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) )PROPOSED CHANGE IN TERMS OF REFERENCE
L

(8) In July 1963, NORAD asked the JCS and
COSC to amend the NORAD Terms of Reference to add
in specific terms the responsibility. for space de-
fense.* "NORAD believed that this change was neces-
BAYy to insure development of appropriate plans for
aerospace defense of the North American continent.

() .

($) Canada's Air Chief Marshal told the Chair-
man, JCS, that the COSC agreed that NORAD's request
was appropriate from their point of view, but felt
that such an amendment might exceed the scope of
the NORAD agreement. To amend the Terms of Refer-
ence, the COSC believed that the subject would have
to e%F%r diplomatic channels.

Vi

(8) ‘The JCS replied to the COSC in December
that the basic NORAD agreement might need amending
to change the Terms. The JCS felt, however, that
it would be premature for either government to in-
troduce the matter into diplomatic channels.

()
* (g) NORAD had once before, in May 1961, asked for
' a change in its Terms of Reference. At that time,
the JCS had replied that they believed the exist-
ing Terms were broad enough.
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CHAPTER FIVE
NUCLEAR DETONATION AND BW/CW REPORTING SYSTEMS

NUCLEAR DETONATION DETECTION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
(NUDETS 477L)

BACKGROUN
CLHS

(8¥ In September 1959, the JCS transferred
responsibility from CONAD to NORAD for establish-
ment of a nuclear detonation and radiocactive fall-
out warning and reporting system.* In response, on
29 October 1959, NORAD submitted criteria for an
automatic NUDET reporting system to the JCS. The
following year, DOD directed USAF to fund and de-
velop a NUDET system., This system, as specified
later in USAF SOR 189, 22 August 1961, was to pro-
vide information on nuclear detonations in the U.S.
and southern Canada. Its functioan was to furnish
data for alarm, attack assessment, damage assess-
ment, and fallout warning. The NUDETS (477L) Pro-
gram evolved into a Phase I system, which was pri-
marily designed to satisfy requirements for the
National Military Command System in the Washington,
D.C., area; and into a Phase II, nation-wide, sys-
tem. The General Electric Company was awarded a
$6.5 million contract to complete the Phase I sys-
tem and to study the requirements for Phase II.

AACLLé?SS
,LS}SAfter evelopment and deployment of the

Phase I system began, a number of problems appeared,
among them blanking of seismic sensors by radio fre-
quency interference, triggering o¥ electromagnetic
sensors by radio interference and radar, and trig-
gering of optical sensors by radars and the sun.

OA(AS
* (S¥ CONAD had been assigned the responsibility
in December 1956, '




As a consequence, the initial operational capabil-
ity date for the prototype system kept being de-

ferred, slipping from 1 April 1963 to 30 June 1864,
And there was no assurance this date could be met.

STATUS R
ORACEAS

At the end of 1963, solutions to the inter-
ference problems were being actively pursued by the
477L System Project Office (SPO), the MITRE Corpor-
ation, and the General Electric Company, The 477L
SPO advised that considerable progress had been
made and it was hopeful that efforts to solve the
problems would be successful. However, the solu-
tions were considered to be major R&D problems and
the 477L SPO noted that, as current problems were
solved and as redesigned equipments were installed,
new problems were expected to crop up.

UI\\%
In the meantime, the Secretary of Defense

had ordered a study of the over-all NUDETS require-
ment aimed toward relaxing height-of-burst and yield
accuracies for all targets and reducing ground zero
criteria on enough targets to permit use of longer
range sensing techniques. The study was still in
progress at the end of 1963.

BOMB ALARM SYSTEM
AT

ABY A bomb alarm system of sensors at 97 areas
in the CONUS and one each at Thule and Clear became
operational on 1 September 1862. SAC advised in
September 1963 that the Bomb Alarm at its Laughlin
AFB in Texas was no longer needed. ADC asked NORAD
1f this set should be moved or turned back to the
contractor. NORAD replied in November that it had
studied all the possible areas and had settled on
Elmendorf AFB and Eielson AFB in Alaska, But be-
fore finally choosing, NORAD asked that ADC provide
cost estimates for these two bases.









(U) The Army Materiel Command Technical Com-
mittee approved the title for the project as "Chem-
ical and Biological Rapid Warning System, Short
Title NBC.'" Programming documentation and all ref-
erences to this project had been or were to be
changed accordingly.
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CHAPTER SIX
WEAPONS

STATUS OF FORCES

INTERGEPTORS
b

(&) During the last half of the year, the
NORAD regular interceptor force remained constant
at 45 squadrons. Assigned aircralit were down to
900 as compared to the mid-year figure of 929,

BOMARC
)

(36 The BOMARC force remained at ten squadrons

during the period. A significant change in the

force capability occurred when, following the sign-

ing of the Canada/U.S. nuclear agreement, the two

Canadian BOMARC squadrons acquired nuclear warheads.

Both squadrons, 446 SAM Squadron at North Bay and

447 Squadron at LaMacaza, were declared operational

on 16 January 1964,

HAWK
(A)

() The number of Hawk fire units assigned to
NORAD's missile force remained at eight. The ac-
quisition of the Hawk units had come about as a re-
sult of the Cuban Crisis of October 1962.

NIKE ?ERCULES/AJAX

u

(ﬂﬁ The phase-out of the Army National Guard's
Nike Ajax missile force, and transfer of 48 of the
Regular Army's Hercules sites to the ARNG, contin-
ued in the last half of 1963. By the end of Decem-
ber, the Ajax sites were reduced to 19 from a mid-
year total of 34, Thus, during CY 1963, 29 Ajax

: PR K e . ,
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sites had been deleted. Four mor: RA Hercules sites
were transferred to the ARNG during the last six
months of 1963, bringing the current total to 20.
The transfer of these four Hercules units reduced
the Regular Army force to 123 fire units from the

1 July figure of 127.

e CANADIAN WEAPON FORCE

éANADAAy S. NUCLEAR AGREEMENT
)
// (S) The Governments of the United States and
| Canada reached agreement on 16 August 1963 for pro-
l vision of nuclear warheads to Canadian forces. The
I agreement was general in nature and called for de-
‘ tailed procedures to be worked out between the mil-
itary agencies of both countries. Joint Supple-
mentary Arrangements for the CIM-10B (BOMARC) and
the CF-101/AIR-2A were completed on 18 October.
Their purpose was to establish and describe the
procedures governing the provision of nuclear war-
heads.
Lv(
(§) The Supplementary Arrangement for the CIM-
10B stated that USAF would provide:

(1) Nuclear warheads for the CIM-10B
missiles in Canada.

(2) Custodial detachments (three of-
ficers and 23 airmen at each site) as re-
i quired to insure conformance with U.S.

law,

(3) Communications equipment required /
for U.S. purposes exclusively,

The RCAF was to provide: ]

(1) Suitable and secure maintenance j
and storage facilities.

(2) Support for U.S. personnel and
their dependents comparable to that es-
tablished for their own personnel.

e | /S —————



(3) Security measures adequate to cope
with sabotage, hostile attack, espionage,
and subversion.

(4) A reliable system of signal com-
munications as required to fulfill agree-
ents between the two governments.
{w) |
( ) Operational use of the weapon system was
subject to authorization by both governments and
in accordance with procedures established by CINC-
NORAD and approved by Canadian and United States
quthorities. Actual operatlng procedures had yet
to be determined and, in the interim, authority for
the use of the weapon system would be provided
through existing governmental channels and NORAD.
D
L\A( ) Movement of the nuclear warheads from the
.S. to Canadian BOMARC sites was to be accomplished
by USAF airlift and in accordance with approved pro-
cedures and laws of both countries. Storage and
lloading functions would be performed by joint USAF/
'RCAF armament teams, but under control and direction
- ‘of USAF personnel. All maintenance on warheads
'would be done solely by USAF personnel in USAF
Maintenance and Storage facilities. Loading of
.'warheads was to be done by a four-man crew: one
USAF supervisor, one USAF loading crew member, and
'two qualified RCAF armament specialists. A human
ireliability program, for evaluating personnel who
ijwould have access to nuclear weapons or controls,
was to be established. Measures would be taken to
'eliminate persons not compatible with assignment to
i these sensitive areas,
! } ) As a follow-on to the supplementary arrange-
' ment, NORAD, on 28 November, sent a message to the
. RCAF detailing its proposed interim operating pro-
| cedures for the Canadian BOMARC squadrons. These
provided that custody of the warheads would remain
with the U.S. until released by proper U.S. author-
! 1ity. Also, CINCNORAD would, time permitting, con-
i -sult with the JCS and COSC prior to employing these
! nuclear weapons. Release from U.S. custody would be
by CINCONAD only and would be communicated from

w-,’_—_/ i
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é;;;; to the U.S. Warhead Release Officer on duty
jat the Ottawa Sector who would have exclusive ac-
cess to the single U.S. BOMARC Interlock Key. The
Interlock Switch would not be activated until re-
lease authorization had been received from CINCONAD
and authenticated.'
vi
[ Sb Canadlan release authorization would be by
CINCNORAD only. This would be communicated from
NORAD to NNR and then passed to the Canadian Re-
ease Officer on duty at the Ottawa Sector who
would have access to the single Canadian BOMARC
Interlock Key. The Canadian BOMARC Interlock
itch would not be activated until CINCNORAD's
authorization had been received and authenticated.

)

"%g) After the U.S. and Canadian releases had
been received, RCAF CIM-10B's could then be employed
Hn support of the NORAD mission in accordance with

he approved rules of interception and engagement
outlined in NORAD Regulation 55-6. Authentication

yrocedures would be used at each level to confirm
orders associated with the employment of nuclear
‘ eapons.
- )

(S) The first sh1pment of nuclear warheads

or the Canadian BOMARC's arrived at North Bay on
$1 December 1963, However, as the RCAF had not
yet approved the interim operating procedures,

ORAD said that the warheads would have to be
stored under the custody and control of the U.S.
Custodian at each site (North Bay, Ontario, and
LaMacaza, Quebec) . RCAF concurrence in the interim
procedures was received by NORAD on 13 January 1964
pnd by 16 January, both 446 SAM Squadron at North
Bay and 447 SAM Squadron at LaMacaza were declared

perational,

ot % ) As noted above, a Supplementary Arrange-
ent for the CF-101/AIR-2A was also completed on
}8 QOctober 1963, The provisions outlined were
uch the same as for BOMARC nuclear weapons. USAF
would provide the nuclear warheads and custodial
letachments (six officers and 34 airmen at each
QF-lol base with AIR-2A/W-25 weapons) to insure :

|
|
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compliance with U.S. laws. The RCAF was responsi-
ble for providing: secure and suitable storage
facilities, support for U.S. personnel involved,
base security, and a reliable signal communication
system. Procedures for the release of warheads
from United States custody were to be established
by CINCNORAD in accordance with directions from
higher authority. The U.S. custodial detachments
would provide an Alert Duty Officer at all times.
Following declaration of an Air Defense Emergency
by CINCNORAD, the Alert Duty Officer would release
weapons from U.S. custody only when authenticated
release orders had been received through the U.S.
chain of command.

/
/

() : o

(85 Prior to the use of (CF-10! nuclear weapons,
authorization was required from bcth the United
States and Canadian governments. And then only in
accordance with procedures established by CINCNORAD
and approved by U.S. and Canadian authorities.
These procedures had yet to be established and, in
the interim, authority for nuciear weapons use was
to be provided through existing gcvernmental chan-
nels and NORAD.

tw?$) USAF would control distribution of the
warheads and components to Air Force units support-
ing RCAF CF-101 forces. The weapoans would be trans-
ported by USAF airlift to the U.S. custodial detach-
ments. USAF personnel would control all movements
of weapons within Canada. Loading and unloading of
the interceptors was to be done by the RCAF under
direct USAF custodial control. A Human Reliability
Program was to be established in the same manner
as in the BOMARC arrangement.

W)
v (® Unlike the BOMARC sites, the CF-101 bases
had no nuclear storage and maintenance facilities.

It was estimated that construction would not be
completed until Qctober 1964.

i CONSOLIDATION OF CANADIAN INTERCEPTOR FORCE
!

\ (U) On 10 January 1964, the Canadian Govern-
' ment announced that consolidation of the five

A
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Canadian F-101B Voodoo squadrons into three
squadrons was to be effected as an operational ef-
ficiency and economy measure.

Ldk83 The plan required the disbandment of 410
AW Squadron, Uplands (Ottawa), Ontario, on 31
March and 414 AW Squadron at North Bay, Ontario,
on 30 June 1964. The unit establishments of 425
Squadron, Bagotville, Quebec, and 416 Squadron,
Chatham, New Brunswick, would be increased thereby
from 12 to 18 aircraft on 31 March 1964. 409 AW
Squadron at Comox, British Columbia, would retain
its current status of 12 aircraft. Nuclear stor-
age facilities were to be provided for F-101B war-
heads at Chatham, Bagotville, and Val d'Or (a dis-
persal base), by 31 October 1964. Although no
specific date was given, Comox was also to get
nuclear storage facilities.

NORAD MISSILE FORCE

BOMARC A PHASE-OUT

U’D(sj At the end of August 1963, USAF advised
ADC that it had decided to delete all BOMARC A
missiles during FY 1965. This would affect five
of the eight U.S. BOMARC squadrons. Two of these,
which had A missiles only, the 6th ADMS at Suffolk
County AFB and the 30th ADMS at Dow AFB, would be
disbanded entirely. The other three affected
s.quadrons, at Langley AFB, McGuire AFB, and Otis
AFB, equipped with a mixture of A and B weapons,
would continue operations with their B missiles
only. It would not affect the remaining three
squadrons, at Duluth, Kincheloe, and Niagara,
armed entirely with B missiles. Thus, following
the BOMARC A deletion, NORAD would have six U.S.
squadrons of BOMARC B's, five equipped with 28
launchers, and one (the 35th ADMS at Niagara) with
48 launchers. USAF had asked ADC to submit a plan
for coordinating the phase-out and, in turn, ADC
requested NORAD's views.




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

,JA

""(8) NORAD learned that the FY 1965 BOMARC A
operating funds were cut from $8.3 million to $3.5
million, which would allow for approximately six
months operations. Therefore, on this basis, NORAD
proposed that the BOMARC A's be phased out at Lang-
ley AFB, McGuire AFB and Otis AFB, during the first
quarter of FY 1965, and those at Dow AFB and Suf-
folk County AFB to follow in the second quarter.
ADC's plan, nicknamed Rack Up, followed NORAD's
recommendations closely but scheduled a gradual
phase-out rather than an abrupt shut down on a
given date, It planned the phase-out of the A
missiles as they came due for inspection, which
was at the rate of about 10 per month. ADC felt
that this schedule would keep a measure of opera-
tional capability over a longer period of time,
prevent the generation of an excessive maintenance
and supply manhour backlog, and still make the
phase-out within the required time period.

NORAD REQUIREMENT TO RESITE NIKE HERCULES UNITS

N
i v (%) NORAD wanted to resite a portion of its
"f Nike Hercules force to insure a more effective and
survivable defense. The need was stated to the
JCS in JSOP-68 on 14 January 1963, in a follow-up
letter of 22 February, and in NADOP 1965-74 in
June , ¥

L\}\\ A

£) Again on 19 July, in a letter to JCS,
NORAD restated its position and recommended that
the Hercules resiting plan, as outlined in NADOP
1965-74, be approved for early implementation.
The plan called for the resiting of some 52 Herc-
ules fire units. Because the Hercules had a
greater range than the Ajax, their location in
Ajax sites did not take advantage of this capabil-
ity. Also, the resiting would have the additional

* (S) For details on NORAD's Hercules resiting
plan, see NORAD/CONAD Historical Summary, Jan-
Jun 1963, pp. 65-66.
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advantage of increasing survivability since units
would be located farther from the target areas
they were defending. NORAD also felt that the
increasing Soviet submarine-launched cruise mis-
sile capability, plus the bomber threat from Cuba,
warranted deploying eight more Hercules units to
the southeastern area. Four of the eight units
were to come from the Thule area which NORAD no
longer regarded as a likely bomber target as it
was within Soviet IRBM range. SAC did not object
to their removal. It was advocating improvements
to the existing warning systems. SAC said that
the key to accomplishment of its mission was the
receipt of credible and reliable warning, rather
than defense of its bases. The other four fire
units would be made excess by the over-all resiting
and deletion plan. Plans called for their siting
along a line from Charleston to Jacksonville. This
would provide a perimeter defense along the most
likely approach routes to industrial areas of the
i interior,

W

(SS The JCS replied on 7 August that a deci-
sion on NORAD's proposals was being deferred until
the Army had completed its CONUS air defense stud-
ies. The reason was that the Army study included
"the question of Nike Hercules redeployment. NORAD
got copies of the Army studies on 29 January 1964,
but the JCS had not made any decision.

INTERCEPTOR SURVIVABILITY

CHECK OF INTERCEPTOR STATUS

() : .

(8) It was estimated that the BMEWS warning

time would be 15 minutes in the event of a surprise
ICBM attack. To provide for the survival of enough
of its regular interceptors to meet any follow-on
manned bomber attack, NORAD required certain alert
minimums, The Alfa, or normal, alert status was as
follows:

(1) At bases where, in an emergency,
flushing fighters to dispersal points was

'1llllIllllllIl-lllll-lllllllllIlIlllI[ 75]------IIIIIIIIIIII-II--I---I
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required: one-third of the aircraft was
to malntain an alert posture of not more
than 15 minutes.

(2) At bases where flushing was not
required: one-third of the interceptors
was to maintain an alert status of not
more than one hour.

N

\ (8) NORAD ran a spot check of the regular in-
terceptor force at 0001Z 28 August 1963. Results
showed that only 21.5 percent of the force were on
a survivable status as opposed to the one-~third
minimum specified in NORAD Regulation 55-3. In-
cluded in the reasons given by the regions for the
shortcoming were: interceptor improvement pro-
grams, insufficient aircrew authorization, and
aircrew training requirements. Because of the
USAF ADC ratio of 1.2 crews per aircraft, aircrews
were sometimes working the 75 hours maximum in a
week and their squadrons had to be granted an
alert waiver., As a remedy for this part of the
over-all problem, ADC asked USAF to approve estab-
lishment of a 1.5 aircrew-to-aircraft ratio.

U’:}S’) On the basis of unofficial approval, ADC
planned to go ahead with the program at once, ADC
estimated that it could man 24 squadrons to the
desired 1.5 aircrew figure by July 1964. Priority
was to be given to units at McChcrd AFB and Seymour-
Johnson AFB because of commitments in Alaska and
at Key West. NORAD did not plan any other changes
at this time for it believed that its objectives
for interceptor survival could be met within the
-framework of its current directives.

INTERCEPTOR DISPERSAL

LJ}(S? ADC Dispersal Plan. In June 1961, the
JCS directed NORAD to develop plans for increasing
the survivability of the air defense system against
a ballistic missile and follow-on bomber attack.
The plans were to include provision for interceptor
dispersal. In line with NORAD's requirements, ADC
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drew up a permanent dispersal plan that was ap-
proved by DOD in late 1962,

&Ja(ss In Ngvember 1963, Congress authorized $45
million for the FY 1964 implementation of ADC's
permanent interceptor dispersal plan, However,
this was $6 million less than required by ADC's
plan. And while Congress had authorized $45 mil-
lion, only $39 million was appropriated. USAF
indicated that possibly an additional $6 million
could be appropriated for FY 1965, but even so, a
plan was needed for the saving of some $5 million.

\f\(g) ADC told USAF on 19 December, that the
cutback left them with two alternatives: either
a cut in the scope of construction at all dispersal
bases or the total deletion of the Phase III* con-
struction at some of the low priority bases. But,
it added, the present construction program was al-
ready on an austerity basis and further cuts would
jeopardize operations. Therefore, ADC said that
deletion of low priority bases was the course it
intended to take,

VD(S) Still to be considered was the use of
Canadian bases. Their strategic location and rel-
atively low development cost made them highly de-
sirable for consideration in the over-all dispersal
plan. Unfortunately, arrangements with Canada for
their use had not been completed. ADC, therefore,
told USAF that commitment of the limited funds for
interceptor dispersal would not be made until the
question of the Canadian bases had been settled.

AN
U (8) Dpispersal Support. Coupled with intercep-
tor dispersal was the problem of airlift support.

\)’j

* (§) Phase III was the designation for bases which
would have the best dispersal facilities. These
bases would be able to accommodate four or six
fighters on permanent dispersal (depending on
whether squadrons were unit equipped with 18 or
24 aircraft), and would have nuclear storage
facilities for eight sorties per aircraft.

_ e EEEEEE—————————
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The ADC War Plan Basic outlined the aircraft force
that would be assigned for support of interceptor
dispersal, This would consist of support aircraft
-assigned to ADC divisions, the 4650th Combat Sup-
port Squadron (9 C-54's and 27 C-123's), and four
CONAC Reserve Wings (151 C-119's) made available
to ADC by TAC under existing USAF War Plans. By
law, the use of reserve forces depended on mobili-
zation following the declaration of a national
emergency by either Congress or the President, or
by declaration of war by the Congress. Since
either was unlikely to happen before DEFCON 1, NORAD
doubted that reserve forces would be available in
time to support dispersal requirements. Even as-
suming that the reserve aircraft were available,
ADC had estimated that only 25 percent could react
in the first two hours following mobilization.
These, and other, problems caused concern for the
effectiveness of interceptor dispersal in the event
of an emergency.

W

() In a letter to ADC on 14 October 1963,

NORAD recommended measures for increasing the air-
lift support capability. One way, NORAD said,
would be to give C-130 aircraft to the 4650th Com-
bat Support Squadron. Another would be to make
better use of regular airlift forces.* NORAD also
felt that if reserve forces had to be used, consid-
eration should be given to the distance between re-
serve airlift units and the fighter bases for which
they were responsible. NORAD wanted a set-up where-
by an airlift support unit would be located within
one hour's flying time of its assigned interceptor
unit.

* (8) Only 12 of the 4650th's 36 aircraft were pro-
grammed for this purpose. Also, several MATS and
TAC units when on dispersal, were close enough to
interceptor dispersal bases to be used for airlift
support. Some of these units had no assigned tasks
for 72 hours after an initial nuclear attack.



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

v

(Sﬁ Since airlift support for the interceptor
dispersal plan was essential, NORAD asked for ADC's
cooperation in rectifying the present deficiencies.
ADC was to study the matter and reply by year's end.

NORAD WEAPON REQUIREMENTS
IMPROVED MANNED INTERCEPTOR

U“A\(S) Throughout 1963, NORAD continued to seek a
long~standing requirement -- the Improved Manned
Interceptor (IMI). NORAD wanted a supersonic, long-
range manned interceptor that could operate effi-
ciently at both high and low altitudes. The air-to-
surface missile capability attributed to Soviet
bombers made a long-range capability essential,.
Current NORAD interceptors did not have the neces-
sary range. Also, the proposed fire control system
for the IMI, the ASG-18, would provide improved ca-
pabilities over systems presently in use. These
improvements included: extended radar pick-up
range, internally computed navigation and attack
information, and automatic missile firing. Thus,
the IMI would be able to attack enemy forces far-
ther from target areas, reduce reaction time, and
operate effectively beyond contiguous radar cover-
age or in a degraded ground control environment.

c A

Y (8) NORAD's Objectives Plan, NADOP 65-74, June
1963, called .or a gradual replacement of the cur-
rent interceptor force over the next ten years with
a smaller but more survivable and effective IMI
force. NORAD wanted 15 IMI squadrons (12 U.S. and
three Canadian) of 18 aircraft each, NORAD hoped
for introduction of the IMI with one squadron in
1968 and build up to 15 by 1970.

L%ké) The Air Force's Continental Air Defense
Study (CADS), 10 May 1963, recommended 12 IMI
squadrons (216 aircraft). The CADS report said
that in its wargames, "The IMI destroyed bombers
farther from CONUS and population centers in Canada
than any other weapon system studied. It was the
only weapon which was able to destroy supersonic
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bombers with acceptable success.” NORAD told the
JCS in August that it supported the CADS recommend-
ation and, in addition, recommended that the RCAF
buy three squadrons (54 aircraft) during the same
time period. "The IMI should be afforded first
priority in the expenditure of air defense funds
allocated to meet the manned bomber threat,' NORAD
declared.

() .

(85 General Curtis LeMay, the Air Force Chief
of Staff, had also supported the CADS recommenda-
tions for the IMI to the Secretary of the Air Force.
But he said that the 12 IMI squadron force was a
minimum requirement. Any cuts in the current in-
terceptor force were acceptable only after the IMI
had been acquired and proven reliable,

C W)

\M'(8) At the end of the year, the JCS and NORAD
were both awaiting action by the Secretary of De-
fense on a JCS proposal submitted on 6 November,
It recommended the acquisition of 162 IMI's during
the period FY 1965 to FY 1969,

IMPROVED INTERCEPTOR FOR ALASKA

) , .
(85 Over flights of the Alaskan NORAD Region

by Soviet aircraft in March 1963 clearly showed
the inadequacy of the F-102. Since an Improved
Manned Interceptor was not available, CINCAL
sought the F-4C (Air Force version of the high-
performance Phantom currently employed by the Navy).
However, this aircraft would not be available in
time to solve the immediate problem, So a plan
for temporary assistance was developed, calling for
deployment of eight (later, ten) F-106's to Elmen-
dorf AFB. Two conventionally-armed F-106's were
to be on five-minute alert at both Galena and King
Salmon. The operation, given the nickname White
Shoes, went into effect on 17 July 1963. While
White Shoes partially took care of the Alaskan
problem for the moment, what was needed was a
solution for the period until NORAD got the IMI.




L
(36 At any rate, study of the situation by
NORAD, ADC, and ALCOM continued., On 19 July,
NORAD proposed to ADC that one F-106 squadron of
18 aircraft be transferred from Selfridge AFB to
Elmendorf AFB as soon as possible. NORAD also
recommended that provision be made for an MB-1
nuclear capability for the F-106's. NORAD sug-
gested cutting the Alaskan F-102 squadron from 40
to 18 aircraft.
oA
€)) By mid-September, no solution had been
reached, so NORAD asked ADC and ANR to continue
with the White Shoes program indefinitely. NORAD
added that due to cold weather operating diffi-
culties, ANR could cut the number of F-106's on 5-
minute alert from four to two, plus two aircraft
on 15 minutes. Deployment of the alert aircraft
was to be at the discretion of the Commander ANR.

3
VN
Y (£) Then on 20 September, ADC advised USAF
and NORAD that because of the lack of adequate fa-
cilities and other considerations, Alaskan Air
Command (AAC) could not accept the permanent as-
signment of any available improved interceptor.
> AAC had suggested continuing White Shoes, but cut-
ting it from ten to eight F-106 aircraft. AAC es-
timated that F-106 rotation would be required for
at least two more years.
W \

(é) Matters were further complicated when, on
26 September, USAF told NORAD that from a cost ef-
fectiveness standpoint, the permanent TDY deploy-
ment of the F-106's to Alaska could not be sup-
ported. USAF recommended a modified White Shoes
operation (based on peak Soviet air activity per-
iods) and improvements to existing facilities
which would give optimum use of Alaska's F-102's,
Comments on these proposals were invited.

N

U7 (€) CINCAL, in his reply, told USAF that his
headquarters could not determine an operational
concept for an interceptor force based on a peak
activity period. Therefore, he recommended con-
tinuing the current F-106 deployment. As for the
work required on airfield improvements for better
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F-102 use, only three airfields fully met the re-
quirements: Nome, as the primary alert base, and
either Umiat or Point Barrow, as a limited turn-
around base. Nome would cost $30 million, Point
Barrow $14.5 million, and Umiat $31 million. Thus,
the estimated airfield improvement costs would run
from a low of $44.5 million to a high of $61 mil-
lion.
)

(%) NORAD, in its reply to USAF in October,
outlined the following points in advocating con-
tinuance of the current White Shoes and allocation
of F-4C's when available:

(1) The requirement for an improved
air defense capability in Alaska had not
diminished.

(2) 1In lieu of the availability of
the IMI and F-4C, the F-106 was a suita-
ble interim solution.

{3) Intrusion of the Alaskan airspace
by Soviet aircraft was unpredictable and
unrelated to any Soviet peak activity
periods. Therefore, the modified White
Shoes proposal on a part-time or random
basis was not considered feasible.

(4) Improvement of existing facili-
ties was not practical from a cost effec-
tiveness or time standpoint.

(5) Existing facilities in Alaska

were adequate for F-106 operations and

{or the F-4C when it became available.

(83 By mid-December, USAF decided to continue
rotating the F-106's to Alaska to meet the immedi-
ate need. However, USAF adv1sed that other altern-
atives would be studied.



CHAPTER SEVEN
EXERCISES, TRAINING AND PROCEDURES

EXERCISES

TOP RUNG
(W

(¢ In 1960, 1961, and 1962, a large-scale,
NORAD-wide, exercise called Sky Shield, had been
held. And, continuing with this program, NORAD
planned to run Sky Shield IV in August or September
1963. But SAC objected. SAC felt that the train-
ing derived for its crews was considerably less
than that received on normal training missions and
that the expense and effort were not warranted. SAC

i favored the SAC/NORAD program for region exercises,
CINCNORAD, on the other hand, felt that semi large-
scale exercises were no substitute for Sky Shield.

- But the JCS supported SAC and Sky Shield IV for

1963 was cancelled. However, the JCS provided

that a SAC/NORAD report was to be submitted by 1

January 1964 which would include recommendations

for a possible resumption of the Sky Shield-type

of exercise for FY 1965.

LVO

QS{ With Sky Shield for 1963 cancelled, the

JCS directed SAC and NORAD to hold four quarterly

air defense exercises designed on a mutually satis-

factory basis. The original plan had been to have

one, command-wide, large-scale exercise (Sky Shield),

and three smaller exercises, called Top Rung, one

to be run in each of the three NORAD training areas,

Eastern, Central, and Western (which included Alas-

ka). The revised plan provided for four Top Rung

exercises during FY 1964. Their purpose was to

evaluate concepts of strategic and defensive air

operations and provide maximum training for selected

areas of the NORAD system. They were also to pro-

vide SAC with the opportunity to evaluate penetra-

tion tactics with a given defense environment.
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(ﬂ6 The first such exercise, Top Rung I, was
held on 10-11 October in the Eastern area; Top Rung
II was held on 6 December in the Central training
area., Two exercises were planned for the Western
and Eastern areas in March and June of 1964.

SWIFT %ICK
(N

(8) 1In August 1963, NORAD ran another of its
"no-notice'" operational effectiveness checks. Swift
Kick 2 was implemented at 1800Z on 29 August, via
the Voice Alerting Network, Assembly of region and
sector battle staffs was to be as fast as possible.
Units were to attain Delta status as quickly as
possible and to load and man all weapons.

Cd%s? An analysi

ysis of the test showed that the
regions averaged one minute to acknowledge imple-
mentation, which was one minute less than the pre-
vious Swift Kick on 7 May 1963. Region battle
staffs averaged nine minutes to assemble, which
was six minutes better than the 7 May check. It
took an average of two hours and 21 minutes for
- the regions to attain Delta status, which compared
favorably with the two hours and 24 minutes required
during the last weapon loading conducted in October
1962. However, two regions had not reported Delta
status prior to fadeout at 2100Z, and were computed
as reaching Delta in three hours (the duration of
the exercise).

(W)

(8) 1t took two hours for 76 percent of the
combat-ready interceptors to reach Delta, 48 per-
cent having made it during the first hour. During
the weapons-loading check of 2 October 1962, 73
percent of the combat-ready aircraft had attained
Delta status within one hour. Of the Nike fire
units involved, 81 percent had reached Delta with-
in one hour. There were 318 BOMARC missiles on
two-minute status at 1800Z, and by 1815Z, 319 were
reported on Delta. This figure stayed comnstant for
the remainder of the check.




(85 Over-all, the check had shown a marked
improvement over the previous test of 7 May. But
NORAD felt that the results of Swift Kick 2 empha-
sized the urgent need for an Automatic Attack Warn-
ing System and improvements to the present system.

DESK TOP VI

: L’\D(ﬁﬁ To maintain an integrated and effective
force, NORAD had a continuing requirement for ex-
ercising the entire command and control, warning
and communication system. The command post exer-
clse, Desk Top VI, was designed to meet this need
for FY 1964. Desk Top VI was currently being run
in three parts -- the first having been held on 10
December 1963,

Y .

(63 Part I consisted of three phases. The
first, or pre-battle phase, was a simulated intel-
ligence buildup with corresponding increased states
of readiness throughout NORAD during a several day
period prior to 10 December. Phase two, the air
battle portion, was based on estimates of Soviet
Bloc tactics, materiel and capabilities. This in-
cluded the use of ICBM, SLBM, and bomber forces.
The third, or post-battle, phase involved all NORAD
elements. Battle damage was assessed, force de-
ployment reviewed, and necessary actions taken to
prepare for future operations.

L"Q(;zs') part II, scheduled for 10 March 1964, was
planned to take up where Part I left off and would
be run with the forces computed as having survived
the air battle phase of Part I.

¥y
t () Part III would be a rerun of Part I but
run as a '""no-notice" alert. The purpose was to
test the operational readiness and responsiveness
of the NORAD command and control system to a sur-
prise attack.

Ae————— e
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STRICOM/NORAD EXERCISES
()

(8) The United States Strike Command (STRICOM),
with headquarters at MacDill AFB, Tampa, Florida,
had come into being on 18 October 1961, 1In Febru-
ary 1963, CINCNORAD had been approached by General
Paul D. Adams, CINCSTRIKE, on the question of NORAD
forces taking part in STRICOM's large air/ground
exercises. STRICOM had two exercises scheduled

for the year, Coulee Crest in May in the Yakima,
Washington, area, and Swift Strike III in August

in North and South Carolina. CINCNORAD agreed and
ADC unilts participated in both exercises.

U'\\(S’) The extent of NORAD's future participation
was to be decided after evaluation of Swift Strike
I11. Evaluation indicated that ithere was a definite
ADC role in this type of joint operation, but there
were still several problems to be resolved between
STRICOM and NORAD. By the end of the year no firm
agreements had been reached and ADC participation
in STRICOM's "Desert Strike," scheduled for May
1964, was indefinite.

KEY CHAIN

L“B(ﬁs K . .

ey Chain was a JCS-sponsored, world-wide,
Command Post exercise held 7-11 October 1963. It
was designed to exercise limited war contingency
plans and procedures.with emphasis on the JCS Emer-
gency Action Procedures. CONAD participation was
confined to that of the Battle Staff, COC and the
Battle Staff Support Center. Because the exercise
did not escalate into a general war situation,
CONAD participation was limited to preparation for
an air attack which did not occur.

IDENTIFICATION AND AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL
IFF MARK XII
)
UA(Ss Electronic identification of friend from

foe (IFF) was a vital factor in air defense opera-
tions. NORAD's present equipment for accomplishing

-
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this was the IFF Mark X SIF system. However, this
system had proven to be inadequate in full-scale
exercises. Security of the identification codes
could not be maintained and in any air battle there
was the risk of destroying a large number of friend-
ly aircraft. What was needed, therefore, was a
system to increase NORAD's capability to provide
safe passage to the SAC Emergency War Order aircraft
and to identify other essential traffic during hos-
tilities,

L) (8 Back in December 1960, NORAD had asked the
JCS for limited implementation of a new crypto-
secure system, the Mark XII IFF. Later testing
proved it to be highly reliable and, on 19 April
1963, the JCS approved implementation on a priority
basis., The required funds were to be included in
the Five-Year Force Structure and Finance Program
beginning in FY 1964.

‘UD
! L (53 Under the JCS priority schedule, all units
in North America were to be equipped during the
1965-1968 period. First priority would be given to
the NORAD ground environment and the SAC Emergency
War Order force.

STANDARDIZATION OF POP-UP CRITERIA FOR ADA DEFENSE
UNITS '

U)\\(,‘8’) NORAD had prescribed special rules for Air
Defense Artillery (ADA) units to enable them to act
quickly against low-flying enemy aircraft or missiles
that had escaped manned interceptor or BOMARC de-
fense., Where timely identification or tactical di-
rection was not possible, ADA defense commanders
were authorized to act autonomously and engage and
destroy "Pop-Up" targets., This procedure would fol-
low the declaration of Air Defense Emergency and im- .
plementation of SCATER/ESCAT by which the majority
of non-essential air traffic would be grounded. How-
ever, instructions in NORADM 55-5, 15 July 1963, per-
mitted each NORAD region to determine its own pop-up
criteria which resulted in wide variations between
regions. Because this created a potential danger to
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friendly aircraft travelihg from one region to
another, each with its own criteria, standardiza-
tion was considered essential,

LM\(Sﬁ NORAD, on 4 October 1963, sent a letter

to all regions proposing the following standardi-
zation of Pop-Up criteria:

(1) A ground speed of 300 knots or
more.

(2) An altitude of 15,000 feet or
less (mean sea level).

_ (3) Any altitude when the ground
speed exceeded 1100 knots.

D

(8 The regions generally accepted the NORAD
proposal. However, the 28th and 29th Regions ex-
pressed the view that reduction of the 1100-knot
speed factor would be required to allow for enemy
air-to-surface and submarine-launched cruise mis-
siles, which had an estimated speed range as low
as 700 to 800 knots. NORAD concurred and settled
on a figure of 800 knots as suitable. An amendment
to NORADM 55-5, incorporating the standardization
of pop-up criteria, was drawn up and subsequently
approved early in February 1964.

SCATER

kasﬁ Background. NORAD had been trying for
some time to publish a mew directive on SCATER
(Security Control of Air Traffic and Electromag-
netic Radiations). Publication was held up because
the CONELRAD (Control of Electronic Radiation) plan,
which directly affected SCATER, was being revised
by DOD and FCC. Finally, on 12 January 1963, the
JCS directed NORAD to revise 1its SCATER planning
in collaboration with FAA, and to assume that
CONELRAD would be changed to control only accurate
navigation aids. Thus, NORAD's requirements in the
proposed SCATER plan called for control of accurate
navigation aids only (i.e., VOR, VORTAC, TACAN,




LORAN, and SHORAN). 1In line with this, NORAD pro-
posed to change the title from SCATER to SCATANA
(Security Control of Air Traffic and Air Naviga-
tion Aids).,

(U) Status. By October 1963, the revised
SCATER plan had been developed by NORAD and FAA to
a point where outside coordination with other agen-
cies was appropriate. Also in October, NORAD sent
its proposed SCATER requirements to the JCS and
COSC for their approval. The JCS replied on 19
November that the proposed NORAD requirements doc-
ument was approved in principle as a guide for fur-
ther development of the SCATER plan. Following
this, a meeting was held in Washington to acquaint
the FCC (Federal Communications Commission) with
the status of the SCATER revision program and to
discuss the draft plan as it pertained to FCC rules
and regulations. The FCC representative asked for
copies of the draft for later study and that the
FCC be represented in all future meetings. NORAD
sent the requested documents on 23 December along
with formal assurance of FCC participation.

b : (U) It was expected that Canadian review of
the NORAD requirements would be completed prior to
a meeting to be held later in Canada. Representa-
tives from NORAD, FAA, RCAF and the Canadian DOT
would try to make the U.S. and Canadian SCATER
plans as compatible as possible.

TRAINING
AIRBORNE JAMMING SYSTEM

LVO(S’) Background. NORAD's efforts to get an
airborne electronic jamming system to give adequate
electronic warfare training to its forces dated
back to a NORAD Qualitative Requirement (NQR) of 1
June 1961. This had been sent to ADC for submission
to USAF. The NQR called for the development of ECM
pods with interchangeable jammers to cover all ten
frequency bands used by NORAD forces. They were to
be self-contained, detachable pods that could be
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carried by any faker target aircraft, including

UE interceptors. NORAD learned that USAF had re-
leased funds in March 1963 to buy 155 QRC-160 ECM
pods. But comparison of the QRC-160 pods with
NORAD's requirement revealed three major deficien-

cies:
(1) Lack of frequency coverage and
power output.
(2) Lack of ECM deception techniques,
k“\ (3) Lack of growth potential.

(8) Therefore, on 15 May 1963, NORAD told ADC
that the QRC-160 pod was not acceptable and asked
it to take action with USAF to insure procurement
of a pod system that would meet the NORAD require-
ment. Also, on the following day, NORAD asked the
JCS to levy a requirement on the services to equip
the component and augmentation forces with an ECM
pod system as specified in the NQR of 1961,

L-\D

(26 Status. On 5 September 1963, NORAD sent
representatives to the JCS to discuss the ECM pod
requirements outlined in NORAD's letter of 16 May.
USAF was still proposing procurement of the QRC-160
pod and NORAD could not agree that it was acceptable.
Testing of this system had been underway at Eglin
AFB since February 1963. Results had not established
whether the QRC-160 would measure up to NORAD's re-
quirements.

w

(8) The JCS advised on 19 November that the
Air Force Systems Command had evaluated the NQR and
found it to be technically feasible, but that it
would cost about $101 million. Monetary considera-
tions had to be taken into account, the JCS said, so
NORAD should restate its NQR in priorities by fre-
quency. Another request was that NORAD monitor the
development and testing of the Navy AN/ALQ-31B and
the Air Force AN/ALQ-71V, both of which appeared to
partially satisfy NORAD's requirement. Because of
the above, the JCS said it was inadvisable to put
a levy on the services for NORAD's requirement.
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Meanwhile, USAF was looking into the suitability
of the Navy ALQ-31B pod.

SAC/NORAD INTERCEPT TRAINING

(U) The question of safe procedures for SAC/
NORAD joint intercept training continued to be of
concern during 1963. The testing and evaluation of
new positive target control systems was underway,
but interim measures were urgently required to in-
crease training. The NORAD Western Training Area
had adopted satisfactory criteria for target sep-
aration that had been used with target aircraft
provided by the 801lst Air Division. Based on
these criteria, NORAD proposed to SAC on 14 Octo-
ber 1963 the revision of paragraph 4h to SAC/NORAD
Regulation 51-6, The proposal provided that exer--
cises or training missions with multiple aircraft
strikes that had been cleared for intercept activ-
ity would be planned so as to provide a minimum of
fifteen nautical miles between aircraft in an ECM
environment and five nautical miles in a clean en-
vironment. The present minimums were five and
three miles, respectively. As each aircraft in a
formation had to be identified as a separate tar-
get, NORAD felt that the increased spacing would
reduce the number of intercepts lost due to lack
of positive target identification.

(U) At a meeting on 9-10 December, SAC con-
curred in the revision as proposed.

\A\(Ss Another long-time concern of NORAD's was
the restriction of the use of armed interceptors
for SAC/NORAD training. The use of armed inter-
ceptors had been suspended in April 1961 follow-
ing the accidental shooting down of a B-52 by an
ANG F-100.%

* (U) See NORAD/CONAD Historical Summary, Jul-Dec
1961, pp. 54-55.



(33 In January 1962, ADC had stated that the
continuous loading and unloading of interceptors
put an untenable workload on the command. It was
ADC's opinion that armed intercepts should be re-
sumed by all interceptors, except the F-101 (due
to an inadvertant firing of a missile), based on a
certification by technical agencies of the Air
Force Systems Command (AFSC) that armed intercepts
could be made with safety. The F-101 was also to
be included after a Technical Order compliance
completed on 15 January 1962, However, in June of
that year, a review of the modifications to the
interceptor force fire control systems showed that
further investigation was required to ensure maxi-
mum safety. AFSC was asked to make a feasibility
study in August 1962 to see whether it was possible
to provide a fail-safe device that would give the
safety required. The matter continued to receive
further study and investigation throughout 1963
but no final solution had been achieved,

A

\ ($§ In a letter of 7 January 1964, NORAD
asked ADC to find out the number of day-to-day
intercept sorties lost due to lack of time for
down-loading. NORAD wanted to determine the val-
i1dity of reopening discussions with SAC on the
subject.
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GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

AAC Alaskan Air Command

AAWS Automatic Attack Warning System

ADA Air Defense Artillery

AFSC Air Force Systems Command

ALCOP Alternate Command Post

ALRI Airborne Long Range Input

ARADCOM Army Air Defense Command

ATR Azimuth Time Recorder

AUTODIN Automatic Digital Network

AUTOVON Automatic Voice Network

AWAC Airborne Warning and Control

BIRDIE Battery Integration and Radar Dis-
play Equipment

BMEWS Ballistic Missile Early Warning
System

BOD Beneficial Occupancy Date

BUIC Back-Up Interceptor Control

CADIN Continental Air Defense Inte-
gration North

CADS Continental Air Defense Study

cC Control Center

CMC Cheyenne Mountain Complex

CONAD Continental Air Defense Command

CONELRAD Control of Electromagnetic Radia-
tions

CONUS Continental United States

coscC Chiefs of Staff Committee (Canada)

DA Department of the Army

DC Direction Center

DCA Defense Communications Agency

DCS Defense Communications System

DDR&E Director Defense Research and En-
gineering

DEW Distant Early Warning Line

DIA Defense Intelligence Agency
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DOD Department of Defense

DOT Department of Transport (Canada)

DRB Defence Research Board (Canada)

ECCM Electronic Counter Counter Measures

ECM Electronic Counter.Measures

EMP Electro~-Magnetic Pulse

ERBM Extended Range Ballistic Missile

ESCAT Emergency Security Control of Air

. Traffic

ESD Electronic Systems Division

FaAA Federal Aviation Agency

FD Frequency Diversity

FOC Final Occupancy Capability

GObC Ground Observer Corps

ICBM Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile

IMI Improved Manned Interceptor

I0C Interim Occupancy Capability

JTD Joint Table of Distribution

MCL Mid-Canada Line

MITRE Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Research and Engineering (Corporation)

NASA National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration

NBC Short title for: Chemical and Bio-
logical Rapid Warning System

NCC NORAD Control Center

NGCI NORAD Ground Control Intercept Sta-
tion

NMCS ' National Military Command System

NNR Northern NORAD Region

NQR NORAD Qualitative Requirement

NRL Naval Research Laboratory

NSA National Security Agency

NUDETS Nuclear Detonation Detection and

Reporting System (477L)

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense
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PARL Prince Albert Radar Laboratory
(Canada)

PCP Program Change Proposal

PD Passive Detection

RAND Research and Development Corporation

RCA Radio Corporation of America

R&D Research and Development

SACEUR Supreme Allied Commander Europe

SAGE Semi-Automatic Ground Environment

SAO Smithsonian Astrophysical Observa-
tory

SCAN Switched Circuit Automatic Network
(Army)

SCATANA Security Control of Air Traffic and
Air Navigation Aids

SCATER Security Control of Air Traffic and
Electromagnetic Radiations

SDC Systems Development Corporation

SIS Satellite Interceptor System

SLBM Sea-Launched Ballistic Missile

. S1C Side Lobe Cancellor
A SLFCS Survivable Low Frequency Communica-

tions System

SPADATS Space Detection and Tracking System

SPASUR Space Surveillance System (Navy)

SPO System Project Office

STRICOM United States Strike Command

TRACE Transportable Automated Control En-
vironment

TCU/ASTRA Threshold Control Unit/Azimuth Strobe
Tracking

UNAAF Unified Action Armed Forces

VLF Very Low Frequency
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Warning Systems:
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automatic system of,
64-65

Cheyenne Mountain Com-
plex Study: back-
ground of, 13; Sec
Def memo on, 14; Task
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COSC: NORAD Terms of
Reference, 60, Reserve
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for, 31

Cold Lake: status of,
56

Combat Operations Center:
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on, 12; NORAD study
of, 8; Sec Def memo
on, 11

Communications: Auto-
matic Attack Warning
System, 32; AUTOVON,
28-29; BUIC II require-
ments for, 23-24, 29;
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low frequency require-
ments, 30; NORAD/SHAPE
Early Warning Voice
Circuit, 34; OSD ap-
proval for prototype
recovery system for,

" 31; Reserve Recovery
Tropo System require-
ments for, 31; surviv-
ability objectives for,
26-28; switched commun-
ications, 28; voice se-~
curity, 31-32

Continental Air Defense

Study: Improved BUIC,
recommendations of, 24;
IMI, recommendation of,
79; NORAD views con-
cerning BUIC, 24;

! NORAD views concern-

‘ ing radar, 35, report
of, 35

Coulee Crest: 86

Defense Communications
Agency (DCA): AUTO-
VON development by,
28-29; JCS recommend-
ations on AUTOVON to,
29; NORAD communica-
tions philosophy re-
lated to objectives
of, 27-28; voice se-
curity system devel-
opment by, 32; world-
wide L¥/VLF require-
ments development by,
30

Department of Army:
interim C/B warning
system responsibil-
ity of, 64; NBC

system responsibility
of, 63

Desk Top VI: Dbackground
of, 85; conduct of, 85;
detailed explanation
of, 85

Electronic Systems Divi-
sion (ESD): CMC Study
participation by, 15;
FPS-74 testing by, 39-
40; NORAD COC, views
of, 16; work on ALCOP
design by, 18

416L: ADC plan for
phase-down of, 6; ap-
proved radar program
for, 36; ARADCOM
changes resulting from
phase-down of, 5;
phase-down of, 1; stud-
ies of, 35; surplus
manpower spaces result-
ing from reduction of,

5

433L: 63

4th Region: discontinu-
ance of, 5§

Fubini, E. G.: NORAD
CcoC, comment on, 13

Fylingdales Moor: oper-
ation of BMEWS Site
III at, 49

Gap Filler Radar: BMEWS
Site 11, approval for,
51; FPS-74 program,
background of, 36, 39;
FPS-74, cancellation
of, 40
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General Electric: NBC
system analysis con-
tract to, 65; NUDET
contract to, 61

Gerhart, Gen. John K.:
directive to make a
NORAD organization
study, 8

Grand Forks Sector:
discontinuance of, 1

Ground Observer Corps:
disbandment of, 43

Hawk: status of, 66

Hercules: JCS reply
to plan for resiting
of, 75; NORAD plan for
resiting of, 74;status
of, 66

IFF Mark XII: background
of, 86; implementation
of, 87

Improved Fire Coordina-
tion System: PCP for,
26

Interceptors: ADC plan
for dispersal of, 76;
airlift support for
dispersal of, 77; Al-
aska, improved capa-
bility for, 80; alert
requirements for, 75;
Canadian consolidation
of squadrons of, 70;
check on survivability
of, 76; funds author-
ized by Congress for
dispersal of, 77; IMI,

79~80; NORAD desire
for SAC/NORAD armed
intercept training,
91-92; procedures for
Canadian use of nu-
clear warheads on, 69;
status of, 66; SAC/
NORAD intercept train-
ing, procedures for,
91-92; Swift Kick 2,
status of, 84

JCS: Airborne Command
Post request to, 27;
ALCOP directives from,
17; ALCOP relocation
approved by, 17; AAWS
approved by, 33-34;
AUTOVON, recommenda-
tions by, 29; Baker-
Nunn Camera plan acted
on by, 55; deep space
surveillance limited
by, 59; Hercules re-
siting acted on by,
75; IFF Mark XII im-
plementation approved
by, 87; Improved BUIC
PCP acted on by, 25;
Improved Manned In-
terceptor, 80; Key
Chain exercise, 86;
NORAD Terms of Ref-
erence, 60; NORAD
views on CADS recom-
mendations to, 24;
refusal to allow
NORAD to keep surplus
manpower spaces by, 5;
Reserve Recovery
Tropo System require-
ment to, 31; Sky
Shield cancelled by,
83; voice security
equipment require-
ments approved by, 32
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Key Chain: conduct of,
86
LaMacaza; operation of

BOMARC squadron at,
66

Launch Detection Sys-
tem: NORAD require-
ment for, 52

Mid-Canada Line: RCAF
partial phase-out of,

41-42
Missile Masters: phase-
out of, 25-26
Montgomery Sector: dis-

continuance of, 2;
re-establishment of,
5

National Military Com-
mand System: NUDET
requirements for, 61

NBC: see Chemical/Bio-
logical Warning Sys-
tems

Nike Fire Units: Swift
Kick 2, status of, 84

North Bay: collocation
of NNR CC and Ottawa
Sector DC at, 21-22;
location of ALCOP at,
17-20; NORAD priority
list for functions at
20; operation of BO-
MARC squadrxron at, 66

Northern NORAD Region
(NNR): collocation

OSD/SECDEF:

of Ottawa Sector DC
with CC of, 21-22;
NORAD proposal for
collocation of ALCOP

with CC of, 18; SAGE-
operational in, 22

Nuclear Agreement -

Canada/U.S.: Human
Reliability Program
under, 70; operation

of BOMARC squadrons
following, 66; proce-
dures for BOMARC's
under, 67-69; use of
nuclear warheads on
Canadian interceptors

under, 69
NUDETS (477L): back-
ground of, 61; inter-

ference problems, 61;
NORAD/CONAD responfi-
bility for, 61

AAWS ap-
proved by, 34; BUIC
IT communications
requirements approved

by, 29; BMEWS Site 11
gap filler, approved
by, 51; Cheyenne Moun-

tain Complex Study di-
rective by, 14; com-
mand and control sys-
tem memorandum by, 11;
4251 PCP decision by,
14, 16; deletion of
Canadian prime radar
sites, 41; Improved
BUIC, acted on by, 25.
35; Improved Fire Co-
ordination System PCP
to, 26; NORAD COC, o
commented on by, 134
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NUDETS requirements
study requested by,
62; radar program
approved by, 36; re-
covery communications
system prototype ap-
proved by, 31; SAGE
backup directive by,
22

Ottawa Sector: air
traffic identifica-
tion functions of,
42; collocation of
NNR CC with DC of,
21-22; establishment
of nuclear defense
staff in, 10; SAGE-
operational in, 22

Passive Detection and
Tracking System:
cancellation of
Phase II of, 47;
manual areas, use
of, 47-48; SAGE/
BUIC areas, use of,
46-47

Plan R: USAF ADC Re-
organization Plan, .6

Pop-Up Criteria: rules
for engagement, 87-88

PARL Site: background
of, 57; executive
control of, 57

Radar: ADC study of,
36; ANG take-over of,
44; approved program
for, 36; Canadian
proposal for deletion
of, 40-41; Chesapeake

Bay Site, 59; FPS-74,
cancellation, 40; MCL
partial phase-out, 41-
42, NORAD study of, 36;
PARL Site, 57; Passive
Detection, 46-48; RCAF
ADC plan for "checker-
board'" operation of,
42-43; SLBM detection,
53; Trinidad Site, 58;
Turkey Site, 58

Radioactive Fallout Warn-

ing System: NORAD re-
sponsibility for, 63;
computer for, 63

Regions: acceptance of

pop-up criteria by, 88;
ARADCOM reorganization
of, 5; changes in, 1;
NORAD study of organi-
zation of, 8; partici-
pation in Top Rung by,
84; plans for reduction
of, 6; Reserve Recovery
Tropo System Stations
for, 31; swift Kick 2,
exercise of, 84

RAND: recommendation of

suitable Radioactive
Fallout Warning System,
responsibility of, 63

Reserve Recovery Tropo

System: requirements
for, 31

RCAF ADC: ''checkerboard"”

radar plan of, 42-43;
request to delegate
responsibilities to
sectors, 9
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Sault Ste Marie Sector:
discontinuance of, 2

SIBM Detection: approv-
al of, 83; background
of, 53

2d Region: move of, 5

Sectors: changes in, 1;
NORAD study of organ-
ization of, 8; Reserve
Recovery Tropo System
stations for, 31; sur-
Plus manpower spaces,
resulting from cut of,
5

Secure Voice Communica-
tions: requirements
for, 31-32

SCATER: proposed change
of title to SCATANA,
89; revised plan, 88-
89

SAGE: ADC plan for re-
duction of, 6; backup
system for, 22; DOD
directed reduction of,
1; Improved BUIC for
replacement of, 24;
NNR and Ottawa Sector,
operational with, 22;
Pagsive detection for,

46-47

Sky Shield: background
of, 83; cancellation
of, 83

SPADATS: Deep Space

Surveillance, §9;
NORAD views on USAF

concept for Spacetrack
in, 54; plan- for Baker-

Nunn cameras in, 54-56;
use of Chesapeake Bay
Site in, 59; use of
Cold Lake in, 56; use
of PARL Site in, 57;
use of Turkey Site

in, 58

Spacetrack: NORAD/USAF
views on, 54

SAC: Bomb Alarm equip-
ment move requested
by, 62; IFF Mark XII
provision for safe
passage of EWO air-
craft of, 87; NORAD's
desire for armed in-
tercept training with,
91-92; procedures for
NORAD intercept train-
ing with, 91-92; Sky
Shield, views of, 83;
Top Rung, participa-
tion by, 83

STRICOM: invitation to
NORAD to participate
in exercises by, 86

SHAPE/NORAD Early Warn-
ing Voice Circuit:

34
Swift Kick 2; imple-
mentation of, 84; re-

sults of, 84, 835

Swift Strike III: eval-
uation of, 86; joint
NORAD/STRICOM exer-
cise, 86
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SCAN: 28, 29

Syracuse Sector: dis-
continuance of, 1

Terms of Reference:
proposed change in,
60

32d Air Division: de-
activation of, 2

32d Region: move of,
2

Top Rung: background
of, 83; conduct of,
84

Training: SAC/NORAD
intercept training,
91-92

TRACE: plan submitted
to Secretary of De-~
fense for, 6

Trinidad Site: delayed
operational control
by NORAD of, 38

Turkey Site: communi-
cations difficulties
at, 58; SPADATS use
of, 58

26th Region: move of,
1

UNAAF: proposal for
changes in, 12

Voice Alerting Network:
use in Swift Kick 2,
84

White Shoes: improved
interceptor for Alas-
ka under, 80; NORAD
urged continuation of,
82; problems with, 81
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