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MEMORANDUM ¥OR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Recycle of DIM on Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces (U)
This year's cammenls to the D¥M on Strategic lorces raised an

unugvally large number of issuer on siralegy, calculations, and posture

planning, in addition to the reclamas of particular tentative forcc
decirions.

A, On Detlerrence:

The Air TForce ergues Lthat:

1. Deterrence depends on the difference between U.S5. and Soviet
logses in an exchange, nolt just on Soviet losses. The difference between
U.8. and Soviel dealhs is Inportant. The measure of deterrence could
_ alzo depend on the surviving military forces on both gides aller an
w cxchange, nolb just on civilian losses.
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2. We should pay more altention io delerring strategic nuclear
allacks against NAYO Burope, in cases where the U.S, ir not atlacked
gimultancously., A capability to altack the Soviet IR/MRBM sites is called
i Tor, while we continue to deter altacks apainst CONUS. Presumably, &

Burope-based strike force ig also called for, but Dr. Brown does nol
raige this sugprestion.

i 3. Active defenges lmprove our delerrenl by making Soviel lorgcbing

i and tactics more dilficult, by reducing the differcnce belween U.8. and
Soviet fatalilices (sve point 1 above) and by introdvcing a kind of symmetry:
for inatuonce, if the USSR over-cstimates ils own defense capability,

they would probably over-estimate U.S. defense performance alsgo, fhus

. balancing Lheir likelihood Lo pre-wmmpt.

k. Strong U.8. Damege Timiting programs would prolect our Assurcd
_ Degtruclion capabiliiy and could forestall, not fuel, an arms vace, By
1 making the Soviets work hard for an Assuccd Desteuction- capabilitly, they
: could not afford to strive for a Damage Limiting capabllity simvliancously.
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5. Deterrence dcpends on performaence under wor-fighling, S10P-like
geenarios, nol just on stalic exchange modeis. In facl, Dr. Brown suggesls
that our losses must be no grealer Llhon Soviel losses undcr all. scenarios
to have g good deterrent,

6. Withoult a U.S. Damage Limlting program and with a fixed standard
of Assured Deslructlon, U.S. programs would be driven by Soviet initiatives
and could fall a phase behind, The JCS elso ralsc points 4 and 5, and
point 1 .ie iwmplicit in many of their comments. One valid point not raised
in the Service comments is that owr Nalional command and control system is
vulnerable. I believe that ihe Sovietd best chance {o avold retalialion
would come from attacking the President, his chain of command and his
commnicaltion to the major commanders responslble for executing the SIOP;
our anslyses show thal atlacks on our siralegic forces are much less
likely to work; furlhermore, almost all of our clffort goes Lo protecting
our forces,

Discussgion

The argumenlta on deterrence fall into two scts:

That the deterrent is inadequate against very large Soviet attucks
1T they are severely cnough presgsed, or

That the deterrent is inadequate against a limited Soviet nuclear
atiack, such as a strategic altack Limited 1o Western Purcope, or an attack
agzinst U.8. militery forces thalt spared U.S. cities.

I find unconvincing the arpuments about the inadequacy of our deler-
rent to very large atlacks. FPFirst, the Sovicts have a greal deal Lo worry
about for which we take litlle credil in our Assured Desiruction caleule.-
tions: our large bomber force; launch-on-warning lacltice; inefficicncies
in their targeting due to imperfect intelligence, commend and conbrol, or
timing; U.S. theater slrike forces; Soviel fatalities due to long-lerm
full-oul, epidemics, or secondary effTects {e,g., starvation) because of
boltle~necks in llieir cconomy. Second, differential fatalilies is a poor
criterion for deterrence. Assurcd Destruction is Lhe lower end of a
range of fatalilies -- 20% fatalities (N0 million) in Assuved Destruction
corresponds Lo a range of 40-100 million fatalities in likely ceses. I
we can kill h0-100 million Russians (N0 million is the best they could
hope for), vhy would they be tompted to launch a massive e strike against:
the U.S. thal could kill 150 million Amoricans? (:VCn 1T they could
replace lheilr industrial Lapaoliy by invading Western Europe.) 2hird,
there is no reascn for the Soviels to belicve the U,.S. would 10La];ate
to & strike on our citiez by altacking Soviet military tarpels at the
expente of our Asmurad Destruction capabilily, T they hit our citios
in a mossive slrike, they would have to expect & vengeful U.8. sbrike
back to kill ax many Ruseians as possible. Perheps the ST0P should have
two different options against Soviet cilies:
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a. Only cnough counter-city strikes withheld for an intrawer deter-
rent 1f they do nol hit our cilies, and

b. Masgive punitive strikeg if they de.

However, 1 do fcel that bellcr protection of our Nalionel Command
and Conlrol system (our “Assured Fxecution" capability) is an important
parl of improving our Assured Destruclion capability. Moving the Spartan
battery -of the Chinesc orlented ABM from New York to Washingbton would
improve our deterrcnt by reducing the chance of a Soviel abtiack against
{the command and control syslem nceded to launch our retaliatory strike.

L recommend that the battery be shified Lo Washinglon.
}
Approved ‘

A7

Dirapproved IS5 Sy

The arguments on our inabilitly to deter small atiacks are more distur-
bing. The impolence of an Assuved Deslruction capabilily in deterring
conventional wars, cte., is already well recognized, and the gaps in our
over-all posture from the days of "messlve retalialion" have largely been
Tilled with conventional forces and tactlical nuclear forces. But a sizable
theoretical gap still remaing bebween tsctical nuclear weapons for baltle-
field use, and strategic forces uvsed in an Assurcd Destruclion task. The
main cxamplc relsed is a large Soviet strike against military targets in
Western Furope, followed by an invasion. f1he question is, of course, what
can the U.S. do to deter such an attack? The Air Force and JCS would
argue that survivable, additionsl Furope-based sbtrike foreces, capable ol
reaching the USSR, would be nceded to maintain a credible deterreni to
this sort of attack. (Unfortwiately, additional, non-survivable weapons
such as QRA ailrcrafl probably invite, rather than deter, this type of
gbrike.) I think we have enough strike forccs in Western Europe to deter
guch a slrike, when backed up by the external forces (SAC and Polaris) o
deter a really masglve strike. Bub if we are to continue o talk of
external. forces in deterring theater war, we had belier oblbain the operva-
tlonal plans to use thom against the Soviet threol lo Furope, without
automatically triggering the sirategic U.S.-USSR exchange that we all
recognize as mutval suicide, Thus, I Delieve our maln requircment for
keeping credible our guarantces to proteci our allices ie a bellter opera-
tional plan, not additional forces bought and justified for this task.

A sccondary guesltion is our delerrent of a large sirike againsi: our
strategic military forces, but nol cilies, in the U.B8. In cold logic a
U.8. responee Lhal strikes their citics is not rational (end hence credible),
capecially when we announce thalt our action would inevitably lead to a
Soviel altack on our citics,

We have a very strong incentlve for beltor operational plamuing to

increase our own counterforce effectivencss, in order to kecp a confident
deterrent of a Soviet atlack constrained Lo our military forces.

No Objection To Declassification 2008/08/24 : NLJ-061-005-1-5-6
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In answer to the specific polnts oh deterrence:

1. I have already cxplained vhy I do not think the difference in
U.8, end Soviets deaths is very rclevanl Lo the measurement of our deter-
rent. lowever, a favorable surviving balance of military forces on both
sides, in an exchange that sparce cities, might scrve to deter such an
exchange. We should improve our operational plans (s10P) to gain as
favorable counterforce resulls as we can.

2. I agrec that we should pay more altention to deterring allacks
on Western Europe, but improved operalional planning would allow us to
obtain a much beller delerrent to these allacks than we now have, with-
oul additional forces,

3. Defenses add to declerrence mostly by protecting our strateglic
forces. Arguing that Boviel uncerlainlics esmbance our dclexrenl is
counter to the ldea of Aspurcd Destruction; we want them to be sure that
they cannot destroy our forces. %The Air Force also argues that defenses
cuhance our deterrent by reducing U.2. fatallbies; if you reject the
difference between Soviet and U.8, fatalitics as a measure of deterrence
(point 1 above), then you reject this point also. There is some merit
in the Air Force arpument thal defenses on ‘both sides introduce a kind
of symmetry: if the Soviets over-estimate their own defensc effectiveness
they will also over-csglimate ours. Bub gince I think the Soviels might
be tempted Lo go to war lo slrike our military forces, but not Just to
strike our clties, only active defense of our military forces is needcd
to acquire this kind of symmetry. Finally, defensc cgalnst an accidental
altack forecloses another way that war might start. In swm, active
defenses might improve our deterrent somewbat, bul no heavier a defense
than the present light ABM deployment is needcd to attain thesc advantages.

L. Accuracy in U.S. offensive migsile programs indirectly helps
our Assured Deslruction capabilily by greatly increasing the cost to
the Soviets of buying survivable offensive missiles, and thus rcducing
their lotal missile payload. But I do nol sce much merit in practice to
the argument that slrong defenses divert Soviet resources from Damage
Timiting programs to thelr own Assurcd Destruction problems., In theory,
the Soviet response to a heavy U.S. defensive program, coupled with our
slrong offensive miszile forces, should be io buy & small nusber of big,
protected or mobile missiles, with penclration aids, smwell RVs and wany
other measures that give them a good peneclration capability bul need not
add a bonus first sluiike capability. In fect, however, they would feel
Torced Lo conbimie produclion of fixed migsiles thal would give them a
large first strike foree, and furthermore their response te a large U.S.
ABM would very likely, although illogically, include & large Soviet ARM,
This would greally complicate our Assuved Destruction task.

No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24 : NLJ-061-005-1-5-6
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5. Present operational plans (such as SIOP) chould nol form the
basis for analyscs of fubure requirements. Operational plans ere presently
nol reviewed in OSD, and they provide for missions that, although desirable,
may not be worth gpending larg: sums on. Titis is easpecilally truc in
strategic forces, where the plan is basically for limiting damage against
a well-defined threst, whercas forces are bought to protect our deterrent
against & potential thrcat faxr in the fubure. Howcver, il seems likely
that the STOP will continue to be quoled Lo us in the futurc ir support
of reguests Tor addilional Torces. Tn this case I feel we must get inlo
the SIOP as the paper al Tab B discusscs, not only to understand what
is there but to carry out improvemenls eo that past incfficienciee not
propagate into future requirements. I recommend you sign Tab B.

Concerning the suggeslion that for a good deterrent our losscs
must be no greater than Soviel logses under all scenarios, this would
lcad to an absolutely open-ended requirement for strategic forces and
would eradicelc lhe disglinction belween a delerrent and a complele war-
Tighling capabilily.

6. It is inaccurale to imply that U.S. programs are driven by Sovict
initietives while the Soviets have a free hand. As your San Francisco
speech illustraled, Soviet programs are also very strongly driven by
whal we do.

B.  Damege Limiting:

1. The JCS believe we should buy Damage Limiling programs designed
to keep ns superior in any war, should delerrence fail, Their strongest
objection to Lhe sglralegy of the DPM ia the lack of a Damege Limiting
program againsl the Soviel Union, rather than to the inadequacy of our
forces for delerrence. Impllcitly the JCE seem Lo ihink that nuclear war
is more likely than we think.

lHowever, 1 see no reason lo change cur position on the infeasi-
bilily of Damage Limiling againsl ‘the USSR, as & basls for planning our
Torces.

2. Dr. Brown argues thatl there is room for the Sovicts 1o keep an
adequate deterrent, and yet for the U.8. to reduce damege significantly.
lThe Army, Air lVoree, and JCS8 all agree thal the Soviets would try lo
regain their deterrent if the U.S. deployed heavy defcnscs, but they need
nol succeed, and in any evenlt would nol return all the way lo their
present, very high level of Assured Desbruction.

I agree that the Soviets would most likely not complelely regain
the gecond glrike capobilily they have loday if the U.8. slarted a mojor
Damege Limiling program. Unfortunately even a partlial response to Nike-X
would lake away most of ita henefit if the Soviets struck firat, as shown
in the following Lable,
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U.S. Fatalities (1977)
(In Miliions)

U.S. Strikes First USSR Strikes First

ND UISI ABM 3 100 120

Posture A ‘
Limited Soviet Response 60 110
Full Soviet Hesponase 100 120

The main point of thig table 1s that even if Posture A cut U.S.
deaths in half if we pre-cmpted, its effects if the Sovieta went first
would be negligible. BSince we worry mosbtly sbout a Boviet first strike,
even a small Soviel response would negate Posture A in the more imporiant
case,

3. fThe JCS and the Navy ergue that forces procured for Assured
Destruction should be cvaluated In war-fighting/wur—terminating scenarios,
But they arc not specific in suggesting how to do thie.

We do iry 1o cvaluale U.S. stralegic forces in war-fighting
scenarios, as ghown in Table 13 of the Strategic Force and Effecliveness
YTables, and pages 17-19 of the DPM. We have repeatedly told the Joint
Staff that we would be happy to ineclude additional tahlce showing "morc
realistic" scenarios, bubt they have been unable to produce them. Similarly,
we would use war-lerminaling scenarios if we or they could design them.

£04
4, Yhe Army gﬁhueé that we can afford to reduce air defenres some-
what if we do not chooge e Damage Limitinp objJeclive against the USSR:
We have no disegreement over Herculee.

You deleted the following paragraph on air defense from the IDPM.
Withoul ihis paragraph no rationale is given for the IDPM alr defense
recommendalions. Unless you decide to buy the F-1P, I recommend you
reinstate this paragraph:

"Continental Air Defense

An improved alr defensze syetem consisting of F-12g with
AVACS is nol Justified with a light ABM. In & Sovicl fivet
strike we would still suffer over 100 million falalitice from
Uweir missiles no matter what we do about air defense. llow-
ever, a modcst air defense system (one which is less costly
than the present system and significantly less costly’ than
the F-12) is justificd to patrol owr air space, to discourege
poesible Nth counlry threals and Lo continve to discourage
Soviel bomber aspirations. We can achieve these objectives

No Objection To Declassification 2009/08/24 : NLJ-061-005-1-5-6
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by gradually phasing down the present system and by continuing
research and developmenl of AWACS. If the AWACS program ie
successful we may want to deploy it with a limited number of
modified F-1068. BSuch a system could also accomplish the
above object,_ivea. It could also be part of & mobile air defense
system which could be used in CONUS and overseas. It could be
used to defend Minuteman mizsiles from bomber attack if we
decide to withhold some of 'I:.hc:=e miggiles for more ‘than 'I:.hree
hours after the steut of a war." =
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L. All the reclamas note an apparenl drcrp in the stated requiremente
for Assured Destruction. fhe 196h DPM dld not define the rcquired level
of Assured Destruclion, but did dlscuss a.lte.rnatlve forces for altacking
150 'cities, or 25% of the population. 'The 1965 DPM said thal 30% Soviel
fatalitics would be a complelely adequatc delerrent, but did not say that
this wag The minimom required. Jesl year's DPM said that 20-30% Assured
Deetruct‘ion fatalities will deter a deliberate Soviet attack, This was
rounded to "one-fifth to one-fourth of the Soviel popula.tmn" in the
posture statement, and then to P0-25% in this ycar's DPM. But the drop
in Asgured Des‘l:.ruci lon requlremanS is more gpparenl than real, since we
have in fact been sensilive to missile-only Assured Destruclion of 20% for -
years.

2. The Navy would not include beounbers in Assured Destruction calcula-
tiong at-all, but I think this conservatism is too extreme. We take steps
to keep missile-only Assured Destruclion fatalitics at or above 20%, and
would not counl on bhombers as a solution Lo a long-term decline in our
capability. However, if the migsile-only Assurcd Destruction dips below
20% for one or two years, we do rely on the bombers to smoolh oul thc dip

. until a miesile solution becomes availabllc.

3. 'The Air Force and the JCS would llave calculations showing sensi-
tivities to a variety of factors: pin-down tactics, fraclional orbit
ballislic systems (I‘OB.;) s failure of penetration aids, other techniecal
rirks.

Although we are careful in our arguments lo cover aress of techni-
cal risk, we should he morce explicit in our caleulationsg on lhe cffeetz of
varioun typec of techniecal filaures. We are preparing a table of sensitivi-
ties to various technical failurce for the Strategic Force and Effectiveness

lebles.
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k. Our Damage Limiting calculations assume -thal bombers are with-
held for a glgnificant part of the Assured Deslruction task, freeing
many missiles Tor altacking military tergete. The Alr Force notes thal
present operating procedures leave the bormbers too.vulnerable to be
safely wilhheld, and therefore we should buy the AM3A which is casler to
withhold., TInstead, the Air Force should follow-up wilh the sleps needed
to give the present bombers an enduring survival capebilily. Bombers are
presently kepl at about U0 home bases, al a very high level of readiness,
Lo be flushed and go to target on 15 minutes of warning of an ICBM atlack.
Against FOBS, SLHMs, or olher measures designed Lo deny warning, & concept
of operations calling for widespread dispcrsal and cyecling of aircraft o
unaltacked beses is an alternative to the Dbebter warning syslems and
shorter warning times that the Alr Force proposes. Widely dispersed bomber
operalion in a erisis 1s particularly well-suited to the nationwide arca
defense of the China-oriented ABM. The enclosed peper (lab B) discusses
bomber operations more fully.

5. All the commenls missed the differcnce belween Tfatalibies in
Assured Deglruction scenarios, where we are very conservalive, and
fatalitiea on both sides in war-Tighling scenarios, where we use more
likely cases. !

. f

6. The JCS comments continue to concentrate very mch on inputs:
Lor instance, they measure offengive forces in terms of tdrgets covered
(not destroyed), or in relation to Soviet offensive forcea, not in terms
of damage potential or U.S. damage avolded; they measure defenses in lermes
of aircralt inlercepted or RVs deslroyed, nol in lerms of fatalitles
incurred H;th and without defenses.

Y. 'The Army notes that they and my office now gel similar results
in similar calculations, thanks Lo the extensive work {hat we did last
winler in getting their concurrence on lhe Straleglc Force and Bifective-
negs l'ables. -

D. On Posture Planning:

L. JCS mnd Air Force both think we way be culling lead times too
cloge or relying toov much on intelligence in owr policy of buying oplione
rather than extra forces agalnst unexpected threabs. lowever, I belicve
the value of buying opbions and hedging our {orccs for Assurcd Destruction
has been well demonsirated in the last two years.

2. The JCS and Air Yorce take too literally our great inlerest in
Assurced Destruction. Where we use the concept only Lo test the adequacy
ol the force, they scem Lo be gelting a message that we are interegted

o, B A e fFae g T
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in no improvemenia or operational capabilities for other than sccond
strike attacks on urban targets. This is in spile of the decision to
improve Poscidon accuracy by buying Stariracker. Dr. Brown has several
times stated that we showld not imnedistely atltack cities skould deter-
rence Tail, as Lf he {thinks 08D would attack cities lmmedialely.

Tt ig understandable from the tone of the DPM that the JCS and the

Alr Force migunderstand our inlerest in accurale systems and in a graduated

miclear altack policy -- rather than jusl attacking Soviet cilties -- in
any war shori of o gencral strategic attack on our cities. Thiz problem
would be solved by some mention in {the DM of whalt we would do Lf deter-

rence failed, followed up by the operations memorandum ('fab B).

The Lollowing tiwo paragraphs, which you deleted from the IDPM, go,
far towards meeling the demand for guidonce on vhat we do if deélerrence
Tails, without buying very heavy defenscs.

"Another objective of our siralegic forces is to reduce
damage Lo the U.S. and ils Allies if a wor does begin. We
can do this moal cffeclively by deterring attacks on our citics.
For oxample, by nol atlacking Soviet cities if they avoid ours,
we can reduce Soviel incentives for attacking U.8. cities.

We might try to lake away the USSR's abilily to destroy
our cities., Adopting this goal would require major spending,
about $40 billion over a len-year period for defensive systems
such ag & heavy anti-ballistic missile (AEM) system and
exlensive anti-bomber defense, in addition to the large costs
of our offenslive forces. Fven thls much money would be wa.ated
when the Soviets reacted Lc} the defensive systems.”

o L T
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The following poragraph, part of whirh you delcoted from the IDPM,
shows some inlerest in a war-Tighting capability within the framework
of the force sized for Assured Destruction:

"IT we could be surc that Soviet forces would follow the
low range of the NIE -- both in qualily and auwnbers -- we should
stert considering smeller strategic forces. Since we have more
than cnough forces for Assurcd Destructlon againal the cxpected
range of ‘Lhreats, we should teke steps to luprove the effeclbive-
ness of thal parl of lhe force aveilable to altack Soviet military
iargets. My reconmendation on an improved guidance system for
Poseidon is such & step.”

Reinstate

£ h s
Leave out -""f Jeh €81 Bt
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E.  On the Threat: '

ALl the commentes noled that this year's National Tnbelligonce
Petimaice of Soviet ICEMs and SIBMs wlll bhe considerably higher than
lagl year's cstimates. Tab A summarlzes the eslimates and discusses
the evidence. In any cvent, the USSR ls almosi certaln to have more
than 1,000 ICBMs by 1972, and could pass lhis murber by 1970.

The change in the threat does nol change our major posiure recommenda-
tions sc long asz we are driven primarily by Assured Destruclion considera-
Liong, since these are in turn driven by the Grealer-Than-Expected Threat
which is much slronger lhan any WIE. The incrceased threat makes Damage
Limiting and a counterforce policy appear yel less feasible.

T would handle changing intellipgence eslimates by:

1. DBringing the intelligence narrative (page § of the TLPM) up to
date.

..M\O
2. In calculabtions involving NIE forccs, use the currenlt agreed NIBE =
numbers (as of March 13, 1966) but indicale in the discussion the semsi~ |
Livity of the results to tle changing Lhredt. ‘1he nevw NIE will nol lcad |- / o ‘ ]
to different posture recommendalions. 3 VA '..{) !
3. Vhen the ncw agreed celimates sre available (mid-November), " . -y
issue a new version of ithe DPM, rcdoing the calculations on the newesl :
egtimales. o . ooE
I} 4/\’- == l> )‘r o
Approved Slne | "k ' ' £

Disapproved y..

Thic dees still leave the guestion of whetler numbers of launchers
arc importent ecnough for political. reasons Lo push us inlo buying more
ICBMs. Aldthouprh nunbers of weapons provide a more meaningful measure of
U.5.-USSR capabilities than docs the nunber of ICPEM jeunchers, the mabex
of weapons wlll. nol boecome a commonly accepled measurc becanse il is
impossible to obaerve and verify. I believe the numbers of launchers
will retain an intuitive importonce, if only because it is mo casy to
count; . -

Lt you feel that the U.5. should not stay at 1,000 ICBMz while the

USSR deploys more than this mumber, the question arises aboul what missile
we should be prepared to deploy.

No Objection To Decﬁe;ssiﬁcaﬁon 2069/08/24 : NLJ-061-005-1-5-6
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A number of studics over the past year have addressed the guestion:
If we need additional land-based missilc payload, whal should the missile
look like and how should it be based? The major study on this question
was STRAT-X. STRAT-X assumed thal we would develop a new Advanced TCBM
with 7,500 1b. payload and studied its basing and concluded that if a
significant incrdase in land.-based payload is needed the missiles should
be defended and deployed with one mliesgile for four 3,000 psi silos. The
renaining three silos are filled with dummy missiles.

One Advanced ICBM and three dummy migsiles cost at leasl as much as
Cfour Mimuteman IIIs and have the same payload, because of the $2.5 billion
I&D necded to develop the Advanced ICBM. It is cheaper to deploy addiiional
Minuteman I0ls in 3,000 psi sllos than to develop and deploy an Advanced
ICHBM and this deployment would have the polilical value ol providing many
more migsiles. Minuleman IIT in 3,000 psi silos cost about $14 million
per silo, or 10% wore than Minuteman ITI in the present 300 psi sllo.

¥. Bummory of Inportant Points Raiged in the Reclamas:

L. Because the calculalions of Assurcd Destruction are so theoretical
and the DFM is so importanl & vehicle to such & large audience, concepts
of Damage Limiling and groduated nuclear response are not receiving
enough atlention in detailed weapon system dcsign or in the preparation
of war plans,.

2. The NATO-approved concept of flexible reaponse should be exlended
to provide a credible nuclear deterrcnt {o nuclear wars that fall phoxl
of all-ocul U.S.-Soviel atlacks on each other's citien. fThis involves
improved operational plans rather than additional forces. ;

3. Novel threate and scneilivilies to technical risks should be
treated more explicitly in the Strategic Force and ¥ifectiveness Tables,
and in nexl year's DPM.

h. Bombers cannot now be withheld to threaten cities in Damage
Limiting calculations and scencarios.

5. By 1972 the Soviels will most Llikely have more ICBMs than we
have programmed, Ve should re-~examine whether we would eccept & situation
where we have a good Assured Destruclion capabilily, but where we huave
only 1,000 1CBMs while the USSR has 1,500 or 2,000,

G. Reclomag of Force Decisiona:

Jhe specilic Torce igsucs roiscd in the rcelamas are presented in
the enclosure for your decision. Exzecepl where noted specifically, DDRE&E
concurs with my recommended albernative. I will preparc a red/green
version of the DPM based on your decirsions,
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