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EXEC17IVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OrTELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 26504

October 21, 1970

Honorable Dean Burch
Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D. C. 20554

Dear Mr. Chairman:

DIRECTOR

In checking the list of the Frequency Assignments to
Government Radio Stations, the Department of Defense
has noted that four official Armed Forces Radio Tele-
vision Services (AFRTS) broadcast outlets in Alaska
operated by the Department of the Air Force are not
contained therein. The four stations, all in isolated
locations, disseminate information, provide entertain-
ment, and promote education for military personnel.
Pertinent details of those broadcast operations are:

Frequency 570 kHz, 10A3 emission, 250 watts
power at Champion Air Force Station (AFS)
64°41'N 156°42'W. This station also serves
the Galena and Kalakaket Creek AFS areas.

Frequency 1240 kHz, 10A3 emission, 10 watts
power at Site Love, 64°58'N 147°54'W.

Frequency 1550 kHz, 10A3 emission, 50 watts
power at Sparrevohn, 61°07'N 155°36'W.

Frequency 1570 kHz, 10A3 emission, 10 watts
power at Murphy Dome, 64°57N 148°21'W.

The views of the Commission are requested as to the fore-
going operations.

Sincerely,

Clay T. Whitehead



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301

Honorable Clay T. Whitehead
-Director of Telecommunications Policy

Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. C. 20504

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

A

1 2 OCT 1970

For some time, the Department of the Air Force has been operating
official Armed Forces Radio Television Service (AFRTS) broadcast
outlets in Alaska. However, the stations are not reflected in the list
of Frequency Assignments to Government Radio Stations. The.
stations disseminate information, provide entertainment, and promote
education for military personnel stations at the following isolated
locations:

Frequency 570 kHz, 10A3 emission, 250 watts power is requested
for use at Champion Air Force Station (AFS) 64°41'N 156°421 W. This
station also serves the Galena and Kalakaket Creek AFS areas.

Frequency 1240 kHz, 10A3 emission, 10 watts power is requested
for use at Site Love, 640581N 147°541W.

Frequency 1550 kHz, 10A3 emission, 50 watts power is requested
for use at Sparrevohh, 61°071N 155°361W.

Frequency 1570 kHz, 10A3 emission, 10 watts power is requested
for use at Murphy Dome, 640571 N 148°211 W.

It is recommended that the Federal Communications Commission be
asked to concur in the Department of the Air Force requirement for
authority to assign the above frequencies to AFRTS outlets as
indicated.

Sincerely,

,

1"- vi3Ours A. deROSA
Assistant to The Secretary of Defense

(Telecommunications)



OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEF
ENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

2 OCT l'70

Honorable Clay T. White
head

Director of Telecommunic
ations Policy

Executive Office of the P
resident

Washington, D. C. 20504

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

The Department of Defens
e has a requirement for a r

adio

frequency to be used by th
e Department of the Air Fo

rce for

an official Armed Forces R
adio Television Service (A

FRTS)

FM/Stereo broadcast outlet 
on Johnston Atoll. This station

will disseminate informatio
n, provide entertainment,

 and

promote education for mili
tary personnel stationed a

t this

isolated location. Becatise of the.remotenes
s and limited off..

duty recreational facilitie
s, there is a need to suppl

ement

AFR.TS radio and. televisio
n services.

It is recommended thai the
 Federal Communications

 Commission

be asked to concur in the
 use of and nominate one of

 the FM

Broadcast Channels Z01-30
0 (88.1-107. 9 MHz).

The following technical 
data is submitted: Bandwidth

/Emission.

2561'9; Antenna Single bay
 circularly polarized; Antenn

a Site

Johnston Atoll; Antenna
 Coordinates 1644N16931W, P

ower 50 watts.

Sincerely,

LOUIS A. deROSA

Assistant to The Secretar
y of Defense

(Telecommunications)
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

2 9 SEP 1970

Mr. William E. Plummer
Office -of Telecommunications Policy

Executive Office of the President

Washington, D.C. 20504

Dear Mf. Plummer:

This is in response to your letter, dated August 26th, regarding

the "inquiry into policy to be followed in future licensings of facilities

for overseas communications" (FCC Docket #18875).

The Department of Defense as a matter of policy supports actions

on the part of the Federal Communications Commission which stimulate

and encourage the growth and expansion of telecommunications through-

out the world. This position is based in a large measure on the policy

of placing primary reliance on the common carriers for international

communications needs of the Department of Defense. It is essential

in times of crises, including the threat of nuclear attack, that a

balanced combination of reliable means of communications with over-

seas areas be readily available. The Department of Defense supports

previously stated views that high capacity cable systems and satellite

systems provide the best mix of complementary rather than competitive

systems for meeting the needs of national security and defense corn-

munications.

The Department of Defense will, of course, continue to respond

to the Commission with regard to specific applications by carriers on

a case by case basis within the framework of these general policy views.

Sircerely

\

LOUIS A. eROSA

Assistant to The Secretary of Defense

(Telecommunications)
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Louis de.kose, Moving In
To Top New Telecom Stot,

By HEATHER M. DAVID

WASHINGTON —Communications expert Louis deRosa

will be sworn in Tuesday into the Pentagon's new top tele-
communications post.

The former Philco-Ford and ITT vice-president was
picked for the new position of assistant to the secretary of
Defense (Telecommunications) some time ago (EN, June 8).
Official disclosure was postponed until Civil Service-Paper
work was completed.
Mr. deRosa's appointment has

been greeted warmly by industry
representatives who welcomed a
qualified communicator with indus-
try experience in the important post.

While the position now carries the
title assistant to the Secretary of
Defense, the Defense blue ribbon
panel has recommended it be up-
graded to assistant Secretary of
Defense and given responsibility for
automatic data processing manage-
ment.
No decision has been announced

by Defense Secretary Melvin Laird.
However, even in its present concept
the office is expected to have an
important influence on the future
direction of the $2 billion-S3 billion a
year Defense communications mar-

ket.
Mr. cieRosa will be a focal point

for monitoring and coordinating
service activities as well as Defense
Communications Agency programs
and advise the Secretary of Defense
on budget and procedural matters.
During his civilian career Mr.

deRosa has been Philco-Ford corpo-
rate vice-president for engineering
and reSearch, technical director of
1TT's U.S. Defense Space Group,
vice-president and general manager
ITT Federal Laboratories, San Fer-
nando, Calif.; vice-president, engi-
neering for ITT Communications
Systems, Inc., and ITT vice-presi-
dent, Electronics Defense Laborato-
ry at Nutley, N.J.
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To: Dr. Henry Kissinger

ATTN: Dr. Larry Lynn

From: Tom Whitehead

The people at AT&T thought

you might be interested in

this release.

Attachment

CTWhitehead:ed/jm
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5/21/70

To: Dr. Lee DuBridge

From: Tom Whitehead

The people at AT&T thought
you might be interested in
this release.

Attachment

CTWhitehead:ed/jm



Dr. Clay T. Whitehead

The White House

Dear Tom:

Enclosed is a statement released today by Mr. H. I. Romnes

in response to the article which appeared in today's

Washington Post with respect to the Bell System policy on

military contracting. If you have any questions about this

matter, please do not hesitate to call me.

5/20/70

Sincerely,

E. B. Crosland



BTATEMENT BY H. I. ROMNES) CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD

. AIYIERICAN TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

The Bell' System's policy on military contracting

remains unchanged. We intend to fulfill our contract

responsibil:fties for the Safeguard anti-ballistic mis
sile

system. As we have 'said many times before, we do not seek

military work and do not seek to expand the amount we
 have.

We believe, however, that we have a duty t
o undertake such

defense work as the Government asks us to undert
ake and for

which our qualifications are unique.. In line wi
th this .

policy) when other organizations have demonst
rated'their

Capability to assume direct contract responsibilit
y for

Tortiond of such unaertakings or for followon deve
lopment

activities, we have urged that they be provided 
the oppor-

tunity to. do so.

This is a long-standing policy on our part and
 has .

been fully understood and accepted by the Departme
nt of

Defense for a .great many years. Neither the intensity of

curXent dissent or the burdens of our defense assignme
nts

provide occ*asion to change it. Like all Americans, we

Would) of course, welcome the day when this work migh
t no .

longer be necessary.

!;:k
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Honorable Eberhardt Rechtin
Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Telecotmunications)

Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Dr. r_echtin:

This is with reference to your letter of January 10, 1973, which
concurred in the adoption of the FCC Proposed Report and Order to
provide for licensing and use of Lmergency Locator Transmitters
(Ms), subject to consideration and adoption of as many of the
recommendations proposeLl by the Departments of Army, Navy and
Air Force as nay be practicable now and in the future. 'y letters
of February 6, 1973, to the Chairman of the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) and the Administrator, Feder]. Aviation
Administration (FAA), also pertain.

The views and suuestions of the 7;epartment of Defense have been

studied by the FCC cnd FAA with results as.act forth in the
enclosed letters.

consider that this matter has been pursued as far as practicable

for the present and that further action should be held in abeyance

pending the results of experience with the use of ELTs by the civil

sector.

Your cooperation in naking possible the u3e of ELTs and the frequency

243 Y1.1.7. on a widespread basis in the intcrest of safety of life and

property is appreciated sincerely.

Sincerely,

Clay T. Whitehead

Luclosure

Cc Administrator, .1"Pt%
Chairnan, FCC

WDeanJr/dtb 5/11/73 10//

cc: DO Chron, Do records, FMD, Monthly Reading, Eva

-
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SAFEGUARD HIGHLIGHTS

Calling it, "The minimum we can and must do, both in cost and in system de-

velopment, to fulfill the President's national security objectives, " Secretary of

Defense Melvin R. Laird has asked the Congress for authorization to proceed

with a Modified Phase II Safeguard Anti-Ballistic Missile defense program.

Secretary Laird noted that the Soviet strategic threat to the United States is even

more substantial and troublesome now than a year ago, and that the Chinese

ICBM program, although delayed a year, appears to be progressing toward a

test launch in the near future. He said, "Given President Nixon's determination

to postpone additional actions on new U.S. offensive systems this year in order

to advance prospects for success at the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, further

progress on defensive Safeguard deployment becomes the only viable course
available in Fiscal Year 1971. "

The Modified Phase II program for Fiscal Year 1971 requests Congressional
authorization for deployment of only one additional Safeguard defense site near
Whiteman AFB, Missouri. The program also recommends for FY 1971 the
authorization to undertake long lead-time advanced preparation work for five
other sites without a deployment commitment being made for any of these five

sites. The five sites are Northeast, Northwest, National Command Authority
(Washington, D. C.), Warren Air Force in Wyoming, and Michigan/Ohio.

The FY 1971 request for Congressional authorization also includes deployment of

additional Sprint missiles at the original Phase I sites near Grand Forks, North

Dakota, and Malmstrom AFB, Montana. This will require purchase of long lead-

time missile components, limited land acquisition, and some silo construction.

The missiles themselves need not be procured yet.

Expenditures in the proposed FY 1971 program would be less than $100 million

more than expenditures needed to proceed with the Phase I deployment which has
already been approved by Congress for FY 1970 initiation. FY 1971 expenditures

have been specifically restricted to a minimum level as a part of the Adminis-

tration's anti-inflation efforts.

The Modified Phase II program -- although a minimum effort -- maintains the
President's option to move, if necessary further toward a 12-site Full Phase II
Safeguard defense, which is designed to meet, as necessary, (1) the growing

Soviet threat to our Minuteman, our bomber deterrent forces and the National

Command Authority, (2) the potential Chinese threat to our population, and (3)

the accidental-launch threat. On the other hand, the President also has the

option to curtail the deployment if threat developments or negotiations permit.

The Modified Phase II program continues orderly, controlled, progress toward

the President's objectives while maintaining optimum Presidential flexibility.

If needed, and later authorized, a Full Phase II defense could be available in

the late 1970s.

March, 1970
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JUgTIFICATION FOR
MODIFIED PHASE It SAFEGUARD

CHINESE THREAT /5 CONT/N01/6

SO WET THREAT IS WOWING

PROVIDES FLEX/B/Z/77 TO MEET CIA/WS
IN THE 77/1?Ehr

RESPONDS TO THREAT AT MINIMUM COST

PROVIDES A NON-PeoVOCATIK PEFENS/kr
MEASURE

TECHNICAL Pezet-ss CONFIRMS
CONE/PENCE IN SAFERMO SYSTEM
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FLIGHT TESTS IN PROGRESS
ADDITIONAL WARHEAD DEVELOPMENT NECESSARY

LENGTH 55 FEET 
SPARTANRANGE SEVERAL HUNDRED MILES
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HISTORY

The SAFEGUARD System now being deployed by the United States
Army is an outgrowth of 15 years of ballistic missile defense research
and development work by the Army and its contractors. The development
program began in the mid-1950s and was known as the Army's NIKE ZEUS
project. Under the NIKE ZEUS program, the Army developed a large
acquisition radar, smaller target tracking and missile tracking radars, a
discrimination radar to sort real warheads from decoys and the ZEUS
interceptor missile.

In 1963 the NIKE ZEUS program was reoriented to the NIKE-.X project.
Phased array radars, which are extremely fast in operation and able to
handle numerous targets simultaneously, replaced the less versatile con-
ventional radars and the SPRINT missile was added as a second interceptor.
The following year, in 1964, testing began on a test model of the first phased
array radar. The two phased array radars in the SAFEGUARD System, the
Missile Site Radar (MSR) and the Perimeter Acquisition Radar (PAR), are
outgrowths of technology developed in the test model.

In 1967, a deployment plan was developed using some of these components
which would provide light protection for the entire United States using a small
number of strategically located installations.

In September 1967, Secretary McNamara announced a decision to go
ahead on this deployment known as SENTINEL Ballistic Missile Defense
System.

In February 1969, President Nixon reviewed the SENTINEL deployment
and in March 1969, he announced a modified, phased deployment concept.
The components of the system, i.e., the radars and missiles, are the same
as before, but the manner in which they will be deployed is different. The
name SAFEGUARD was given to the new system to denote a basic change in
its concept of deployment to protect our deterrent force and to assure that
this change was widely recognized and understood.

SAFEGUARD SYSTEM COMPONENTS

The SAFEGUARD System is basically made up of two types of radars
(the Missile Site Radar and the Perimeter Acquisition Radar); two types of
interceptor missiles (the long range SPARTAN and the short range SPRINT);
and a high speed computer system which permits man to control the radars
and conduct the system's complex engagement planning and execution functions'.
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Perimeter Acquisition Radar

An effective defense depends on SAFEGUARD's ability to detect

attacking warheads at long ranges. For this purpose, the PAR is designed

to detect targets at ranges of over 1000 miles. Because PAR is a "phased

array radar" its beams are steered electronically instead of through the

use of heavy, moving anternas. Instead of a conventional dish-type antenna,

this phased array radar has thousands of small antennas built into the face

of the PAR building. When an attacking warhead is detected by the PAR, 
its

computers determine the ballistic trajectory and the probable impact p
oint

and relay this information to the appropriate MSR.

The PAR will be housed in a concrete structure some 200 feet on a

side at the base and 130 feet tall. It will be hardened against nuclear effects.

Also located with the PAR will be administrative buildings and an under-

ground power plant. The first PAR will be assembled at an operational

site near Grand Forks, N. D.

Missile Site Radar

The other phased array radar employed by the system is the Missile

Site Radar (MSR). This radar has a detection range of several hundred

miles. It operates in a manner similar to the PAR but provides much more

precise target data. The MSR also readies interceptors for launch and

guides them to intercept. Generally, SPARTAN and SPRINT missiles are

located at the MSR site. The MSR and its data processing equipment will

be housed in an underground building about 230 feet square. A turret approx-

imately 75 feet tall housing the radar faces will project above ground. T
he

MSR will have an underground power plant and other support facilities

associated with it. A prototype MSR has been installed at Kwajalein Miss
ile

Range, in the Marshall Islands, where operational tests are being conduc
ted.

SPARTAN

The SPARTAN is a long range, more powerful version of the ZEUS

missile, which was fired successfully many times, and in its system t
est

phase made several successful interceptions of ICBMs fired from the Wes
t

Coast in 1962 and 1963. The ZEUS also successfully demonstrated a 
satellite

intercept capability. The first SPARTAN was fired on March 30, 1968, 
at

Kwajalein.

The 55-foot-long, three stage, solid propellant missile is launched

from an underground silo. After the first stage completes burning, it

separates and the second stage ignites. The missile is guided to its ta
rget

by the MSR and system computers. The third stage, which is normally us
ed
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outside the atmosphere, is ignited on command from the ground. SPARTAN
will carry a nuclear warhead in the megaton range. Development of the war-
head is being carried out by the Atomic Energy Commission.

SPRINT

SPRINT is a 27-foot-long, two stage, solid propellant missile designed
to make intercepts at a closer range. It has an extremely high acceleration
and is able to reach intercept altitude within seconds after launch. It is also
guided to its target by the MSR and system computers. The SPRINT is
ejected from an underground silo by a gas propelled piston and its booster
ignites once the missile is in the air. The SPRINT will have a nuclear war-
head in the kiloton range. It was first test fired on November 15, 1965, and
has undergone a large number of test launches.

Data Processing Equipment

Each MSR and PAR will have large capacity data processing centers.
These high speed, digital computers process and evaluate the vast amount
of information accumulated by the radars and provide the means for man
to control the system. The data processing center is composed of computer
processors, memory banks, displays, tapes and discs. A significant part
of the SAFEGUARD development is the formulation of so-called "software"
or computer programs.

A SAFEGUARD ENGAGEMENT

The SAFEGUARD System can provide two types of defense, area defense
and terminal defense.

-- Area defense is accomplished by intercepting warheads above the
atmosphere at ranges of several hundred miles. Hence, each site can protect
large areas of the country, hundreds of miles across.

-- Terminal defense is a concentrated defense of a small area such as
a group of MINUTEMAN silos or a bomber base.

The first element of the SAFEGUARD System to detect an attack would
be the PAR. This radar would provide initial track data for SAFEGUARD
firing units. The MSR would refine this tracking data if required, and
control the flight of SPARTAN missiles to intercept the incoming warheads.
The SPARTAN'S kill, a nulcear explosion to destroy or disable the incoming
warhead, would occur well out of the atmosphere (Area Defense). A second
type of missile, the SPRINT, would be launched to dastroy warheads which
have penetrated the SPARTAN defense or which may have been allowed to
pass it for sorting purposes (Terminal Defense). Engagements would be
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almost entirely automated except for the necessary human decisions

which must be made by command authority. All engagement activities

are subject to manual human intervention at any time.

The nuclear warheads used in the SPARTAN and SPRINT missiles

have elaborate safety devices to prevent a nuclear explosion until after

the missile is launched and reaches a safe altitude.



SAFEGUARD GLOSSARY 

1. ABM. Anti-Ballistic Missile: A defensive missile designed

to intercept and destroy incoming enemy missiles before they

can reach their intended target. Spartan and Sprint, as well

as the USSR's Galosh are ABMs.

2. AEC. Atomic Energy Commission: The Federal Agency

charged with providing SAFEGUARD warheads.

3. Area Defense: A defense designed to protect a large geographical

area (population). In SAFEGUARD, accomplished by long-range

Spartan intercepts above the earth's atmosphere. A single

SAFEGUARD site can cover an area of 600 x 900 miles.

4. CPR. Chinese People's Republic.

5. DOD. Department of Defense.

6. FOBS. Fractional Orbit Bombardment System: A System

employing a missile that puts a warhead into a fractional orbit

(less than one complete orbit prior to re-entry) rather than the

purely ballistic trajectory associated with ICBMs.

7. Hardware: The actual components of the SAFEGUARD system,

i. e. the missiles, radars, data processors, and system support

equipment.

8. Intercept: The act of meeting an incoming ICBM with an ABM

in such a manner that the incoming warhead is destroyed before

it can reach its target.

9. ICBM. Intercontinental Ballistic Missile: Any offensive missile

with a range in the region of 6000 miles.

10. Malmstrom and Grand Forks: Location of Phase I SAFEGUARD

sites at Malmstrom Air Force Base, North Dakota, and Grand

Forks Air Force Base, Montana. These sites, in the midst of

Minuteman missile fields, are designed to protect a portion of

our Minuteman deterrent force.

11. MIRV. The missile payload system naving several warheads each
with the ability of being_programmed. independently of the other to
hit a different pre-selected target.
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12. MRV. _ The missile payload system having several warheads

each being ejected at the same general target area. The pattern

of landing is called the "footprint, "

13. MSR. Missile Site Radar: Provides precise target data for

final engagement and guides either the Spartan or Sprint missile

to intercept.

14. NCA. National Command Authority, Washington, D. C. That

portion of the Federal Government required to make the necessary

political/military decisions in time of an emergency condition

caused by an enemy nuclear attack.

15. PAR. Perimeter Acquisition Radar: The long-range radar used

to detect and track incoming enemy missiles.

16. Phase I: The initial phase of the planned SAFEGUARD deployment,

consisting of the sites at Malmstrom and Grand Forks Air Force

Bases. Designed to meet (1) the Soviet threat to our Minuteman

deterrent force, (2) the potential Chinese threat to our population,

and (3) the accidental-launch threat.

17. Phase II: The plan for the remainder of the SAFEGUARD deploy-

ment. Purposely flexible, it currently consists of the request to

construct one additional site beyond Phase I (Whiteman Air Force

Base) and commence preliminary work at five others.

18. RSL. Remote Sprint Launch: An additional Sprint launching site

that is some distance away from the MSR site.

19. RV. Re-entry Vehicle: That portion of the incoming enemy missile,

containing the warhead(s) specially designed to withstand the extreme

stresses of re-entry into the earth's atmosphere.

20. SALT. Strategic Arms Limitation Talks: US/Russian negotiations

that are exploring the possibilities of strategic arms limitations.

21. SLBM. Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile.

22. Software; Stored computer programs that carry out the automated

tasks associated with detecting, tracking, identifying and inter-

cepting an incoming enemy missile.
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23. Spartan: The long-range ABM designed to destroy or disable
incoming warheads well out of the atmosphere. Associated with
Area Defense. Range - several hundred miles.

24. Sprint: The short-range ABM used for Terminal Defense. Can
fly 10 miles in 10 seconds. Range - approximately 25 miles.

25. Terminal Defense: A concentrated defense of a small area such
as a Minuteman site, accomplished by Sprint missiles.

26. Whiteman: Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri, the site of
the proposed modified Phase II SAFEGUARD site. Also in a
Minuteman field.

27. Y-Class Submarine: The Russian counterpart of the U.S. Navy's
POLARIS Submarines.
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SAFEGUARD

I. Safeguard Objectives

President Nixon, on March 14, 1969, announced the following
objectives for Safeguard:

-- "Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces against a
direct attack by the Soviet Union."

-- "Defense of the American people against the kind of nuclear
attack which Communist China is likely to be able to mount within
the decade."

-- "Protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from
any source."

He further elaborated that:

-- "We will provide for local defense of selected Minuteman
missile sites and an area defense designed to protect our bomber bases
and our command and control authorities."

-- "By approving this system, it is possible to reduce U. S.
fatalities to a minimal level in the event of a Chinese nuclear attack in
the 1970s, or in an accidental attack from any source.

Thus, rather than focusing on a single purpose, Safeguard has been
and continues to be designed to achieve several objectives against a
combination of Soviet and Chinese threats.

The President also stated that "this program will be reviewed
annually from the point of view of (a) technical development, (b) the
threat, and (c) the diplomatic context including any talks on arms
limitation," so as to "insure that we are doing as much as necessary
but no more than that required by the threat existing at that time."

Participating in the review this year were the President's
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, which made its own review of
the threats we face, and the Department of Defense, including the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the President's Defense Program Review Com-
mittee, and the National Security Council, which conducted a searching
review of alternative courses of action.
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II. Results of the Review

This review showed:

— Technical progress on all the components of the Safeguard

system has been satisfactory.

-- The threat has increased. The Soviet Union continues to

construct intercontinental ballistic missiles and missile-carrying

submarines at a steady pace, at least matching our predictions of

last year, and continues a very active research and development

program on new weapons. Communist China has not so far as we

know tested an ICBM in the past year. The earliest possible date

for an operational Chinese ICBM capability is a year later than we

estimated last year. However, we believe they are now in a position

to begin tests within a few months, and it is simply a matter of time

until they have an operational ICBM. They almost certainly could

have ICBMs by the time a full 12-site U. S. ABM system could be
come

operational.

-- The initiation of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks was

obviously not jeopardized by approval of the first phase of Safeguard.

Until and unless we reach an agreement in SALT, we must co
ntinue

those programs vitally necessary for our national security. 
Otherwise

the Soviets may feel that the mere conduct of SALT can stop our 
strategic

weapons programs, thus reducing Soviet incentives for meaningful nego-

tiations.

In our review, we considered several alternatives, including 
can-

celing the Phase I Safeguard deployment approved last year or 
continuing

Phase I only with additional research and development. H
owever, in

view of the continued growth of the Soviet threat and the prospe
ct of

Chinese deployment of an ICBM force in the mid-1970s, we could 
not

justify a year's delay in taking additional measures to protect 
ourselves

against these dangers.

We also examined the effectiveness of the full 12-site 
Safeguard

system in protecting against the Chinese threat and in defending 
Minuteman.

Safeguard Phase II is expected to have a capability more than 
adequate

to cope with the Chinese threat in the late 1970s. This judgment takes

into account the technical problems China must face in order 
to develop

effective devices to penetrate our defenses and also the 
countermeasures

the U. S. could take to nullify such efforts.
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We also considered criticisms of the effectiveness of Safeguard

for the defense of our Minuteman deterrent against a possible Soviet

first strike. To overwhelm our planned Minuteman defense would

require a substantially larger number of Soviet warheads than if

there were no defense, making Soviet attainment of a high-confidence,

first-strike capability against Minuteman substantially more difficult

and costly. However, should the Soviet threat to Minuteman become

larger than Safeguard is designed to counter, then we would have to

take further steps to protect our deterrent, and we are maintaining

options to do so.

To prepare for such hard decisions should they have to be made,

however, we are undertaking important research and development

programs. They include, for example, measures to improve ABM

defenses of Minuteman and such potential measures as rebasing

Minuteman missiles in harder silos or on transporters or, for the

longer term, adding offensive weapons such as the Undersea Long

Range Missile System (ULMS).

III. The Proposed FY-71 Program

As a result of these analyses, the Secretary of Defense recom-

mended an orderly and prudent augmentation of Safeguard, which the

Joint Chiefs of Staff supported, and which the President approved.

For FY-71, we are recommending:

-- Authorization to deploy one additional Safeguard site at Whiteman

Air Force Base, Missouri, 
(in a Minuteman field). Completion of this

site -- scheduled for 1975 -- would increase our Minuteman defense and

also contribute to our area defense and to protection of our alert bomber

force.

-- Advance purchases to make possible the deployment of addi-

tional Sprints (short range interceptors) at the original Phase I Minuteman

defense sites, to further increase the defense of Minuteman as the threat

grows.

-- .Authorization to undertake advanced preparation work at five

more sites (Northeast, Northwest, the National Capital Area, Warren

Air Force Base in 
Wyoming (a Minuteman field), and Michigan, Ohio.



This work will include site survey and engineering, land acquisition,

and purchase of some long lead time items, but it does not commit us

to the ultimate deployment of radars and missiles. If later recom-

mended and authorized for actual deployment, these sites would add

protection to our deterrent by strengthening defense of Minuteman,

contributing to area defense, protecting the national command authority,

and defending the alert bomber force until it is safely airborne.

The proposed program maintains the President's options -- after

further review and decisions -- to move, if necessary, toward a full

12-site Safeguard system or to curtail the deployment if developments

or arms agreements permit.

Should it be required, the full 12-site deployment could be installed

by the late 1970s.

This system would provide substantial protection for the U. S.

population for a number of years against Communist Chinese or other

third country attack, and defense adequate to permit most of our alert

bomber force to take off even if subjected to surprise attack by submarine-

launched missiles. Defense against an accidental launch from any source

would also be provided by the 12-site deployment. In addition, as a prudent

hedge against possible increased future threats to our deterrent, the

proposed FY-71 program would allow increases in the Minuteman defense

level as the three sites in the Minuteman fields become operational.

IV. Strategic Arms Limitation Considerations

We make this recommendation for the continued but carefully limited

deployment of Safeguard defenses in the firm belief that it is entirely con-

sistent with our commitment to discuss limitations on both offensive and

defensive weapons in Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) with the

Soviet Union.

An important part of our proposed program is its flexibility. The

limited Phase II deployment does not preclude agreement on a wide range

of ABM levels. It can be modified as required by changes in the threat

which result from arms limitation agreements or unilateral actions of

the Soviets or Chinese Communists. Many possible agreements with the

Soviets could include some form of missile defense for purposes con-

sistent with both countries' objectives in entering an agreement. In the

meantime, it is essential that we continue this defensive program.
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STATEMENT OF
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE DAVID PACKARD

TO
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

March 9, 1970

Mr. Chairman, we welcome the opportunity to appear before you and
your Committee again this year to discuss the SAFEGUARD program.
I would like, with your permission, to begin by presenting a formal state-
ment. As you can see, Mr. Chairman, it is rather detailed. In the
interest of conserving time, I propose to read only selected portions, and
I request your permission to insert the complete text into the record:

This testimony is somewhat different from that presented the Senate
Armed Services Committee. We :have updated it where applicable in the
hope of presenting this Committee the best and most timely information
possible.

The decision of the Administration to request continuation of an orderly,
phased, SAFEGUARD program for ballistic missile defense -- going beyond
the Congressionally-approved Phase I -- was based on:

-- Careful consideration of the original objectives of Safeguard defense,
and of the need to maintain the President's flexibility on future options either
to curtail or expand the system.

-- The continued Chinese progress in nuclear weapons and the evolving
and increasing offensive Soviet threat.

-- The options currently available, considering technical progress and
budgetary factors.

-- The current international situation.

-- Our desire to continue emphasis on strategic defensive  systems to
assure the survivability of our deterrent rather than being forced immediately
to deploy additional offensive weapons.

-- Our intent to maintain the flexibility to adapt our program to any
agreement which might result from successful arms limitation talks.

I. Safeguard Objectives and the Decision

President Nixon, on March 14, 1969, announced these following defense
objectives for Safeguard:



-- "Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces against a direct
attack by the Soviet Union."

-- "Defense of the American people against the kind of nuclear attack
which Communist China is likely to be able to mount within the decade."

-- "Protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from any
source. "

He further elaborated that:

-- "We will provide for local defense of selected Minuteman missile
sites and an area defense designed to protect our bomber bases and our
command and control authorities."

-- "By approving this system, it is possible to reduce U.S. fatalities
to a minimal level in the event of a Chinese nuclear attack in the 1970's, or
in an accidental attack from any source."

Thus, rather than focusing on a single purpose, Safeguard has been and
continues to be designed to achieve several objectives against a combination
of Soviet and Chinese threats.

The President also stated that "this program will be reviewed annually
from the point of view of (a) technical development, (b) the threat, and (c)
the diplomatic context including any talks on arms limitation." He further
stated that, ''each phase of the deployment will be reviewed to insure that we
are doing as much as necessary but no more than that required by the threat
existing at that time.

In accordance with the President's commitment, the President's
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board completed its own review of the strategic
threats we face. Information was developed on various alternative courses for
consideration, and a thorough review of these alternatives has been completed
by the Department of Defense, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), by
the President's Defense Program Review Committee, and by the National
Security Council.

These reviews led to the President's decision that authorization for a
further, carefully measured deployment should be requested in FY-71.

II. Current Status of Safe_guard

We are now proceeding with the initial Congressionally-approved
incremert (Phase I) of two site complexes to be located in Minuteman



fields near Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota, and Malmstrom AFB, Montana.
The purposes of this Phase I deployment, as stated last year are to: (1)
Preserve the President's future options by establishing a minimum base for
expansion if the threat requires it; (2) work out the problems that inevitably
arise in any new major weapon system; (3) provide a beginning of protection

for the Minuteman force against the mid-70's threat.

It will be remembered that a "Full-Phase II" Option, as described last
year, would consist of 12 sites. The full system would provide protection

for the Continental United States against the Chinese ICBM threat and the

threat of an accidental or unauthorized attack. It also would provide
protection for our Strategic Air Command (SAC) bombers and the National
Command Authority at Washington, D. C. , and would add to the Phase I defense
of Minuteman. The coverage provided by the Spartan missiles included in
Phase I forms a part of the Phase II area defense against the Chinese and
provides a start on the defense of our bombers.

The Research and Development portion of the Safeguard program is
progressing satisfactorily. On Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific, the prototype
Missile Site Radar (MSR) began radiating power in September 1968 and has
been under checkout since that time. It has met or bettered most of its
design objectives and no serious deficiencies have been found. Beginning in
March 1968, checkout of the MSR data processing system was initiated and
successful operation of four data processing units in parallel has since been
achieved. MSR software for the first part of the system test program has
been completed and is being installed. Beginning in July 1969, tracking of

local targets was accomplished with the initial software and, in December 1969,
two ICBMs launched from Vandenberg AFB, California, wem successfully
tracked.

Also, at Kwajalein, the Spartan interceptor has satisfactorily completed

the first phase of development testing. We have had 15 launches, of which 11

were completely successful, 2 partially successful, and 2 failures. The
Spartan will now be integrated under MSR control in the system test program.

Our Sprint interceptor is being tested, also satisfactorily, at White Sands

Missile Range, New Mexico. We have had 37 launches, of which 19 were

completely successful, 8 partially successful, and 10 failures. Two of these

failures occurred since September of 1969. These two failures, which

occurred after a period of very high success, have been diagnosed and

engineering corrections are being developed. The White Sands test will

be concluded shortly, and the system tests for Sprint started at Kwajalein.

The Perimeter Acquisition Radar is under fabrication and the first
installation will be made at Grand Forks (the first Safeguard operational site).
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We have encountered no serious technical problems in this development, and
we have confidence of meeting the presently scheduled Equipment Readiness Date
for the first PAR site. Certain important components are now being tested and,
by September 1970, about 95% of the PAR components are scheduled for release
for production.

The task of integrating all the major components into a system lies ahead.
Missile integration tests will begin early this year at Kwajalein first with the
Spartan and then with the Sprint under control of the MSR. Actual intercepts
(without live warheads) will be conducted later against ICBM targets fired
from Vandenberg AFB, California, and against Polaris targets fired from a
Navy ship.

We have defined command and control requirements for the interface with
the Air Force Minuteman equipment, and completed a study of the integration
of Safeguard with the Continental Air Defense Command. No problems have
been encountered.

Engineering design for the Grand Forks site has been substantially
completed and contract award is expected to be made about 1 April. There
has been a delay in the EquipMent Readiness Date (ERD) of the Phase I sites
of 8 to 10 months. This delay is due in part to delay in initiating on-site
activities while awaiting Congressional action on Phase I (3 months slip) and
in part deliberate, to allow a more economical and less compressed construc-
tion schedule (5 to 7 months). Procurement of long lead-time production items
for Phase I sites is underway.

III. Threat Changes in the Last Year

In this year's Safeguard review, the developments in the threat that have
occurred in the last year since the Administration decided to undertake Phase I
have been carefully evaluated. The following discussion summarizes what has
happened since February 1969 in this area:

1. Communist China has continued to test nuclear devices which are
expected to be suitable for ICBM application by the time their missile has been
developed. There is new evidence that they continue to advance toward an ICBM
capability, but the earliest date by which they could achieve an initial ICBM
capability now seems to be in the early part of 1973. This represents about a
one-year slippage in last year's estimated earliest capability. It is more
likely, however, that their initial capability will be attained by the mid-1970's.
If the initial Chinese ICBM capability were achieved by early 1973, they might



have between 10 and 25 operational launchers by 1975. But, in the more likely
event that their initial capability comes later, the achievement of a force of
this size would slip accordingly.

It is important to note that even if the Chinese deployment does not
attain a capability until 1976, our Safeguard area coverage (if authorized)
will still not be fully complete by that time.

2. The Soviet buildup of SS-9s deployed or believed to be under construction
has now reached 275, as compared to about 230 last Spring. Development and
testing of the 3-reentry vehicle SS-9 configuration continues. These tests have
demonstrated to us the flexibility recessary to target each warhead against a
Minuteman silo, but it is agreed within our intelligence community that the
Soviets are likely to develop Multiple Independent Reentry Vehicles (MIRV)
in the next few years.

3. The number of SS-11s operational or under construction, estimated at
about 700 last Spring, is now more than 800. Since last Spring, Soviet testing
of their smaller SS-11 ICBM suggests that certain improvements probably aimed
at bettering their penetration capability are under development. If the Soviets
go on to develop a more accurate SS-11 reentry vehicle and an improved guidance
system as is possible by- the mid-1970's, the SS-11 could become effective
against our Minuteman silos as well as against the Safeguard radars.

4. Production of nuclear-powered ballistic-missile submarines is con-
tinuing at two Soviet shipyards which together can produce six to eight boats a
year. Several of these Polaris-type vessels, each with 16 missiles are now
believed to be operational.

IV. Review of Current Options

In our Safeguard review, we considered several alternatives. One was to
cancel the Phase I deployment. This would have been adopted only if we had
become convinced that (1) the system would not work properly, or (2) the
completed system would be inadequate to meet the President's objectives, or
(3) the threats had not developed, either because of arms limitation talks or
for other reasons. Since none of these conditions prevailed, this option was
rejected.

A second alternative, continuation of Phase I only with additional research
and development, would have enabled us to proceed toward one desirable
objective--the operational check-out of the system. However, in view of the
continued growth of the Soviet threat and the prospects of Chinese deployment
of an ICBM force in the mid-1970s, we could -not justify a year's delay in taking
measures to protect ourselves against these threats.

We also considered but did not recommend the deployment of additional forms
of ballistic missile defense, such as a dual-purpose Minuteman system, mobile

systems, or forward-based systems. These systems do not achieve the
multiple objectives of Safeguard.



During this review, we also examined the effectiveness of the full
Safeguard system in protecting against the Chinese threat and in defending
Minuteman.

Some argue that Safeguard will not give effective protection against
China for long enough to justify its costs. Although the Communist Chinese
may have a limited ICBM force (10 to 25 operational launchers) as early as
1975, growth of their ICBM force in numbers of sophistication is expected
to be very slow because of economic and technical manpower limitations.
Safeguard Phase II is expected to have a capability more than adequate to
cope with the Chinese threat in the late 1970s.

Another possibility is that the Chinese might develop and deploy penetra-
tion aids. Relatively simple devices like tank fragments have a limited
ability to deceive a sophisticated defense system like Safeguard. Even to
achieve that crude capability, the Chinese would have to construct an
extensive radar and instrumentation capability simply to be assured that
in-flight fragmentation of the tank could be properly carried out. Moreover,
without very detailed knowledge of the operating characteristics of Safeguard,
it is not possible to design a penetration system in which they can have
confidence. More complex penetration aids require much more complex
range instrumentation together with the efforts of hundreds of highly skilled
technical people. We spent about a decade developing effective penetration
aids for our own missiles. It is believed that the Chinese have no such range
instrumentation and they may not be able to build it for many years. Thus
penetration aids, even the simplest kinds, require technical effort, including
testing, which will complicate and delay what might, in the absence of a U.S.
ABM defense, be the relatively rapid acquisition of attack capabilities.

If we look beyond these obstacles to Communist Chinese weapons
development toward a later time when they could develop more sophisticated
reentry systems for their ICBMs, we would still have ways of maintaining our
capability to defend against them. We have a vigorous ABM research and
development effort (outside the Safeguard program) which is today working on
ways of extending the useful life of Safeguard against a more sophisticated
Communist Cninese threat. Those measures would not involve a general
thickening of the system in ways which might appear provocative to the
Soviet Union.

Criticisms have also been raised about the suitability and effectiveness
of Safeguard for the defense of Minuteman against a possible Soviet first
strike.

Last year some critics of Safeguard asserted that a serious threat to
Minuteman survivability did not exist and that Minuteman did not need
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defending. Developments in Soviet strategic forces over the last year
have confirmed our original judgments that the threat is real and serious.

Others, in contrast, have asserted that if the Soviets wanted a first
strike capability they could easily overcome the Safeguard defense. The
Safeguard defense was designed in the belief that the Soviet offensive
threat we now project -- in the absence of an arms agreement or Soviet
restraint, of which there is as yet no sign -- could destroy our Minuteman
deterrent unless it were defended.

Any fixed level of defense can eventually be overwhelmed if an attacker
is willing to add enough warheads to "run it out of ammunition." We know,
however, that to overwhelm our planned Minuteman defense the Soviets
would require a substantially larger number of warheads than if there were
no defense, making Soviet attainment of a high confidence first strike
capability against Minuteman substantially more difficult and costly.

As a prudent, measured deployment, Safeguard Phase II was not designed
to cope with the most ambitious and costly efforts that we can imagine would
be within the industrial and technical capacity of the U.S.S.R. Should the
Soviet threat to Minuteman become larger than Safeguard is designed to
counter, then we would have to make further decisions to protect our deterrent.

If we do have to take further steps, we have options available. For
example, we have under consideration a new, smaller, less expensive radar
and data processor aimed specifically at close-in defense o.-̀. Minuteman.
Deployment of this equipment with additional Sprint interceptors is a possibility.
Also, we are actively working on ways of rebasing Minuteman missiles in
harder silos or on transporters. Further, we shall continue to study additional
forms of ballistic missile defense, such as those previously mentioned.

A longer range program for enhancing the survival of our deterrent is the
Undersea Launched Long Range Missile System (ULMS), for which we now have
an active research and development program.

As a result of these analyses, the Secretary of Defense recommended an
orderly and prudent augmentation of Safeguard, which the JCS supported.

V. The Propsed FY-71  Program: Modified Phase II

1. Description

For FY-71, we are recommending authorization to deploy one
additional Safeguard site at Whiteman Air Force Base, Missouri (in the


