue with the BOMARC B program.

General Estes. They have, sir.

Mr. Stkes. Where is their BOMARC B testing being done?

General Estrs. It is being done as a part of our program, sir.

Mr. Stkes. They benefit from our test program. They do not have
an R. & D. program of their own.

General Warre. They are dependent on us for the BOMARC pro-
gram insofar as testing and development are concerned.
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VULNERABILITY OF “80FT” CONTROL SITES

Mr. Srxes. To what extent are you disturbed about vulnerability
from the soft configurations which we will have if we eliminate the
hardened complexes which you propose to eliminate ?

General Estes. Obviously, sir, it would be preferable to have an
extremely hard center that you knew would survive a missile attack.
As General White pointed out in his testimony earlier, if you do
this, then you have to go for hardening the whole system, and the costs
become astronomical. What we have tried to do, therefore, in our
analysis, is to provide a manual backup to the soft SAGE. There
is already a backup in the SAGE system itself. If one center is
knocked out, the two adjacent centers can pick up that area. If two
centers are knocked out, we have recommended for NORAD’s study
putting a limited number of individuals on what we call a firehouse
manning concept at certain selected radar sites, of these modernized
radars that T have mentioned, and further, that they establish five
similarly manned manual divisions. These would not be located in
the same area as the SAGE centers themselves. In the event, then,
that the SAGE center at any particular area were eliminated, you
would still have certainly a very considerably degraded capability,
but nonetheless still a capability to conduct an air battle with inter-
ceptors. This is one of the reasons for the recommended improve-
ment in the fighter-interceptors.

Mr. Stxrs. What substantially, other than hardening will you lose
from the SAGE system as a result of the cuts which are proposed ?

EFFECT OF CHANGES ON AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL CAPABILITY

General Estes. You lose capacity as well, sir. Furthermore, you
will lose an ability to operate with the FAA in flight planning, na-
tional air traffic control, to the degree that we would have been able
to accomplish with the supercombat centers in the future, the
FSQ7-A computer, as it is known.

Mr. Stxes. Do you still feel you will have a substantial and effective
operational capability ?

General Estrs. As far as air defense is concerned, yes, sir. As far
as FAA is concerned, I have talked with Mr. Quesada about this.
He understands the situation and recognizes that we must immediately
sit down to devise a new plan for national air traffic control.

Mr. Sixes, Is that new plan likely to run into such a substantial
sum that there will actnally be no savings?

General Fstes. Insofar as the FAA request is concerned, sir?

Mr, SteEes. Yes.

General Esrtes. Mr. Sikes, I cannot answer that, sir, because we
have not yet had the opportunity to work with Mr. Quesada’s people
and, therefore, I have no real basis for giving you a factual answer.

ANTICIPATED SAVINGS RESULTING FROM CHANGES
Mr. Sixes. You have given us the anticipated savings in fiscal 1960

and fiscal 1961.. Are there 1959 and prior savings in this program as
vou have outlined it ?
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General Friepmax. No, sir; there are not. 'We have projected out
on a basis through completion, and it is our estimate this plan would
run about $2 billion less cumulatively over the period than the plan
we are proposing today.

Mr. Sigms. Is R. & D. money included? I think you might well
provide a summary for the record, if it would be preferable to do
that.

General Freoman. We shall be happy to do that, sir. We can
show you the long-range cost on both plans and the difference.

Mr. Srxrs. Are the savings in R. & D. money included in the pro-
gram you have presented to us, or is that an additional amount?

General Friepman. The figures I have given you cut across all ap-
Eropriations. As T indicated to the chairman, I would give you a
breakdown by appropriation.

(The information requested follows:)
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COMPARISON OF BOMARC AND F-106 COSTS

Mr. Sigrs. What is the relative cost of maintenance and opera-
tion for the F—106 as compared to the BOMARC?

General Frizpmax. On the F--106, our annual operating costs, to
include personnel, pay and allowances, replacement personnel train-
ing, and normal maintenance, we would estimate $9.2 million an-
nually. The BOMARC would run approximately $2.8 million
annually on the same basis.

Mr. Sikms. Then there would be very substantial savings in
BOMARC over =106 in the M, & O. funds each year the program is
-operational,

General Frizpman. Yes, sir.

Mr. Stxes. Which we have not previously considered and which
could run into hundreds of millions.

General Frizpman. Yes, sir, that is correct, sir.  When you say
“previously considered,” sir, this savings certainly will accrue in
subsequent years.

Mr. Sikes. You seem to have some new apprehension about an in-
«crease in the number of Soviet supersonic bombers. The information
given to us previously this year has pointed in the other direction.
On what do you base this new apprehension?

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Siges. If I may return to my question about M. & O. costs on
F-106 as compared to BOMARC, would you provide for the record
some projection into the future if the F-106 were substituted for
BOMARC?

General Friepman. I certainly will, sir.

{The information requested is at p. 34.)

(Off the record.)

Mr. Sixes. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MaronN. Mr. Whitten.

RELTABILITY OF INTELLIGENCYE ON SOVIET BOMBER PRODUCTION

Mr. Warrmen. General, it is hard to sit on this side of the table and
decide what to do. I am sure it is difficult also on your side. But in
an effort to decide, I think we have to look at this in the atmosphere
in which it is presented.

Khrushchev and the Russians are going over the world saying how
much stronger they are than the United States, and trying to sell
the people for whose support we are competing. If he does not suc-
ceed in selling his own strength, about all he would have to do to
prove his superiority is quote various people from the United States
to prove that he is stronger.

I recall a few years ago when, due to speeches made in the other
body, and by public figures, about the defense of this country being
tragically low, Russia had all these big bombers, they showed one or
two prototypes in the May Day show in Moscow—I hate to see those
things get into the political arena, but what disturbed me worse was
to see our Secretary at that time, Mr. Wilson, run down here and ask
the committee for $600 million more to order some more big bombers.
He said to me that it was just a coincidence that he came after all
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these speeches by members of another party that we were letting de-
fense “goto pot.” The Congress went along. Now itis agreed Russia
never had them.

I think we are all not unaware that we are living in somewhat the
same period when the public officials are contending that defense has
gone by the wayside, and here we find the Defense Department follow-
ing such speech coming down here wanting to change the whole pat-
tern of the defense at a moment’s notice after we have had months of
hearings on what was supposed to be the best judgment of our military
leaders.

PRESSURE TO RETATN BOMARC

We also know that last year this subcommittee gave serious atten-
tion to refusing to go along on further procurement of BOMARC on
the ground it had not been proven. There is no evidence here this
afternoon yet that it has been proven, even now. There was a close
vote in the committee last year, as I think is publicly known. All the
hotels in town made a lot of money out of Boeing people down here,
so I am told, to get the procurement contracts through.

They had private meetings with some members of this subcommit-
tee, so I am told, in an effort to prevent cancellation of the contract.

Insofar as the moment is concerned, other than General White’s
statement that he has high hopes and reason for high hopes for the
success of BOMARC, there is no proof before this committee that
BOMARC has ever proved that it will work to any great degree,
which leads one to wonder that perhaps the Defense Department has
not recognized several things: If they have problems in the political
arena with these charges about our defense, and that based on history
they might have a problem with the Congress on the continuing pur-
chase of BOMAR(I)0 or that BOMARC is a questionable weapon, so
you scale back but keep enough on order to maintain appearance of
defense and bail out Boeing.

So in this presentation which comes down here today, after we
have had hearings for months and have received the best statements
from all Department of Defense reprosentatives, including your-
self, and Mr. Sheppard has started the hearings on military con-
struction, before another subcommittee of which I am a member, on
the face of it it seems to me somebody should develop whether or
not, you yourself have decided that BOMARC hasn’t got it and it is
an undependable weapon, that Congress might not go along with
you, and therefore you had better get you some other defense here.
But in order to be fair with Boeing and in order to keep up the ap-
pearance of BOMARC until it flops completely, you will go along
with a certain number.

I am just describing the atmosphere that makes it hard for me to
determine how much of this new plan is military and how much of
it may be in connection with all these surrounding facts. I would
like to know again, if I may, what have you done since last year with
BOMARC which would give us any evidence, other than your high
hopes, that BOMARC will work?

General Wrrte. May I talk to the entire philosophy that you have
stated ?
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Mr. Worrren. I wish you would. I was not trying to make
charges. I think you recognize what I say to be causes for wonder,
to say the least.

General Wurre. I recognize that from where you sit, the state-
ments you have made could appear reasonable. I would like to say
that I will have been, next June, 40 years in the uniform of the
United States. I think it is also fair to say that I personally—
alone—am responsible for bringing this program here. I have no
political affiliation. Ihave never voted.

Mr. Warrren. If you will permit me to interrupt you, General

General Warre. There are no considerations In this thing other
than my best judgment backed by the Air Staff, which I consider to
be highly competent, to provide a better overall defense for the na-
tional security than the earlier program.

Mr. Worrren. May I say, General, that I appreciate that state-
ment. I am raising these points not in any way to reflect upon you,
because I have the highest regard for you. Only by pointing these
t!gngs out in the record can we get the statement from the other
side.

General Warre. T am sure of that, sir. At the same time, I think
1 should respond.

Mr. Warrren. 1 think you should, and I meant for you to.

General Wirrte, As for the virtues and lack of virtues of the
BOMARC I can only say, as I said earlier, that from the best advice
I can get from the head of our R. & D., from our chief scientist, from
our Assistant Secretary of Defense for Development, from the people
who work with thijs system, I have enough confidence that it is going
t0 work to make this recommendation. _

These new weapons are fantastic in their intricacies. A year ago
we were worried about the ATLAS. Many people are still worried
about the TITAN, I stated, both last year and this year, that both of
these systems are going to work. The BOMARC is perhaps in its
way an equally intricate mechanism. We have endeavored to gom-
press the development of the improved BOMARC into a eriod of
3 years. We have had failures with BOMARC just as we have had
failures with every other one of these new systems. But they can be
worked out, and they are going to be worked out.

Mr. Wireey, General, I want to say again, by trying to describe
the atmosphere in which we meet this immediate problem from my
side of the table, I was using an awfully tough expression just to bring
it down:

General Winte., I understand perfectly. From where you sit, you
would not be rational if it did not occur to you.

Mr. Warrrex. The other side of it is, having just listened to your
full and complete statement, you still have not pointed out a single
development which has occurred since last year which adds anything,
other than what your scientists have told you, what your research
people have told you, and your sincere and honest belief that you stand
by this alone. I still have not had one line of testimony about what
has happened between last year and this year in BOMARC which
might add any support to your belief.
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General Wurre. We have Colonel Dietrich here, who is pre-
pared.

Mr. Warrien. I do not think he was precluded a while ago. If
1 listened to Colonel Dietrich, I might feel that you ought to have
more BOMARC’s or that you ought not to have any. But if we have
any voice in this, I think it ties back to: What is BOMARC? Ifitis
good, maybe we ought to keep what we have. If it is not good, we
ought to go all the way and get out.

General WHiteE. You are entitled to every bit of information we
can give you.

Mr. Winrren. Iet me ask one question here. We keep referring
to Canada. I should know, because I have been on this committee
some time. What are our financial arrangements with Canada on
SAGE and on the BOMARC sites in Canada ?

General Warre. In general, it is two-thirds United States and one-
third Canadian.

(Discussion off the record.) .

Mr. Wrrrren. I would like to ask this as a matter of procedure.
We have spent all these months here doing the best job of conducting:
hearings we could. I do not believe T was even called today to the
meeting. This complete reversal of defense plans is dumped right
in our lap without prior notice.

How long ago did you advise the staff of our subcommittee on this
possible change? Is it so delicate you did not feel you could indicate
back when we were wasting our time on this other defense plan ¢

General Winrte. I believe on the 18th of February Mr. Sharp stated
to this committee that we were reevaluating this and might come in
with some changes.

Mr. Froop. Reevaluating what? All this?

GGeneral Warre. This thing; yes, sir.

Mr. Froon. I do not remember anything like that. I will look at
his testimony.

Mr. Warrren. Is that something he went back and put in? I
don’t remember any such presentation to this committee. Was that
merely put in the record and that is the last we hear?

General Frrepyan. That was before the Armed Services Committee.

Mr. Warrren. You feel we should not expect the same secrets here
that they might have over there?

General Wrrte. It was some time ago—I do not know whether it
was a matter of 2 weeks, 3 weeks, or 4 weeks ago-—we asked the indul-
gence of the committee to delay the marknp of this bill until we could
come In with some proposals we had in mind.

Mr. Wirrren. T will cease my questions. I want to say again I
have been very greatly impressed by yourself and your associates here
during your period before this committee. By my line of questioning
I do not mean to question any area within which your influence and
your voice can be heard that you have not met the issues squarely, and
your decisions, I know, are a hundred percent sincere and honest and
are a great credit to the wonderful record you have.

However, it still leaves us with the atmosphere I describe in which
we all have our limitations, and my reference to these other things
was just to try to point that out along with what you can do.
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General Worre. I appreciate that, sir. May T say perhaps you can
sympathize with me in the things T have to face, too. When some-
tiing comes up, I will step up to it, and if it requires coming to this
committee or any other, I will ask to do it.

Mr. Maron. I should make a statement here for the record, in view
of some of the things that have transpired here in the last few mo-
ments. Several weeks ago, prior to our consideration of Air Foree
procurement, someone in the Air Force, probably General Friedman,
came to me, and probably to Mr. Crosby of the staff, and said that
some far-reaching studies had been in progress for some time in
regard to BOMA%C and this would effect air defense generally.

It was suggested that we not have a hearing on the BOMARC mis-
sile in view of the study, which could result in proposed changes effect-
ing the whole picture. That I have understood all along and have
anticipated a change in the air defense program, at least insofar as it
affects BOMARC. Everybody on the committee has known that, I
believe.

Mr. Froop. There was never any question that sométhing would
be done—we would review BOMARC, have a hearing about BO-
MARC. That has been agreed for 3 months here. However, I knew
nothing until a couple of days ago that any major operation such as
this presentation today was going to be engaged in. I am astounded
that anybody else did. .

Mr. Wirrrrex. If the gentleman will yield to me, we are left in the
position where we approve BOMARC by indirection, as this appears
to me now.

Mr. Manrox. I do not want to leave the impression that I was po-
tified as chairman of the subcommittee that there were any sweeping
changes in prospect. I was just told that some significant changes
were to be suggested in all probability, and that we should await a
special hearing on the subject. I think the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania got as early notice as anybody else.

Mr. Froop. T am not talking about me. Do not worry about me.
That is true—and earlier, As a matter of fact, confidentially, a little
earlier, but that is something else.

Mr. Lamp. We do not have to approve anything on BOMARC
until we mark up the 1961 budget bill. This BOMARC reprogram-
ing applies to the 1961 bill, this proposal before us.

Mr. Mamron. Mr. Flood.

Mr. Froop. I donotthink I will ask anything.

Mr. Mation. Does anybody on my left have questions at this time?

PROPOSED CUTOFF OF BOMARC PRODUCTION.

Mr. Lamp. General White, in listening to this hearing today it
would seem to me that the program that has been set forth this morn-
ing provides for no cutback in BOMARC.

General Wirtre., Yes,sir.

Mr. Latrp. It is no cutoff in the program.

General Wirrre. This would be tantamount to cutting further pro-
duction orders as about the first of April.

Mr. Lamkp. But no cutback in anything that you have programed
in this current year’s budget.
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General Waire. Nothing that we have on hand would not be used.

Mr. Lamp. That is right; this is a cutoff of this particular air
defense system.

General Wurre. That is right, sir.

Mr. Lairp. Thisis the end of it?

General Warre. There would be no further production available
under this proposal after the BOMARCS that are on order as of
April 1 or thereabouts. When they were completed, that would be
the end of the program.

Mr. Lamrp. I am sure some members of the committee have been
led to believe that there was actually going to be a cutback in the
present BOMARC program. It seems to me this is a cutoff of next
year’s program.

General Wirrte. We planned to have a considerably greater num-
ber of squadrons than this proposal calls for, so we cut back from that
1,080 missile proposal.

Mr. Lairo. This was just a proposal in your budget. You had
never had any funding approved on that proposal by our committee.

General Wurre. No; it had been the program along which we were
proceeding, and the 1961 budget that we discussed here earlier was in
furtherance of that program.

Mr. Larp, But that was just a proposal of the Air Force?

General Warre. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Lamrp. There has never been approval of the 1961 BOMARC
proposal at any time by any committee of the Congress. There was a
proposal made here and you come up here now to amend your original
1961 proposal.

General WarTE. That is exactly right, sir.

Mr. Latrp. I think it has been rather misleading as we have dis-
cussed it here. We have been talking about two different things some-
times.

Mr. Garcock. As far as the individual contractor is concerned that
is engaged in this, what this amounts to is he will start to reduce. He
will not start any new pieces, and his work will just taper down. When
we talk about a reduction, it is a reduction from a planning figure.
You are quite right, sir.

EXPENDITURE AVAILABILITY REMAINING AFTER REDUCTION

Mr. Lamrp. This decision must have been based on the feeling of the
Air Force that this particular type of weapon system was not as re-
liable as you had first thought it might be.

Mr. Garrock. Tdo not think that is the reason for the change.

General Wrirre, It is simply that in the light of the overall Air
Force part of the Defense budget, we feel that by making these changes
we obtain funds, as exemplified by our addenda, which will give us a
better overall program than if we continued with the full program of
BOMARC’s which we presented in the 1961 budget.

Mr. Latrp. In your particular program you will have available
for expenditure in fiscal year 1961 $500 million for BOMARC with-
out any new obligational authority in the 1961 budget.

General Frizpman. The budget request contemplated an additional
procurement in the amount of about $421 million. We have available
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for expenditure approximately $600 million against fiscal year 1960
‘and. prior years which will expend during fiscal year 1961 and. fiscal
year 1962 of the unexpended amounts on the B missile accruing from
contracts let primarily in 1958—a very small amount on the A’s in 1959
and 1960—which in turn would add small amounts of expenditures
in 1961.

Mr. Laep. The BOMARC expenditure budget in 1961 will be over
$500 million. I have just done this roughly here, but it would seem
to me it would add up well over $500 million in the expenditure budget
for 1961.

General Frizpmaw. True, it is a sizable amount.,

General Warre. Could T try again, Mr. Laird? Last year in the
1960 budget a certain number of BOMARCS were authorized and
funded. In 1961 we came in with an additional increment to fund
the program that we have had for some time as modified by the master
air defense plan. This now would cut back the programs so that
all the BOMARCS that would be bought under this program would
be contained in the 1960 funding. All of the moneys that we had
asked for in the 1961 budget for BOMARC-B’s now come out and
other projects are recommended for substitution.

IMPORTANCE OF FREQUENT REVIEW

Mr. Lamp. This is the type of review that is being carried forward
on a daily or weekly basis as far as the Air Force is concerned? As
one member of the committee, I hope this is being done by all three
services regularly. With the rapid changes that are going on in our
weapon systems, 1t seems to me this is pretty important.

As one member of the committee, I certainly do not want to be in
a position where I am critical of this sort of review by the Department
of Defense. I think we have to rely upon you people to do just this.

General Wrirre. I am sure that 1s the attitude of the committee—-
it T might say so, I believe it ought to be, because I think we should
be encouraged, whenever we can to find a way to improve the security.
We should come up with the changes.

I will say I think this is of a bit greater magnitude than we deal
with from day to day, but we do often have minor reprogramings
and sometimes fairly substantial ones. This is somewhat larger than
the normal ones.

My, Latrp. General Friedman, I am not sure in my own mind liow
the military construction funds are in balance. The amount that you
take out on your proposed 1961 budget and your approved 1960 budget
do not balance in the “Military construction” account.

General Friepman. In the overall construction area we do strike
a balance. In SAGE specifically, “Military construction,” there is
a reduction of some $34.3 million in fiscal year 1960 and there is a
reduction of $19.4 million in fiscal year 1961.

CITANGES TO FISCAL YEAR 1959 IPROGRAM
Mr. Latrp. 1 seems to me what you are doing here does not balance

between these 2 years. You arc going over into 2 different years in
order to get your balance. What about the 1959 program?
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General Friepman. The 1959 program, other than the BOMARC,
certainly would be affected.

Mr. Latro. How do the 1959 changes show up here ¢

General Frimpman. What we will do when we present the construc-
tion budget to you is show you all uncommitted funds from prior
years. We will show you the program requirement. Then we will
show a reduction in the amount of all uncommitted funds to come
up with a net request for NOA. They will show up as a lump in
the financing section of our “Military construction” appropriation.

We can show you from what programs these uncommitted balances
were obtained. We have here in the runout the figures I gave for the
1960 and 1961. I would assume that all of the 1959 uncommitted
balances were taken into effect, or will be taken into effect, in the
final runout on the 1961 budget.

Mr. Lamp. It would seem to me that this atfects the 1959 budget.
I cannot see how on the sheet that is given to us these 1959 figures
are taken into consideration.

General Friepman. They are not shown on this chart but, as I say,
we can show you what fiscal year 1959 funds are uncommitted and.
the extent they can be applied—either to the 1960 program or the 1961
program, I am not prepared to do that now.

Mr. Garvock. Mr. Laird, the supercombat center and the
BOMARC balance out here. I am trying to remember whether we
financed one or two of those supercombat centers in the 1959. If
we did, that accounts for the difference.

(ieneral Esres. When we started the supercombat, center program,
there were certain centers—you will recall on my chart I showed
certain blank areas—there were certain centers that were to be con-
structed out of 1959 money that we deleted in favor of going ahead
with the supercombat center program. That was reprogramed out
of the 1959 money, but they never got started.

General Friepman. In the “Construction” appropriation the add-
ons represent an increase in program of $97.5 million. The cut-
backs—this is in fiscal 1960-—represent « reduction of $57.5 million.
There is a net increase in program in fiscal year 1960 of $40 million.

There is no change in 1961 requirements for new obligating author-
ity. Obviously, there will be a change in the program composition.
We will be financing different programs, but the funds do come out
even.

Mr. Latep. The point that I think should be cleared up is this. The
five sites you are cutting out were all funded in 1959. Your saving,
if you come up with any saving, is a 1939 saving, and I cannot bring
it in line with this particular funding presentation. ’

General Friepman. I can understand that. It does not show in this
itemization. We will give you a reconciliation on it when we come
before the Construction Subcommittee.

Mr. Lamwp. Thatisall.

Mr. Maro~N. Mr. Lipscomb.

HARDENING OF SUPER-SAGE CONTROL CENTERS

Mr. Lirscome. I believe you commented on the hardening of the
super-SAGE control centers ?
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General Wurte. That is correct.

Mr. Liescoms. How do you relate this to the fact that the ATLAS
missile installations are going to be hardened to 100 p.s.i.?

General Winrte, Only by virtue of the numbers of missiles we
will have and their dispersion. The same thing will apply to hard-
ened missiles as to the super-SAGI combat centers. There were only
eight of the supercombat centers, making a reduced target, any one
of which caused a very great gap if knocked out in the defenses;
whereas, with the missiles, knocking one or two or three of them out,
with the quantities and dispersion we have, we would expect to make
it a difficult problem for the cnemy to target all of the sites.

Mr. Livgscome. Do you know if there are any plans or thinking
going on to increase the p.s.i. on the hardened missile sites?

General Warre. No, sir.

EQUATION OF ONE AIRCRAFT FOR ONE MISSILE

Mr. LirscomB. You have also discussed this afternoon the policy
of one interceptor for one missile, which is rather an amazing equa-
tion as far as I am concerned. Could you explain to us for the record
how@ this is arrived at and what is the theory behind this type of think-
ing?

General WarTe. I can only give my own opinion because I did not

ersonally discuss this with NORAD or the Air Defense Command.
think the answer lies in the fact that the initial assault is the key
to the air defense and that it is your initial mass weight against the
enemy’s early attack that really counts. General Estes may have
consulted and gotten the philosophy and could add to or correct that.

Mr. Lirscome. Mr. Chairman, could we have the NORAD or Air
Defense Command policy in regard to this concept of one missile for
one interceptor put in the record at this point 2

Mr. Manon. Give us a statement for the committee—I am sure you
could not put it in the record, although if you can put something in the
record, do so.

General Estes. T have a copy of the electrical transmission the Air
Defense Command sent to me on thissubject.

Mr. Mauon. Just read it to us.

General Esres. I would like to quote from the message from head-
quarters of the Air Defense Command relative to termination of the
IM-99-B program and application of money to increase F—101 and
F-106 buys:

(Off the record.)

General Esres. Let me state parenthetically that the message re-
ferred to the plan as it has been shown to you in our revised program.

Mr. Liescome. Is that a general policy of not only NORAD but
the Air Force, Department of Defense, and Joint Chiefs of Staff?
Is that across-the-board assumption ?

General Estes. I would like to correct your assumption. This is
the headquarters of the Air Defense Command talking, and I pre-
sume they have talked to NORAD about this. NORAD would have
sent its message to the JCS.
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NO OVERALL POLICY ON COMPARISON OF MISSILES WITH AIRCRAFT

General Wurre. T can answer your question in the negative.
There is no overall defense or JCS policy as to the ratio of missiles to
aircraft.

Mr. Lirscoms. A one-for-one basis makes guite a difference in the
way the figures are submitted to the committee.

seneral Wurre. Yes; it makes a great difference in stating that the
funds that might be saved from a complete cancellation of the
BOMARC would provide an adequate defense if converted to fighter
interceptors in the quantity that the money saved would buy. That
18 very true.

Mr. Lipscomn. I have some question on the BOMARC B and I
would rather have a man sitting in that interceptor going after the
target. This concept of one missile for one interceptor I do not
understand.

COMPARISON OF BOMARC AND F-106 COSTS

Considering all of the BOMARC costs and that includes R.D.T. &
E., ete., what will be the cost per squadron, and also the cost per
missile?

General Frmepman. Cost per missile, as T have indicated before, is
approximately $3.2 million. That figure is derived by taking all the
missiles you would have delivered and dividing it into the total
program cost—for the total program you contemplate—and that
would mathematically compute to $3.4 million.

That is the cost per bird delivered out over the program—it is not
the cost-per-missile if yon were to procure one as of today—that
fignre would be considerably less.

You want to know the cost per fighter on the F-106? That is $4.4
million computed on the same basis.

Mr. Laescome. I did not include that.

General Friepman. I gave you the cost per missile. The invest-
ment cost of the squadron computed out at $138.4 million. That
ligure includes all the R. & D. costs and development costs amortized
in the first squadron. A typical squadron would run you considerably
less than that, about $30 million in capital investment.

I gave you the operating cost of $2.8 million. That amount would
accumulate over the time you had your squadrons in inventory.

Myr. Lirscoms. Are these the figures for the program that is before
us today ?

General Friepman. I am sorry.

My, Lrpscoms. On the program that is before us today ?

General Friepmax. On the program that is before us today when
you got most of your development costs, initial R. & D. out of the
way, a typical squadron would be about $30 million in capital invest-
ment. That is major equipment; the birds themselves, the initial
spares, personnel transitional training, and so forth—including site
acquisition, and base construction. That is not computed on today’s
program. In other words, I have given you a typical followon
squadron’s cost.

Would yon like to know the cost of the BOMARC program, the
total program we now present.?

Mr., Lirscoms. Yes.
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General Friepman. The cumulative program total for the R.ID.T.
& E., procurement, military construction, would be $2.2 billion. If
you were to compute that out it would average $135 million per
squadron.

Mr. Garrock. Could we add one thing there which would be im-
portant on any consideration? What, is the cost left to be put in?
Y ou cannot, possibly say what we spent last month.

General Friepman. The cost left to be put in would be $40.4 nil-
lion which we are requesting.

Mr. Garrock. No, General Friedman, I meant, what is left to be
spent: in the program to achieve this?

General Friepman. All you can save is the $250 million which I
indicated previously. Therefore, all the funds I have discussed
here—-less $250 million——would be the amount already commifted to
the whole BOMARC program. In other words, you would waste
some $1.7 billion if you were to cancel out the program in its entirety.

PUBLICATION OF INFORMATION STATED TO BE CLASSIFIED

Mr. Lirscomn. (eneral ITolloway, in your statement when you dis-
cussed the ATLAS, I assume anything that is underlined 1s secret
information ?

General Horroway. Yes,sir; it is classified.

Mr, Lipscomn. Your statement says that six ATLAS ICBM squad-
rons go from 1 by 9, to 1 by 12, that is, from 9 launchers per squadron
to 12 launchers per squadron. Isthat secret information?

General Horroway. Yes.

(Nore.—~This information was not considered classified when this hearing was
reviewed by the Air Forece.)

Mr. Lipscoms. Then when these statements are made public about
these actions you are taking today, we are confronted by constituents
and newspapers asking what this all means to the ATLAS program.

Will I be able to tell them that this program will be increased
from 9 launchers to 12 launchers per squadron ?

General Wirrre. I think, at the moment, not.

Mr. Lipscoms. 1 will explain why I am asking the question: On
March 17, 1960, in a newspaper report. from l.os Angeles, one of our
great papers out there, they had an article about the Ballistic Mis-
siles Division. This article stated that a BMD spokesman discussed
these figures which you have indicated are classified.

In this newspaper article, there is a story which says that under
the plan for ATLLAS expansion the last 6 of 13 missile squadrons
now scheduled would have 12 launchers instead of 9. Then it goes
on and discusses a proposed increased program for the TITAN.

I have attempted in recent weeks to get information from the Air
Force which I could send to my constituents regarding the ATLAS
program and I have been told in the past that the information was
classified. I understand why we must classify certain information
because of national security. However, when it is published in the
papers it is hard to understand.,

What kind of shenanigan is this when I can get this kind of in-
formation out of the paper, quoted from a spokesman from one of
your own Divisions, and right here in this committee, I am told that
1t is secret ?
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Is there something that we can do about this or how should I
answer people in southern California who have a vital interest in
the ATLAS program?

General Wrrrte. I can only say it appears to me that BMD made a
security break, but I have not heard that before.

1 dic%] not know it had been published and I shounld think that on the
basis of that publication alone, this would have to be declassified.

Mr. Lirscome. I have been looking into this because it has been of
concern to me. On February 9 there were articles about the proposed
construction of missile bases, both ATLAS and TITAN, in the papers,
and this was explained in some detail-—where the bases were to be,
number of missiles, launchers, and types of silos. I attempted to
verify these stories with the Air Force and asked them for copies of
photographs and other information. I received a letter from the Air
Force telling me that some of the information was classified and they
could not give it to me to release. I think that we had better take
a good look at this. If it is not classified for our national security,
let us put it out officially and give the people a chance to look at it
and know what the facts are.

General Wurre. I thoroughly agree with that.

Mr. Lrescoms. As of today, I am confronted with the question,
when this proposed new plan is announced to the press, of verifying
the fact that we are raising it from 9 to 12 per missile site, or just
locking at them and saying, “I don’t know.” As a member of the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee I don't think this is right.

General Warre, Tt is difficult, T know, but before I could give you
even a personal opinion, it depends somewhat on what the newspaper
story said. TIf it said that this was something that was going to be
presented, or is something that is being considered, that 1s different,
Mr. Lipscomb. There is a difference between speculation and veri-
fication of fact. I agree with you thoroughly that there is something
out, of gear and we ought to put it in order. I will do my best to see
1t is done.

Mr. Livscoms. What I read is pretty close to the facts, is it not?

(ieneral WarITe. Yes.

Mr. Garrock. A lot of this material should be classified, but as soon
as you start taking land and reporting it in the county courthouse,
and things of that kind, it soon gets completely out of hand to keep
it seeret. In my experience with security officers, they tend to stay
with the thing that is classified long after everybody can drive by on
the road and see the site.

Geeneral Wurre. It just goes step by step.

Mr. Lipscoms. The spokesman at the Ballistic Missiles Division
declined to discuss specific figures but acknowledged formally, and so
on.
General Warre. There is no question about it. Something is badly
out of gear and we will try to straighten it out.

POSSIBLE INCREASE OF TITAN LAUNCHERS PER SQUADRON

Mr. Lrescomp. My time is up but T would like to ask, inasmuch as
the Ballistic Missiles Division indicated they are preparing a plan
for the TITAN program, is there anything now, or will there be any-
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thing in the near futuve proposed for doing the same thing to the
TITAN program as you are now proposing for the ATLAS program?

Mr. Garrock. We have under study with the Ballistic Missiles Divi-
son a review as to the most economical allocation of missiles per site.
‘We run into problems of geography and geology and the number of
people you can accomunodate on a base, and a variety of problems,
This is being restudied as a result of the change in the ATLAS, but
whether or not we have a change is not. in sight.

General Warre. We have no concrete proposal at this time.

Mr. Lipscoms. I believe it is a good policy where it is recognized
you can make changes not only for better defense of the country but
also for economical operations.

General Wi, If we could have those clippings, Mr. Lipscomb, 1
think it would be u considerable lever on the classification people to
declassify this.

Mr. Lipscoms. T will be glad to show you the whole file, General.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mamron. Mr. Thomson ?

Mr. Tuomson. (Gentlemen, I, too, sitting on this side of the table,
want to congratulate you on the fact that our military program is
under continuous study and review. In the light of technological
progress we have been making and the challenge it poses, I would
expect to see changes in the program. In fact, I think sometimes
our tendency is to stay put too long. There are some things that
concern me though.

REPLACEMENT OF BOMARC WITH INTERCEPTORS

In the first place, I take that by reason of reducing the BOMARC
program you feel that you have to fill in the air defense with some-
thing else and you have decided that you need this interceptor plus
improvement; is that correct.?

General Wirri. We need the improvements to the interceptors.
There are no additional interceptors provided under our program.

Mr. Troomson. That is, as far as the air defense program is con-
cerned ?

General Warre. Yes, sir.

Mr. TromsowN. The chairman has gone into the fact that there is
nothing in here for the air alert, so-called.

As T subtract out your interceptor improvement from the total
reductions, it leaves some $385.5 mulion. That is the reduction after
the interceptor improvement was added on; is that right?

General Horroway. That is not counting the $123.7 million savings.

Mr. Teomson. That is correct.

General Horroway. It is $257 million otherwise.

Mr. Tuaomson. I did not take into consideration the $123.7 million
savings.

Following the thought of the chairman with regard to air alert,
and even going further into what the Air Force asked according to
information furnished, it would appear that any change in the B-70
program was not considered of high enough priority to come within
this request, even by the Air Force; is that correct?
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General Wirre. A decision has been made on the B-70, Mr. Thom-
son. I have long learned that there are some things you do not ask
for when you know you are not going to get them. That is about
where we stand on that.

TRANSITION OF AIR NATIONAL GUARD TO F—102 FIGHTERS

Mr. Tromson. I note that the Guard is equipped, or is to be
equipped, with F-102 fighters?

General Wuire. Yes, sir.

Mr. Tuomson. It was my understanding, and I generally got this
from the chart, that there will be an overall reduction in the number
of National Guard fighter squadrons; is that correct?

General Estes. The chart was simply attempting to show the num-
ber equipped with the F—102, based on the number of F-102 available.

Mr. Triomson. Information I have received would indicate that as
we moved into this hotter type of pursuit ship, it becomes more and
more difficult for the Guard to handle them. I was told by one guard
pilot. that it took an hour or two to be briefed and then you had to come
down and spend 5 or 6 hours to be debriefedl. It was suggested that
as a civilian soldier, with job and famnily responsibilities, he just
could not get in enough hours of flying to keep competent under that
type of requirement,

General Worre. We anticipate that trouble, Mr. Thomson. The
fact of the matter is that the National Guard in jet-type aircraft have
done extraordinarily well. This is based partly on the fact that we
now feel that we can really give them first-line equipment and give
them a big mission in the air defense field. We have certain changes
in the Reserve organization which we hope to institute which will give
them practically a first-line status by placing these units under the
Air Defense Command instead of under CONAC so they will be
directly in the operational command chain.

CONVERSION OF AIR GUARD SQUADRONS TO TRANSPORT MISSION

Mr. Tromson. From conversations I had with Guard personnel
when recently there was a group of them here studying roles and
missions, and so forth, 1 understood that they were thinking in
terms—and the Air Force was thinking in terms—of their going over
to troop transports and back up MATS.

General Witrre. Some squadrons will be converted to C-97’s.

Yeneral Wepster. We have converted six already to the C-97,

Mr. Taomson. My concern was really, can a guardsman, in your
opinion, be expected to fly this advanced fighter that is pretty hot?

General Waite. The record to date shows they can.

Mr. TroMson. You expect them to put in the amount of time re-
quired to maintain their proficiency in the air and still have all of
these briefings and debriefings?

General Warte. [ think that probably the active service of a civilian
fighter pilot, and by that 1 mean his service as an active pilot, will be
shorter than it will for those who are in the regular service. We
continue to train new National Guard pilots. The input will take
care of that so that I anticipate that they will be competent to do
this.
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General Estes, In this regard, it is very interesting to note that
in the fighter weapons in which the Guard squadrons compete with
Air Force units equipped with the same aireraft, last year the Guard
won and this year they came in second. This indicates they have a
high degree of competence.

RFTENTION OF AIR GUARD PILLOTS

Mr. Tromson. I do not question, and T am very pleased with their
competence, but the basis for my question was conversations 1 had
with commanders that were in here studying this problem. Some of
them told me that when it came to retaining and acquiring their
pilot strength, that as this training time increased to get in 1 hour of
flying, and as 1t kept, going up, they were reaching a point where there
was a real problem for a man to take that amount of time off from his
job and his family to maintain flight proficiency. That was the
problem.

General Wirre. 1 think there is an obverse to that, too.

I think that some people will fall out but I think the attractiveness
of having a real active mission in an active combat command will
bring in new blood to replace those who fall out.

MAINTENANCE OF PROFICIENCY IN F-102

Mr. TrromsoN. How many hours per month in the air do you expect
of the Guard pilot who is going to fly an F-102 ¢

General Wenstur. Our current program calls for 105 hours. It is
very close to that, per year.

Mr. Tiromson. Per year?

General Wesster. "That is correct, plus some in the T-33.

Mr. Tromson. Is that to maintain proficiency in the airplane or
do they need to get in a little more

General Wepster. This is a very difficult problem to answer cate-
gorically.

Mr. Tuomson. They tell me that that is what they can get paid for
but they have to fly more than that if they are going to be proficient.
Even assuming 10 hours per month, it would amount to quite a bit
with 6 hours of briefing and debriefing and it might amount to 80 hours
a month or 60 hours a month.

General Winre. Six hours debriefing sounds all out of proportion
to me.

Mr. Tromsow. I do not want to pursue this unduly, but they tell me
they have to telephone some headquarters people and explain why they
did do something, or why they did not do something.

General Wurre. 1 have no doubt with this change there will be some
adjustments, but on balance, I have no doubt the program will go.

Mr. THOoMsON. As mentioned, T was pleased to see that you are re-
evaluating military programs. I am pleased with this step as far as
the missile program is concerned, in getting additional missiles in a
critical period. I hope you are continuing with measures to go further
and we will still get an estimate of what we could do if we were to limit
the TITAN to six squadrons, and to fill in with ATLAS squadrons at
an earlier date.
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General Frippaan. 1f this is one of the questions you asked, I be-
lieve we responded to it. I have seen a number of them come over,
and I cannot swear whether that one has.

1}111-(1 TraomsoN. The staff advises me that that report has been fur-
nished.

General Frirpman. Fine, You have been most patient, Mr. Thom-
son.

Mr. GarLock. You understand that answering the question does not
mean we concur with it ?

Mr. Taomson. I understand that perfectly.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mamon. We began hearings on the Defense appropriation bill
on January 11 of this year and we have had continuous hearings Mon-
day through Friday, I believe. There may have been an exception but
T do not recall it to mind.

We have received a tremendous amount of information in regard
to our air defense and with regard to the overall defense program.

We have heard the Secretary of Defense and members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and we have heard individual Services. We have heard
the requirements for personnel, for operation and maintenance, and
we have listened to weeks of testimony in regard to procurement, as
well as other items.

This additional presentation in connection with your proposed
changes that must be taken into consideration as a part of the over-
all pattern and the overall presentation which was made through the
vears—thigd may mean that in wview of some of the aspects of this
matter we may desire to print today’s hearings next week for clarifica-
{ion in the event an announcement. is made by the Air Force, by the
Department of Defense, by the Bureau of the Budget, or others.

We would not release this information without conferring with the
Air Force. )

T would like, again, to bring up the matter of airlift. We have
had lots of testimony on this from all of the services.

Some of its appears in the printed record and some of it was off
the record.

ATRLIFT

I would like for you to give us a statement absolutely nailin% down
the dollars you would utilize for airlift, insofar as you can under the
proposal you presented to the Department of Defense in connection
with this adjustment in the Air Force’s program.

You can put that in the record in part or you can give it to us
as a separate docnment.

(The information requested follows:)

In the initial presentation to Office, Secretary of Defense, the Air Force
requested an additional $32 million for the C-130B and an additional $75
million for MATS modernization.

Mr. Garlock, we have been pleased to have you here before the
committee. Is there anything further you or General White would
like to present before we conclude? In other words, have you given
us the complete picture? If not, what do we need to fill it out at this
time?
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Mr. Garrock. I think we have given you the picture as completely
as we can. On behalf of the Air Force we wish to thank you and
the members of the committee for the special hearing that we have
had today and the very fine and cooperative approach toward solving
a most difficult problem, a problem of change. We recognize we are
coming up with a fairly major change, and we appreciate your hear-
ing us.

Mr. Maton. We will take this testimony info consideration along
with all the other testimony given. We realize you will be available
to supply us additional information which we may require before we
make up our minds as to what we shall recommend for approval by
Congress. The Secretary of Defense advised me personally about
this matter to some limited extent last week. ¥le talked about the
trip he had to make, I believe to NATO headquarters. He said he
would work with us closely upon his return, in regard to any adjust-
ments or chauges in the program. So we will expect to have fur-
ther amplification of the program in some respects before we take
final action.

We appreciate your cooperation along those lines, and I am sure
we will have it.

Thank you very much, gentlemen.
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