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staffs would be the staffs of the current ADC head-
quarters, plus a small number of Army and Navv per-
sonnel, headed by ADC commanders. He proposed that
there be three components under the joint command --
ARAACOM, ADC, and a Navy Command yet to be formed.
Responsibility for air defense would be given to the
joint command, which would have operational control
of the forces of the component commands and any
augmentation forces. Operational control would be
exercised through the joint command's own echelons.

(U) The Navy agreed with ADC. But the Army
felt that joint headquarters below command level
were unnecessary and that operational control should
be exercised through the component commands.

(U) The difference of opinion was eventually
resolved, however, in favor of the Chidlaw plan and
the JCS directed establishment of the Continental

i Air Defense Command (CONAD). CONAD was established
| - on 1 September 1954 at Ent AFB, Colorado Springs.

(U) As set up, CONAD was almost identical to
the organization recommended by General Chidlaw.
CONAD was given the mission '"to defend the conti-
nental United States against air attack.'" The Air
Force was made executive agency and it was stipu-
lated that CINCONAD would be an Air Force officer.
General Chidlaw was named CINCONAD in addition to
being the ADC commander. Three components were
designated ~- ADC, ARAACOM, and Naval Forces Con-
tinental Air Defense Command (NAVFORCONAD), the
Navy command established at this time. CINCONAD
was given operational control of all forces assigned
or otherwise made available by the JCS or other
authority. This was to include augmentation forces
in an emergency.

(U) CONAD was superimposed upon the existing
ADC structure. Each ADC headquarters from command
down through air division level was additionally
designated a joint headquarters (e.g., Joint Western
Air Defense Force, 32d Joint Air Division). The

\

. @
e ] 33}@

. . -ar
4
(This 'paéeJ is U ,Lm'lls IFIED)



commanders and staffs of the command headquarters,
the defense forces, and the air divisions of ADC
all assumed dual roles.

INEFFECTIVENESS OF CONAD

U (@) But CONAD proved to be very ineffective
and two years later was reorganized under new terms
of reference. The basic weakness was in CONAD's
operational control authority. Operational con-
trol was defined as authority to direct the tac-
tical air battle, control fighters, specify con-
ditions of alert, station early warning elements,
and deploy the command combat units. This gave
CONAD very little authority in matters of inte-
grating forces., Too much was left unsaid and what
was said was too general. It left too many areas
open to interpretation. What forces were under
CONAD operational control? Who was to determine
the procedures for conducting the air battle, who
was to determine the organizational arrangement
for exercising control, and how was operational
control to be exercised? These and a hundred other
such questions arose immediately.

(U) Another, but related, weakness was in the
organizational arrangement whereby CONAD was not
really a separate entity. CONAD was nothing more
than an additional designation for the USAF Air
Defense Command. The commander, vice commander,
and all deputies and directors were the same people
for CONAD and ADC throughout the organization from
command headquarters through joint defense forces
and divisions. As an example of how "joint' CONAD
was, in June 1955, CONAD Headquarters had 405 Air
Force officers and two Navy officers, two Army
officers, and one Marine officer.

(U) What was expected was that ADC could func-
tion simultaneously as a joint headquarters and
a component headquarters. This did 1ot work. The
staff officer had difficulty determining whether
a function belonged to ADC or CONAD, whether an ADC




or CONAD channel should he used, or whether he
should act as an ADC officer or a CONAD officer.
This situation was true from command headquarters
on down except that recognition of CONAD decreased
the further down the echelon,

(U) There is not much to record in the way of
accomplishment during CONAD's first two years other
than the fact that a beginning was made, The ADC
staff made a start toward putting some minor oper-
ational control and administrative matters in CONAD's
name. After a year of existence, CONAD had issued
a total of ten regulations, four of which were on
the subject of how to issue publications., The other
six covered states of preparedness, reporting of
jamming, and funding for the headquarters. On the
other hand, eighteen ADC regulations were made ap-
plicable to CONAD. Ten more CONAD regulations were
issued the next year. These covered the above sub-
jects and rules of engagement and states of alert
(it took a year and half, to May 1956, for CONAD
to issue a regulation on alert requirements). Thir-
teen ADC regulations were still being used.

PROBLEM OF WEAPONS INTEGRATION

(U) The basic weaknesses in CONAD showed up
in a controversy with ARAACOM over employment of
antiaircraft weapons in the SAGE system which was
to be implemented soon. This was a central issue,
however, involving the whole matter of weapons in-
tegration and control and, as it turned out, became
a major consideration in the reorganization of CONAD.

L]ggf In 1955, ADC and the Lincoln Laboratory,
which had developed SAGE, studied employment of
Army weapons in the SAGE system and recommended
centralized control of these weapons from the SAGE
direction center, Under this concept, assignment
of targets to AA batteries would be by Army per-
sonnel at the SAGE DC. ADC felt that only by such
integration could the full effectiveness of the
overall weapons system be achieved and unified



execution of the mission be assured.

U(e) But the ADC concept was unacceptable to
ARAACOM which wanted control decentralized at the
direction center level. Being tied to SAGE and
limited to SAGE boundaries, ARAACOM felt, would
greatly weaken and restrict Army weapons. ARAACOM
wanted to have information on targets sent to its
AA Operations Center commanders who would decide
which targets to take and what batteries to use.
The Army was developing its own weapon control
system, the AN/FSG-1 Missile Master, for the Nike
missile. But this was to be used primarily as an
aid in fire distribution among batteries according
to the Army concept.

(U) Because ARAACOM and ADC had conflicting
views, a CONAD decision was called for. But CONAD
could speak with very little authority and since
CONAD and ADC were one and the same, CONAD's views
were the same as ADC's. At any rate, CONAD pre-
pared several plans, held numerous conferences, and
wrote reams of letters. But it caused no solutions
to be reached,

UCEO With the number of Nike missiles increasing
and the Missile Master and SAGE systems approaching
operation, the point was finally reached where the
JCS and the Secretary of Defense had to come into
the matter. In the spring of 1956, a number of
representatives from the Army, Air Force and CONAD
made presentations to the Armed Forces Policy Coun-
cil on the question of CONAD ceantralized control
versus Army decentralized control. CINCONAD, Gen-
eral Earle E. Partridge, told the Council his view
was that the air defense battle was a single battle
and therefore it was necessary to fight an inte-
grated battle from the point of engagement until
the enemy was destroyed., He said he believed the
air defense system for CONAD should be based on the
integration of firepower of all air defense weapons,
a system which employed a single operational channel
down to the lowest level where sufficient intelli-
gence information was available to permit a coordi-
nated effort, and a system that eliminated unnecessary




duplication. The Air Force supported CINCONAD's
views,

[k2§ Following the presentations, it was de-
cided that the JCS should prepare recommendations
on command relationships and operational control
for air defense and to clarify the authority of
CINCONAD, The JCS, it turned out, felt that many
of the difficulties CONAD was experiencing were
caused by the organizational arrangements and to
the wording of the existing terms of reference,
especially in regard to operational control. In-
cluded in the JCS recommendations was separation
of the headquarters of ADC and CONAD.

[J(QO Just prior to this time, in April, CONAD
itself had submitted a recommendation for separa-
tion from ADC. CONAD proposed a separate staff of
around 350 (120 officers). Both the Army and Navy
component commands had objected to the proposed
size of the CONAD staff, The Navy commander sug-
gested that about 30 to 40 officers were all that
would be needed. Both asked for increased repre-
sentation for their services, objecting to the fact
that nearly all key positions were proposed for
Air Force officers.

] () At any rate, on 19 June 1955, the Secre-
tary of Defense approved the JCS recommendations
which included new organizational arrangements and
a strengthening of the operational control provi-
sion for CONAD. The joint staff was directed to
revise the terms accordingly. The Sescretary of
Defense also approved a new Unified Command Plan,
Among the provisions of the new UCP, revised by
the JCS early in 1956, was to give responsibility
for air defense of Alaska and the Northeast area
to CONAD.



CHAPTER FOUR
REMODELING OF CONAD

NEW TERMS OF REFERENCE

(U) The first of two major changes to the
CONAD structure came in the new terms of refer-
ence on 4 September 1956. These terms broadened
CONAD's mission, strengthened and clarified its
authority, and remodeled its organization, The
second major change to CONAD (and NORAD) came in
1959 as a result of the DOD Reorganization Act of
1958 (Chapter Six).

lJ(sz) CINCONAD's mission was broadened in two
areas: (1) responsibility for air defense of Alaska
and the Northeast Area and (2) responsibility for
assisting in air defense of Canada and Mexico ac-
cording to approved plans and agreements,

U(¢) Two changes were made to help strengthen
and clarify CINCONAD's authority and responsibility.
One was a new definition of operational control.
The 1954 terms defined CONAD's operational control
as the authority to direct the tactical air battle
including the engagement and disengagement of weap-
ons, control of fighters, specify the conditions
of alert, station the early warning elements, and
locate and deploy the command combat elements. The
new terms defined CONAD's authority as those func-
tions of command involving composition of subor-
dinate forces, assignment of tasks, designation of
objectives, and direction necessary to accomplish
the mission. CONAD's authority included the re-
sponsibility to determine procedures for conduct-
ing the air battle, for exercising operational con-
trol of all assigned forces, and for directing
engagement and disengagement of weapons. Finally,
a point inserted because of the integration of
weapons problem, operational control included au-
thority to centralize operational control of forces,
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including the assignment of individual antiair-
craft batteries to designated targets.

[J(Z§ The second change made to strengthen CONAD
and clarify command relationships was separation
of ADC and CONAD headquarters. CINCONAD was au-
thorized to set up a separate headquarters with
a separate staff. Furthermore, the terms said
he could establish such subordinate joint organ-
izations as he deemed necessary to accomplish his
mission, including those necessary to permit cen-
tralized control and employment of all air defense
weapons available. And the terms specifically
stated that CINCONAD's joint commanders were re-—
sponsible for combat operations.

SEPARATE CONAD HEADQUARTERS

(U) CONAD Headquarters lost little time in
separating itself from ADC Headquarters. On 17
September, a CONAD staff structure was established
and by 1 October, CONAD was physically separated
and functioning separately. The CONAD Commander-
in-Chief, General Partridge, was relieved of command
of ADC on 17 September and Lieutenant General Joseph
Atkinson was named ADC commander.

|/ (25 CONAD's proposed manning of 350 for its
headquarters was approved. This included 124 of-
ficers (85 Air Force, 25 Army, 13 Navy, and 1 Ma-
rine Corps). The January 1957 strength report shows
353 assigned. ARAACOM and NAVFORCONAD had opposed
a large CONAD staff and also had objected to the
near absence of Army and Navy officers in key staff
positions. Air Force dominance was defended by
General Partridge:

In determining the composition
of the headguarters staff under the
terms of reference, due consideration
was given to each of the military
services and their basic functions.
Since air defense planning and oper-
ation for the North American continent




requires, during this time period,

an intimate knowledge of offensive
and defensive aerial warfare, I se-
lected initially Air Force personnel
for certain key staff positions. It
is my intention to utilize the per-
sonnel made available by the three
services to the limit of their capa-
bilities with due consideration to
rank, experience and forces assigned,

CONAD SUBORDINATE ORGANIZATIONS

(U) CONAD's next effort was toward establish-
ing subordinate organizations as separate as pos-
sible and with as much identity as possible. Ef-
fective 15 January 1957, CONAD disestablished all
of its joint defense forces and joint divisions
and replaced them with CONAD regions and CONAD
divisions. A total of three regions and sixteen —
divisions were created at this time.

(U) The term "region'" was adopted because it
was the traditional term for the subdivision of an
air defense territory and also it gave the major
CONAD subordinate unit a more separate identity.
In other words, it set them apart from the ADC de-
fense forces.

(U) Then CONAD stated in a regulation that
each region and division was to be organized as an
operating agency, separate from the headquarters
of each component command. The regulation directed
that the commander of each unit was to have a sep-
arate joint staff, limited to the number of per-
sonnel necessary to perform the command's mission.
CONAD division commanders were to exercise opera-
tional control over all air defense systems and
CONAD forces and units in air defense within their
assigned areas,

' (U) But, while it directed that separate staffs
be formed, CONAD had absolutely no manning authori-
zation to provide its subordinate units. All that
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CONAD could do, for the meantime, was to direct
ADC to give its defense force and division com-
manders the additional job of commanding the CONAD
regions and divisions. These commanders had then
to appoint their ADC personnel to CONAD positions
as an additional duty. Each of the regions did
have a few Army and Navy representatives.

CONAD EXERCISE OF AUTHORITY

(U) In the meantime, CONAD Headquarters was
beginning to function as a separate, independent
organization., It tightened its grip on the man-
agement of air defense, moving into one area after
another to establish policy and guidance. As
told earlier, at the end of CONAD's first two
years, it had 20 regulations in effect. Another
2) were added in the first year after CONAD sep-
arated from ADC. These directives not only ex-
panded guidance on areas previously covered, such ._,/'
as on augmentation forces, but provided guidance '
on new areas, such as on exercises and tests. As
noted, as of 1 August 1956, just prior to the
ADC/CONAD separation, there were still 13 ADC
regulations and two manuals being used by CONAD.
On 1 April 1957, CONAD announced that no ADC
regulation or manual was applicable to Headquarters
CONAD or to CONAD field units. The cord was cut.

(U) A significant manifestation of CONAD's
authority was its ability to bring about collo-
cation and integration of ADC and ARAACOM control
facilities. As discussed in the preceding chap-
ter, the problem of employing antiaircraft weap-
ons in the SAGE period had plagued CONAD for
nearly two years and had been one of the big con-
siderations in the recoastruction of CONAD.

(U) A plan for antiaircraft weapons employ-
ment in SAGE, prepared by CONAD, ADC, and ARAACOM,
was acceptable in concept by the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, but neaded further testing
and expansion. One big matter was testing inte-
gration of the Air Force SAGE and Army Missile
Master.
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U(GJ In a review of the whole subject, CONAD
saw that because the Missile Master would be coming
in ahead of SAGE, the most immediate problem was
to find a method of integrating the Missile Master
into the manual air defense system. CONAD con-
cluded that the operation of the ADC interceptor
control system, the AN/GPA-37, could be integrated
with the Missile Master at the same location. A
plan for such collocation at ten sites (the number
of Missile Masters on order) was then developed
by CONAD. Both the Army and Air Force accepted the
CONAD plan and on 30 October 1956, the Office of
the Secretary of Defense concurred in this collo-
cation.

L{LS5 CONAD now proceeded to carry out integra-
tion, a milestone in establishing centralized con-
trol over the air defense system under one commander,
a major raison d'etre of CONAD. The first guidance
was in a letter to ADC and ARAACOM in December 1956
which directed collocation of the ADC direction
centers and Army Missile Masters at facilities to
be designated CONAD joint control centers. CONAD
said it would '"exercise operational control and
coordinate the air defense efforts of all partic-

ipatingz air defense units. The means ... will be
a joint center responsible to CINCONAD through the
CONAD operational chain.'" Collocation and inte-

gration was later expanded to include non-Missile
Master Army command posts with associated Air Force
direction centers.

CONTROL OF ALASKAN AND NORTHEAST
AIR DEFENSE

L)(S{ While this activity was underway, CONAD
was taking over responsibility for air defense of
the Northeast Area and Alaska as assigned in the
1956 terms. The U.S, Northeast Command, a JCS
unified command, was disestablished by the JCS on
1 September 1955 in accordance with the Revised
Unified Command Plan. On this date, CINCONAD took
over responsibility for air defense of the Northeast.

- mm mma



CINCONAD designated the Commander, Northeast Air
Command (NEAC), as his subordinate joint commander
responsible for air defense in this area. This
arrangement lasted only until 1 April 1957 when
NEAC was also abolished. CONAD established the
64th CONAD Division on this date and designated
its commander as the CONAD subordinate commander
in the area. This was simply an additional des-
ignation given to the 64th Air Division which had
been established under NEAC in 1952. With the
abolition of NEAC, USAF ADC took over command of
the USAF forces in the area and the 64th Air Di-
vision. Earlier, on 1 September 1956, the anti-
aircraft group in the area, the 7th at Thule, was
transferred from First Arimy to ARAACOM.

LI¢(2H Meanwhile, on 1 September 1956 also, CONAD
assumed operational control of all air defense forces
in Alaska. CINCONAD designated Commander-in-Chief
Alaska (CINCAL) as the commander responsible to
him for all air defense activities in the area. He
delegated to CINCAL the authority to exercise op-
erational control of Alaskan air defense forces.
CINCAL's control was to continue to be exercised
through Commander, Alaskan Air Command (the Air
Force component command of ALCOM). The antiair-
craft forces in Alaska remained assigned to U.S.
Army Alaska,

_[ 46 ]_
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CHAPTER FIVE

CANADIAN-U.S. INTEGRATION
OF FORCES

PRE-NORAD COORDINATION

(U) Close air defense coordination had long
been maintained by Canada and the United States.
In 1949, the Canada-U.S. Military Cooperation Com-
mittee (established at the end of World War II)
prepared a plan for emergency defense that outlined
the major joint actions necessary and principles
of common defense operations. Among other things,
the plan, which was approved by the U.S. JCS and
the Canadian Chiefs of Staff Committee, called
for preparation of detailed emergency air defense
plans by the air defense commands of the two coun-
tries. The first of such joint plans prepared by
RCAF ADC and USAF ADC was issued in 1950. New ones
followed each year.

(U) A later Military Cooperation Committee
plan authorized exploratory planning beyond the
limits of the MCC plan. As a result, a combined
air defense planning group was formed and met for
the first time in May 1954 with the aim of arriv-
ing at the best North American air defense. The
commanders of the two ADC's agreed a short time
later to establish this group with a permanent
staff. It was then moved to Colorado Springs.

Lj;e) The need for integrated planning had been
given a boost in May 1954 by the appearance, some
two years earlier than expected, of high perform-
ance Soviet jet bombers. The joint planning group
declared that Soviet jet bombers and thermonuclear
capability made it apparent that ''consideration of
the defense of Canada and the United States sepa-
rately was unrealistic."

(U) Early in the fall of 1954, the two ADC
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commanders directed the joint planning group to
prepare a plan for the best single air defense of
the two countries. The plan that resulted pro-
posed an integrated air defense of Canada and the
U.S., with forces of both countries operating un-
der a single commander responsible to both gov-
ernments.

U;S) In preparing this plan, the planning group
answered for itself the question of what was wrong
with the coordinated system of defense currently
in existence:

The answer is that forces deploy-
ed to defend against attack from one
direction (for instance from the North)
are not now under one commander, which
imposes serious practical limitations
in day-to-day training and in our ca-
pability to conduct a properly coor-
dinated air battle in case of actual
attack.

(U) The completed plan was presented to Cana-
dian and U.S, military authorities. While no direct
action was taken on this plan, it was important in
the overall considerations at this time,.

NORAD ESTABLISHED

] () In December 1955, the U.S. Air Force Chief
of Staff proposed to the other members of the JCS
that they approve in principle a statement of the
desirability of establishing a combined Canadian-
U.S. air defense command. The JCS approved, in
principle, the need for peacetime integration of
the two air defense forces and they asked the Ca-
nadian military chiefs for their views.

L/¢€) The latter replied that it would be desir-
able to study methods of integrating the operational
control of the air defense forces. They suggested
that an ad hoc group of representatives of both

[ 28]
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countries be formed to make the study.

Ll (&) The U,S, agreed and the job was given to
the Canada-U.S, Military Study Group (MSG). The
latter created an ad hoc group to actually make
the study. Near the end of 1956, this group com-
pleted its work, recommending air defense inte-
gration, The MSG approved the recommendations
and in its Eighth Report recommended that the JCS
and COSC get approval of their governments for in-
tegration.

1/ (8) The JCS approved the MSG Eighth Report in
February 1957 with the understanding that integra-
tion of operational control would be limited to the
continental elements of air defense of both coun-
tries. This included the continental portions of
the warning systems and the contiguous radar cov-
erage. This was followed by approval by the Sec-

- retary of Defense. The COSC advised in May that
\‘_, they had completed action on the report and that
the matter awaited governmental approval,

(U) On 1 August 1957, an announcement was made
jointly by the Canadian Minister of National De-
fence and the U.S. Secretary of Defense that the
two governments had agreed to the setting up of
integrated operational control of the air defense
forces of the two countries under an integrated
command .

(U) CINCONAD then recommended that this com-
mand be set up immediately. General Partridge
proposed that the Canadian Chiefs issue an order
stating that effective 12 September 1957, opera-
tional control of the RCAF ADC would be assumed
by the integrated headquarters at Colorado Springs.
General Partridge pointed out that very soon there
could be a Canada-U.S. command in fact as well as
in name for the Canadian officer who was to become
Deputy Commander-in-Chief, Air Marshal C. Roy
Slemon, was to arrive shortly and there were already
several Canadian officers at CONAD Headquarters.

/s ]



General Partridge also recommended the name North
American Air Defense Command, abbreviated NORAD.

(U) The Canadian Chiefs agreed to these rec-
ommendations on 3 September; the JCS on 6 Septem-
ber. CONAD then advised its component commands,
the RCAF ADC, USAF and RCAF Headquarters, and
CONAD subordinate commands that:

...operational control over
the Canadian Air Defence Command
and the air defense force assigned,
attached, or otherwise made avail-
able to that command will be as-
summed by the Commander-in-Chief,
North American Air Defense Command
with headquarters at Ent AFB, Col-
orado, U.,S,A., effective 0001 Zulu
12 September 1957.

(U) The Department of the Air Force assigned ) -
General Partridge as CINCNORAD with no change in el
duty as CINCONAD effective 12 September 1957.

(U) Thus, as of 12 September 1957, NORAD was
established; all North American air defense forces
were now integrated under one command. It was not
until eight months later, 12 May 1958, that the
U.S. and Canada concluded a formal agreement for
NORAD through an exchange of notes., The Canadian
note proposed certain principles for the organi-
zation and operation of NORAD, much in line with
the MSG Ad Hoc Committee Report mentioned above,
Included were the following:

(1) CINCNORAD would be responsible to the
JCS and COSC and would operate within an air
defense concept approved by the two govern-
ments;

(2) operational control was the power to
direct, coordinate, and control the opera-
tional activities of forces available;

[ 50 ]
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CINCNORAD, GENERAL E, E. PARTRIDGE, AND DEPUTY
CINCNORAD, A/M C. R, SLEMON SHORTLY AFTER NORAD
WAS FORMED.
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(3) the appointment of CINCNORAD and his
Deputy, who were not to be from the same
country, was to be approved by both govern-
ments;

(4) NATO was to be kept informed of arrange-
ments for North American air defense through
the Canada-U,S. Regional Planning Group; and

(5) NORAD was to be maintained for a period
of ten years or such shorter period as agreed
by both countries,

(U) The U.S, note agreed to the principles in
the Canadian note and stated that the U,S. reply
constituted an agreement between the two govern-
ments effective 12 May 1958.

(U) Following this exchange of notes, the
military chiefs of both countries approved terms -
of reference for NORAD which became effective 10 ‘_’J
June 1958.

TERMS OF REFERENCE

(U) The terms gave NORAD the mission of de-
fending the continental U.S., Canada, and Alaska
against air attack. NORAD was established as an
integrated command and was to include as component
commands the RCAF ADC, ARADCOM, NAVFORCONAD, and
USAF ADC. CINCNORAD was to be responsible to the
U.S. JCS and the Canadian COSC. NORAD was to op-
erate within an agreed Canadian-U.S. concept of
air defense and in accordance with agreed joint
intelligence.

(U) CINCNORAD was given operational control
over the component commands and their assigned
forces, the air defense forces in Alaska, and all
other air defense forces made available by proper
authority. Operational control was defined as
the power of directing, coordinating, and con-
trolling the operational activities of available
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forces (which was in accordance with the defini-
tion in the Canadian note agreed to by the U.S.,).

(U) CONAD remained in existence to serve as
a U.S. national command. It was needed, the JCS
advised, to handle U,S, respounsibilities outside
ot NORAD's jurisdiction. The JCS also put into
effect new terms of reference for CONAD on 10 June
1958.

(U) NORAD established subordinate units through-
out its area of responsibility. In Alaska, in the
Northeast Area, and in the U.S.,, NORAD regions were
established at the same locations and with the same
boundaries and staffs as the CONAD units. A region
in Canada was established, Northern NORAD Region,
with the same territory and staff as RCAF ADC. In
all, NORAD established five regions and 23 divi-
sions,



CHAPTER SIX

ENLARGEMENT OF NORAD / CONAD
AUTHORITY

DOD REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1958

(U) A second major strengthening of CONAD/
NORAD authority was provided by legislation that
reorganized the U,S, Department of Defense. This
act, which became law on 6 August 1958, had been
requested by the President.

(U) The President told Congress it was abso-
lutely essential that there be complete unity in
strategic planning and basic operational direction.
It was mandatory, he declared, that the initiative
for this planning and direction not be with the
separate services, but with the Secretary of De-
fense and his operational advisors, the JCS. The
President asked that command channels be cleared
so that orders could go directly from the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense to the commanders
of the unified commands.

(U) The current set-up was cumbersome and in-
effective, he said. Accordingly, he directed the
Sacretary of Defense to discontinue use of mili-
tary departments as executive agencies for unified
commands . He asked that the fighting forces be
organized into operational commands that were truly
unified.

(U) The DOD Reorganization Act provided that
unified and specified combatant commands would be
established by the President with the assistance
of the JCS through the Secretary of Defense. Such
commands were to be responsible to the President
and Secretary of Dafense for the strategic missions
assigned to them by the Secretary of Defense with
the approval of the President. The President would

- ROWNGRADF™ / " 3
: ALLY
-

'\1‘.4.1.; F..... g

(This page is UNCLASSIFIED)




also determine the force structure of these com-
mands. The forces were to be assigned by the serv-
ice departments. These forces were then to be
under the full operational command of the unified
or specified commander. No forces could be removed
except as authorized by the Secretary of Defense,.

(U) A new DOD Functions Directive was issued
on 31 December 1958, putting into effect the pro-
visions of the reorganization act. A new unified
command plan was issued by the JCS on 8 September
1958 which made CONAD a unified command (it had
been called a joint command up to that time).

[j%gﬁ New terms of reference for CONAD, made
effective 1 January 1959, provided that CINCONAD
was the senior U.S., officer in Headquarters NORAD,
CINCONAD's mission was essentially the same as
prescribed in the preceding terms: defending U.,S.
; installations in Greenland against air attack,
" assisting in the defense of Mexico in accordance
¥"‘im.n" with approved plans and agreements, handling purely
national matters pertaining to air defense and
supporting other commands in their missions. CIN-
CONAD was to exercise operational command over all
U.S, forces assigned, attached or otherwise made
available.

é[£€6 Operational command was defined early in
1959 as the following:

Those functions of command over
assigned forces involving the compo-
sition of subordinate forces, the as-
signment of tasks, the designation of
objectives, the overall control of

*4‘67 The CONAD terms were rescinded in February
1961 as no longer necessary and guidance and
instructions provided after that by the JCS
Unified Command Plan and other periodically-
issued JCS directives and instructions,
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assigned resources, and the full au-
thoritative direction necessary to
accomplish the mission.

(U) The executive agency control systemn was
discontinued as directed by the President. On 1
January 1959, executive agency control by USAF
over CONAD was ended and control was transferred
to the JCS. On this same date also, the first
assignment of forces to CONAD was made.

HEADQUARTERS REORGANIZATION

(U) Following issuance of these directives,
a plan was prepared in Colorado Springs to reor-
ganize the NORAD/CONAD headquarters to assume the
new responsibilities and functions, such as in
logistics. The first plan divided the hzadquar-
ters into a NORAD and a CONAD staff, each with a i 3
chief of staff and four deputies. This was dropped \_‘j
as too cumbersome and a new plan prepared that
merged NORAD/CONAD into one headquarters with seven
deputies. The U,S. members of the combined staff
were to handle business that was strictly CONAD.

(U) The seven-deputy staff proposed by this
plan was modeled after the joint staff of the JCS.
The JCS joint staff had six "J" staff sections and
a joint programs office. The NORAD/CONAD staff
was to have six "J'" sections and a deputy for pro-
grams.

ZJQQj This plan was approved by the JCS in a

*ltzﬁ One line was later deleted from this defini-
tion: ""the overall control of assigned resources."
Also, it was added that those functions did not
include such matters as administration, discipline,
internal organization and unit training, except
when a subordinate commander requested assistance.




memo dated 23 June 1959, But they authorized a
personnel increase of only half of the number re-
quested. At that time, NORAD/CONAD was authorized
445 gpaces (which included 35 Canadian spaces), A
total authorization of 936 was asked, or an increase
of 521. The JCS authorized an increase of 223 for

a total of 668. Most of the additional people were
to come from the component commands,

Lgxﬁ In the plan approved by the JCS, it was
stated that the NORAD/CONAD functions included the
following:

1. The establishment of qualitative and quan-
titative requirements for all forces, weapons
and equipment for air defense of the North
American continent.

2. Planning for the deployment and redeploy-
ment of assigned forces and forces to be made
available,

3. The establishment of tactics, procedures,
and methods for exercising ovnerational control
of forces assigned, attached or otherwise made
available and for directing the engagement and
disengagement of weapons; recommending plans
for the operational use of all allocated forces,
weapons and equipments and making recommenda-
tions concerning present and/or proposed North
American air defense concepts.

4, Making recommendations concerning the tech-
nical compatibility of all air defense systems
and the proper time-phased integration of new
or modified weapons into the air defense envi-
ronment.

ngej The JCS advised that personnel functions of
CONAD, with respect to the components, were limited
to the establishment of policies to insure uniform
standards of military conduct. Direct training re-
sponsibility was limited to joint training. NORAD/
CONAD functions in weapons and environment systems
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development and testing were to be limited to pre-
paring qualitative and quantitative requirements,
making recommendations for resolution of unsatis-
factory situations to the JCS, and working with
the service with development responsibility to
include representation at operations test confer-
ences, provision of observers during test opera-
tions, and review of test reports.

(U) A committee formed to put the reorganiza-
tion plan into force agreed to the following guide-
lines. 1In the areas of Personnel (J-1), Logistics
(J-4), and Programs, the headquarters would concern
itself only with monitoring and providing broad
command guidance and policy. This was not true
in the remaining J staff areas -- Intelligence
(J-2), Operations (J-3), Plans and Policy (J-5),
and Communications and Electronics (J-6). The
latter areas were considered to be of primary con-
cern to NORAD/CONAD.

(U) General Partridge approved the committee's
plan including the phased build-up of personnel,
and on 3 August 1959, the new seven-deputy organ-
ization went into effect. Separate general orders
established the staff structure for NORAD and CONAD.
They were identical except for the position of Dep-
uty Commander-in-Chief on the NORAD staff.

PROVISION FOR INCREASED AUTHORITY
OVER COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS

(U) A significant strengthening of the author-
ity of unified and specified commands in the area
of command and control systems was provided by the
Secretary of Dafense in late 1963. 1In a memorandum
on 26 October, the Secretary of Defense provided
for ensuring that unified and specified commanders
could achieve adequate influence over the develop-
ment, acquisition, and operation of their command
and control systems. This provision for increased
authority was spelled out in eight assignments to
these commanders. Included was authority to estab-
lish operational requirements, participate in
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planning and design, review system documentation
prior to contract negotiation, identify those el-
ements that should be under the commander's direct
command and control, establish certain regulatory
procedures, and attach the command's views to pro-
gram change proposals.

(U) The secretaries of the military depart-
ments were to notify appropriate agencies of these
assignments and make any modifications in manage-
ment relationships necessary. This was to include
provision for direct contact between the unified
and specified commnanders and the military depart-
ments supporting them on the desvelopment and ac-
quisition of their command and control systems.
The service secretaries were also to provide for
getting the views of the commanders on all plans,
designs, specifications, and other documentation
affecting the command and control systemn,

ESTABLISHMENT -OF REGIONS
AND SECTORS

(U) A final matter to be considered in this
chapter is establishment of separately-organized
NORAD/CONAD subordinate organizations. When CONAD
was formed in 1954, it was superimposed on the
existing USAF ADC structure from command headquar-
ters down through division level., Later, CONAD
Headquarters was separated from ADC Headquarters.
But the situation remained the same below the com-
mand headquarters level: ADC subordinate organiza-
tions served as the CONAD organizations and, later,
the NORAD organizations as well,

(U) In January 1957, CONAD renamed its joint
defense forces 'regions" and dropped the word "joint"
from its division designations. Then in June of
that year, it sent a proposed manning plan for its
regions and divisions to the JCS. This was an ill-
conceived plan mainly because it was premature. It
required a large number of people and provided for
the three U.S, regions and 16 U,S, divisions then



in existence. CONAD was on the eve of reorganizing
its structure to provide for SAGE which would re-
quire more regions, elimination of divisions, moving
of headquarters and boundaries, etc.

(U) The problem was recognized, however, and
almost immediately, NORAD recalled the plan. Then
came the reorganization act of 1958 and attention
was concentrated on reorganizing the NORAD/CONAD
Headquarters. Not until this was completed did NORAD/
CONAD turn back to the problem of organizing its
subordinate commands.

(U) During 1959 this was worked on and in Feb-
ruary 1960, a second organization and manning plan
was submitted to the JCS. 1t covered only the re-
gions on the U,S, mainland and did not mention sec-
tors. Alaskan Region was left to the desires of the
Commander-in-Chief Alaska, and Northern NORAD Region
was organized separately.*

nggj Again a reorganization of the command struc-
ture intervened, A month after the plan was sub-
mitted, USAF Headquarters announced a drastic reduc-
tion in programmed air defense equipment (Chapter
Two) . Among these was cancellation of the improve-
ment to SAGE, the SAGE Super Combat Center. Be-
cause of the latter, NORAD revised its plan. Among
the changes was reduction to six regions in the U.S,
The JCS also asked for the proposed sector organi-
zation,

(U) A new plan, which included the sectors, was
submitted on 28 October 1960. It covered six re-
gions and 21 sectors planned for the CONUS.

* (U) An Alaskan NORAD/CONAD Region Headquarters was
organized on 1 February 1962, staffed on dual-ca-
pacity basis. All positions, except that of the
commander (CINCAL), were manned by AAC and USARAL
personnel.



U{(2) The JCS approved this plan and the new
headquarters were established on 1 August 1961 as
what might be described as semi-separately-organ-
ized commands. NORAD/CONAD regions were to have
integrated joint staffs, but a number of dual-
role, defense force-region, positions remained.
For one thing, because of the shortage of general
officers, there remained a dual-role arrangement
for the region commnand positions. The region com-
mander, by prior agreement with and approval by
CINCNORAD, could be additionally designated as the
commander of his service component. In one region,
the 28th, an Army general officer was appointed
commander. He also commanded the 6th ARADCOM Re-
gion. The other five CONUS regions were commanded
by USAF general officers. The deputy commander
positions at the region were made additional duty
slots for component commanders of a service other
than that of the commander and were not carried
on the NORAD Joint Table of Distribution. In the
25th, 29th, and 30th Regions, Canadian officers
were appointed second in command and named vice
commanders. A U,S. deputy commander position was
then established under the vice commander in these
regions. The new region headquarters were small,
containing only one major staff section, that of
deputy for operations, and offices for information
and administration.

(U) In the sector headquarters, the dual-role
arrangement was carried out for most of the staff,
USAF ADC sector officers were used extensively in
additional duty designations from commander on down.




CHAPTER SEVEN
THE CHANGING FORCE - 1959 - 1965

(U) The first half of the 1960's saw consid-
erable reorientation of the air defenses as a re-
sult of changes in the threat, shifts in priorities,
new concepts, and budget limitations. Manned bomber
defenses were cut back, steps were taken to make the
system more survivable and flexible, a ballistic mis-
sile early warning system and a space surveillance
system were brought into operation, and there were
two satellite intercept systems operating.

(U) The changes in the manned bomber defense
system were explained Dy Defense Secretary Robert S.
McNamara in a statement to the House Armed Services
Committee on 18 February 1965:

‘Q.f Our present system for defense

against the manned bomber attack was

. designed a decade ago when it was es-
timated that our opponent would build
a force capable of attacking the U.S.
with many hundreds of long-range air-
craft. This threat did not develop
as estimated. Instead, the major
threat confronting the United States
consists of ICBM and submarine-launched
ballistic missile forces. ... During
the last four years, we have made some
progress 1in reorienting the anti-bombh-
er defenses to the changing character
of that threat. The vulnerability of
the system is being reduced by pro-
viding an improved backup to the SAGE
system and by dispersing the manned
interceptors. Marginal and obsolete
units have been eliminated from the
forces and new and more effective sys-
tems are being introduced. This ef-
fort will continue during the FY 1966-
1970 program period.
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A survey of major elements of the changing force
follows.

MANNED 3OMBER DEFENSE
SURVEILLANCE

L/ (8) The total number of prime radars from
1959 to 1965 varied only a little, but there were
many changes. For one thing, many new radars had
been added, but there were offsetting reductions.
For example, in a two year period, from January
1963 to January 1965, 25 long-range radars were
phased out: 18 in the CONUS, four in Canada, and
three in Alaska. More cuts were coming. All of
the radars of the early 1959's had been phased out.
The current radars were either frequency diversity
types or had received ECCM improvements. The num-
ber of SAGE-integrated radars increased from 49 at
the end of 1959, all in the CONUS, to 135 at the
end of 1954, of which 28 were in Camnada.

LJCK) Gap filler radars were cut back consid-
erably. Furthermore, an improved radar, the AN/
FPS-74, planned for most sites, had been cancelled
in January 1964 following an inordinate delay in
production,

LJQS) In the off-shore contiguous force, the
AEW&C stations had increased from seven in 1959 to
ten in 1964 and the four-station ALRI program had
been implemented on the East Coast. The three Texas
Towers were gone. One collapsed in a storm in Jan-
uary 1961, another was deactivated in January 1963
because of possible danger to it, and the third was
closed in March 1963 with the coming into operation

* (U) To maintain brevity, many important matters
hgd to be omitted such as developments in commu-
nications, especially AUTOVON, interceptor flush-

ing and dispersal, region/sector reconfiguration,
etc.
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MANNED BOMBER DEFENSES
1959 TO 1965

DECEMBER 1959 APRIL 1965
SURVEILLANCE
Prime Radars Total - 188 178
CONUS - 134 127
Canada - 35 35
Alaska - 18 15
Thule - 1 1
Gap Fillers Total - 114 89
CONUS - 108 89
Canada - 6 0
AEWS&C Statians - 7 10
East Coast - 3 4 (ALRD)
West Coast - 4 5
Key West - 1
Picket Ship Stas. - 10 8
{
\ AEW Airship Stas. - 1 0
Texas Towers - 3 0
DEW Line Stations - 57 29
Aleutian Ext. - é é
Greenland Ext. - 0 4
Atlantic Barrier - 4 DERs & 4 AEW 2 Acft Stas.
Pacific Barrier - 5 DERs & 4.5 AEW 1 AEW
Mid-Canada Line - 98 Stas. 0
WEAPONS
Interceptors (Reg.) - 67 Sqdns 42 Sqdns
Missiles
Hercules (RA) - 84 FU 95 FU
Hercules (ARNG) - 0 48 FU
Ajax (RA) - 138 0
Ajax (ARNG) - 36 0
Bomarc - 2 A Sqdns 8 B Sqdns
Hawk (RA) - 0 8 FU
SAGE
Combat Centers - 2 6
Direction Centers - 9 16
CONTROL CENTERS - 1 32
L

. Wy



of the first ALRI station. The Navy blimp AEW

squadron that began manning an East Coast station
in 1957 was pulled out of the force in 1960. 1In
1965, the Navy picket ships were being withdrawn.

[Jcé)* The early warning system was being greatly
reduced. The system had been completed in 1961,
The Eastern or Greenland, four-station DEW Line
extension came into operation in August (the Aleu-
tian extension had been operating since April 1959).
The Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom barrier was
established in 1961 and the old barrier from Argen-
tia to the Azores discontinued. But even before
this, in the spring of 1960, there was a reduction.
The Navy took its pickets ships off DEW Line barrier
patrol with air defense as a primary mission. In
July 1963, the 28 DEW Line Intermediate Stations
were shut down. Changes in the threat and modifi-
cations to other radars made the low altitude cov-
erage of these stations unnecessary. The following
January, Canada shut down the western part of the
Mid-Canada Line consisting of five section control
stations and 51 doppler detection stations. This
was done for economy reasons on the basis that the
low altitude requirement had lessened and because
of coverage from new long-range radars installed
in Western Canada. On 31 March 1965, the remainder
of the Mid-Canada Line ceased operation. In the
meantime, by the end of 1964, the Secretary of

* (U) In a statement to the House Armed Service Com-
mittee in February 1965, Defense Secretary McNamara
explained that systems had been built to provide
early warning of a bomber attack through the north-
ern approaches and around the flanks, '""But in any
deliberate, determined attack ... we can assume
that the enemy would strike first with his missiles
and then with his aircraft. Thus, the arrival of
the missiles would, in itself, signal the attack
long before the bombers could reach their targets.
As a result, large portions of the existing sur-
veillance, warning and control system constructed
during the 1950's are either obsolete or of mar-
ginal value to our overall defense."

__[66 ]
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Defense had approved the phase-out of the remainder
of the Navy DEW Line sea barriers and, as noted
above, the pickets ships from the contiguous cov-

erage, all by the fall of 1965,

WEAPONS

L’gg) NORAD's interceptor force decreased nu-
merically from a peak of 86 squadrons at the end of
1957 to half that number, 43 by the end of 1964.
However, during this period, all sub-sonic aircraft
were phased out of the regular force. USAF ADC
completed conversion to supersonic aircraft by the
end of 1960 (leaving it with F-101l's, F-102's, and
F-106's)., Two squadrons of F-104's were added in
1963, one in Texas and one in Florida, to meet the
requirement for a high performance plane to combat
the MIG-21 threat from Cuba.

A (3) The Alaskan Air Command phased out the
- one F-89 squadron it had in late 1960, leaving one
F-102 squadron. To bolster Alaskan defenses, fol-
lowing Russian overflight of part of the Alaskan
Region, eight F-106's from ADC were temporarily
deployed to Alaska beginning in July 1963.

|/ (85 The RCAF ADC's nine CF-100 squadrons were
replaced with five squadrons of CF-101's, all of
which were operational by the end of 1962, Sixty-
six F-101's were transferred from the USAF to the
RCAF under the terms of a June 1961 agreement by
which the RCAF assumed manning, operation, and
maintenance of radar stations in Canada. Two of
the CF-101 squadrons were disbanded in 1964 at the
direction of the Canadian government. The strength
of two of the remaining squadrons was increased to
18 aircraft with planes from the disbanded squad-
rons. In August 1963, the U,S. and Canada reached
agreement for provision of nuclear warheads to
Canadian forces, thus making it possible for the
CF-101's and Bomarc CIM-10B's to be armed with
nuclear weapons.



U ) In addition to the regular force, Air
National Guard interceptor squadrons provided a
first-line, Category I, augmentation force. Be-
ginning in mid-1961, this force, consisting of 25
squadrons, went on 24-hour alert under NORAD con-
trol. Four of the Category I squadrons were con-
verted to other missions and taken from NORAD con-
trol in 1964.

\J(83 Hercules and Bomarc missile programs were
completed during the first years of the 1960's,.
By November 1961, all Regular Army missile units
were converted from the high-explosive-armed Nike
Ajax to the advanced, nuclear-capable Nike Hercules.
At that time, there were 135 fire units (126 in
the CONUS, nine in Alaska, and four at Thule). The
Ajax missiles were given to the National Guard.
Then, in 1962, a program was started to phase the
Ajax missiles out of the Guard and replace them
with 48 Hercules fire units from the RA units.
Phase-out of the Ajax missiles was completed in May

1964 . H-JI

[/(8) As noted in Chapter II, the first two
Bomarc squadrons, equipped with "A" missiles, were
organized in 1959. Eight sqguadrons of Bomarc were
programmed for the U.S. and two for Canada. The
last of the eight U.S. squadrons was formed in De-
cember 1961. The previous June, the first of the
advanced "B' Bomarc missiles became operational.
The two Canadian squadrons had been formed by the
end of 1962, equipped with B missiles. After the
U.S.-Canadian nuclear agreement in August 1963,
nuclear warheads were furnished and the two Canadian

squadrons were declared operational on 16 January
1964,

LJQS) The A-model Bomarc missiles were phased
out of the U.,S. squadrons in the first six months
of 1964. Three squadrons that had both types con-
tinued operation with B missiles only. Two squad-
rons that had only A missiles were discontinued,
leaving six squadrons in the U.S,
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COMMAND AND CONTROL

[/(d) SAGE. By the end of 1961, the semi-au-
tomatic ground environment (SAGE) system, which
began to come into operation in 1958, was operating
at 21 sector direction centers and three region
combat centers, all in the CONUS. Two more region
combat centers gained SAGE capability in 1962 by
being tied to nearby SAGE direction centers. The
combined, hardened Northern NORAD Region combat
center and Ottawa Sector Direction Center at North
Bay, Ontario, became operational with SAGE on 1
October 1963, completing the NORAD SAGE system. Six
SAGE sectors in the U,S, were phased out in 1963
at the direction of the Department of Defense and
by the end of 1964, more cuts were directed.

ijLBj 'BUIC. Alternate or back-up methods of
operation Tor use if the primary SAGE centers were
put out of commission had long been part of air
defense plans. But the advent of the ICBM made the
need for such even greater and increased the need
to provide as much survivability as possible to
other elements of the system. Extensive efforts
in this direction were started in June 1961 follow-
ing studies made by USAF and DOD. These studies
indicated that a fairly small missile attack on
SAGE and other vital elements of the current sys-
tem could destroy NORAD's ability to carry out its
mission. The Secretary of Defense approved a con-
cept of back-up control and improvement in the
ability of interceptors to survive by dispersal
and other means. He directed that SAGE improve-~
ment and expansion be stopped and the money saved
and other funding be used to provide a survivable
back-up control system.

1/ (&) From this, came the establishment of a
program for a SAGE backup system termed BUIC (Backup
Intercept Control), implemented in phases. The
first phase, essentially completed by the end of
1962, provided manual control using NCC's, NGCI's,
and surveillance stations., This was followed by
a second phase, BUIC II, which was to provide
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semi-automatic control at NORAD Control Centers.
BUIC II NCC's were to have the AN/GSA-51 computer,
the first of which was delivered to the first site
in late September 1964, BUIC II, to be established
at 14 NCC's, was an interim system, giving way to
BUIC III to be established at 19 NCC's in the FY
1968~1969 period. The final control system would
have 12 SAGE direction centers backed up by the 19
BUIC 111's. The BUIC III system would use the BUIC
II computer with a number of improvements.

lJ¢(®) ARADCOM Control Equipment. By mid-1963,
ARADCOM had ten Missile Masters (AN/FSG-1) and 18
BIRDIE systems (AN/GSG~5 or 6) in its system. To
meet DA-directed cuts to provide manpower spaces,
two MM's were phased out in September 1963 and
replaced with BIRDIE's from other defenses. In
late 1964, two more MM's were deleted by combining
defenses.

U Qg) In December 1963, DOD had approved the y
procurement of a new control system for ARADCOM, —
the AN/TSQ-51. NORAD proposed in its Objectives
Plan issued in 1964 that these be used to replace
the six remaining MM's and four of the BIRDIE sys-
tems.

NEW NORAD COMBAT OPERATIONS CENTER

U(gﬁ As stated in Chapter II, in November 1959,
USAF deferred all action on the new, hardened COC
to be built in Cheyenne Mountain, south of Colorado
Springs. This deferral lasted about a year. Exca-
vation finally began on 19 June 1961 and was essen-—
tially completed by the end of 1962. In March 1963,
work on the eleven internal buildings began. Con-
struction was completed by late spring 1965. Equip-
ment installation was to follow. 1Initial operational
capability in the new COC was scheduled for 1 Jan-
uary 1966 and full operational capability for 30
June 1966. The target date for transfer of opera-
tions from the current COC to the new one was 1
April 1966. The old COC was to be closed no later
than 1 July 1966.
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MISSILE AND SPACE DEFENSE
BALLISTIC MISSILE EARLY WARNING SYSTEM

ngsﬁ 30 September 1960 was a landmark -- the
first “operation of a defense system against the
ballistic missile threat. On this date, the de-
tection radars at the first BMEWS site, Site I,
Thule, Greenland, attained an initial operational
capability. Two-site detection capability was
achieved on 30 June 1961 when Site 11, Clear, Alaska,
reached IOC with its detection radars. A tracking
radar became operational at Site I at the end of
1961. A tracker was scheduled for Site II to be-
come operational about mid-1966. The third site
of the three-site BMEWS, built at Fylingdales Moor,
England, gained limited operation in September 1963
and became fully operational on 15 January 1964.
NORAD and RAF Fighter Command had joint operational
control. Site III had tracking radars only.

SPACE DETECTION AND TRACKING SYSTEM

L]£85 1960 also saw NORAD's responsibilities
expanded into space. On 7 November 1960, the JCS
assigned CINCNORAD operational control and CINCONAD
operational command of the Space Detection and
Tracking System (SPADATS). This system consisted
of the Air Force Spacetrack and the Navy SPASUR
(Space Surveillance) systems. In April 1961, the
JCS told NORAD that SPADATS was not to be restricted
to the two original systems, but that other sensors
and systems could be planned for.

11 (%5 The JCS also directed that the SPADATS
control facility be manned and operated as an in-
tegral part of the NORAD COC. Until the Ent AFB

* (S8) Fully automatic operation was achieved at Site
I on 31 January 1961 and at Site II on 30 September
1961,



COC achieved a computer capability, NORAD used the
USAF facility at L. G. Hanscom Field, Massachusetts,
for SPADATS control. This function was transferred
to Ent AFB in June 1961. A clarification and
strengthening of NORAD control over space defense
was made in 1964 when the Secretary of Defense ap-
proved the NORAD concept and functions for a new
Space Defense Center. The Space Defense Center was
to be established initially in the current COC and
then transferred to the new COC with a target date
for attaining operational capability equal to that
in the current COC of 1 April 1966.

ANTI-SATELLITE SYSTEMS

(U) Two anti-satellite systems had come into
operation under CONAD operational control. An Army
system using the Nike Zeus became operational in
August 1963 and an Air Force system using the Thor _
became operational in May 1964. Both systems had y
demonstrated successful satellite intercept capa- ~—
bilities.

OTHER WARNING SYSTEMS

BOMB ALARM SYSTEM
L4

( On 1 September 1962, a Bomb Alarm System
(BAS) became operational and was placed under NORAD
operational control. This system was established
by Western Union for the USAF. BAS sensors were
located at 97 CONUS sites and at Clear and Thule.
The BAS would automatically indicate the time and
location of nuclear detonations near instrumented
locations and signal the information to NORAD Head-
quarters and other agencies.

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE WARNING SYSTEM

™ ( An interim, manual C/B system, consisting
of approximately 450 CONUS military installations

7
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with reporting responsibilities, became operational
on 1 July 1964, This system was based on observa-
tions and judgment of trained personnel using avail-
able detection equipment and reporting observations
to NORAD Headquarters. Establishment of this sys-
tem was the responsibility of the Army which was
also developing an automatic system,
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ROSTER OF COMMANDERS

AAF/USAF AIR DEFENSE COMMAND

Lt Gen George E. Stratemeyer .
Maj Gen Gordon P. Saville .,..

CONTINENTAL AIR COMMAND

Lt Gen George E. Stratemeyer .
Lt Gen Ennis C. Whitehead ....

USAF AIR DEFENSE COMMAND
Lt Gen Ennis C. Whitehead ....

Gen Benjamin W, Chidlaw .....
Maj Gen Frederic H. Smith, Jr

It Gen Herbert B. Thatcher
ALASKAN AIR COMMAND

Brig Gen Edmund C. Lynch ....
Brig Gen Joseph H. Atkinson
Brig Gen Frank A. Armstrong
Maj Gen William D, O01d .......

Mar
Dec

Dec
Apr

Jan
Aug

May
Gen Earle E. Partridge ........
Lt Gen Joseph H., Atkinson .....
Lt Gen Robert M. Lee ..vieeeusen
Lt Gen Robert H. Terrill ......

Brig Gen W. R. Agee ...ievevns .

Maj Gen George R. Acheson ....

Lt Gen Joseph H. Atkinson .....

Maj Gen Frank A. Armstrong ...
Maj Gen James H, Davies ......
Maj Gen Frank A. Armstrong

Jul
Sep
Mar
Jul
Aug

Dec
Oct
Feb
Dec
Oct
Feb
Feb
Jul
Oct
Jun

46-Dec
48-Sep

48-Apr
49-Dec

51-Aug
51-May
55-Jul
55-Sep
56-Feb
61-Jul
63-Aug
63 -

45-0ct
46-Feb
49-Dec
50-0ct
52-Feb
53-Feb
596-Jul
56-0ct
56-Jun
57-Aug

48
49

49
50

51
55
55
56
61
63
63

46
49
50
52
53
56
56
56
57
57



ALASKAN AIR COMMAND

Brig Gen Kenneth H, Gibson .... Aug

Maj Gen C. F. Necrason .....

Maj Gen Wendell W. Bowman

Maj Gen James C. Jensen

ALASKAN COMMAND

Maj Gen Howard A. Craig .

Lt
Lt
Lt
Lt
Lt
Lt

Gen
Gen
Gen
Gen
Gen
Gen

Nathan F. Twining
William E. Kepner
Joseph H. Atkinson
Frank A. Armstrong
George W. Mundy ..
Raymond J. Reeves

RCAF AIR DEFENCE GROUP

G/C W. R, MacBrien ......

RCAF AIR DEFENCE COMMAND

A/V/M C. R. Dunlap ......
A/V/M A, L, James ..e.c..o
A/C C, L, ANNisS ...vevvns

A/V/M L. E, Wray ceceeeeeees

A/V/M W. R. MacBrien ....

A/V/M M. M. Hendrick ...

A/V/M M, D, Lister ......

... Aug
eeess Jul

ceesees Aug

...... Jan

eeses Jul
...... Jul
...... Aug

«cs+.0 Dec

cesess Jun
cees e Aug
ceceas S€ED
... dJan
eesees Aug

ceessse SED

cesses Aug

S57-Aug
58-Jul
61-Aug
63 -

47-Aug
47~
50-
53-Jul
56-Jul
61-Jul
63 -

48-May

51-Jul
51-Sep
54-Jan
55-Aug
58-Sep
62-Aug
64—~

58
61
63

47

53
56
61
63

51

51
54
55
58
62
64

ARMY ANTIAIRCRAFT COMMAND/ARMY AIR DEFENSE COMMAND

Maj Gen Willard W. Irvine

Lt
Lt
Lt
Lt
Lt
Lt

Gen
Gen
Gen
Gen
Gen
Gen

John T, Lewis ....

«eses. May

Stanley R. Mickelsen ... Oct

Charles E. Hart ........ Nov
Robert J. Wood ......... Aug
William W. Dick, Jr. .. May
Charles B. Duff .,..... . Sep

50-May
52-Sep
54-0ct
57-Jul
60~-May
62-Aug
63—

NORTHEAST COMMAND AND NORTHEAST AIR COMMAND

Maj Gen Lyman P. Whitten

cesses OcCt

50-Mar

52
54
57
60
62
63

52



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

NORTHEAST COMMAND AND NORTHEAST AIR COMMAND

Maj Gen Charles T. Myers ...... Mar 52-Jul 54
Lt Gen Glenn O, BarcuS ........ Jul 54-Sep 56

NORTHEAST AIR COMMAND
Lt Gen Glenn O. Barcus ........ Sep 56-Apr 57
NAVAL FORCES CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE COMMAND

Radm Albert K. Morehouse ...... Sep 54-Dec 55
Capt Dennis J. Sullivan ....... Dec 55-Apr 56
Radm Hugh H. Goodwin ........ Apr 56-May 57
Capt John G. Howell ........... May 57-Jul 57
Capt George L. Kohr ....... Jul 57-Sep 57
Radm Walter F. Rodee ...... Sep S57-Apr 60

Radm Thomas A. Ahroon ......... Apr 60-Jun 63
Radm James H, Mini ....... ces.. Jun 63-Dec 63

_ Capt Virgil A, Irwin .......... Dec 63-Aug 64

\ Capt Hoyt D. Mann ............. Sep 64-

v

CONTINENTAL AIR DEFENSE COMMAND
Gen Benjamin W, Chidlaw ....... Sep 54-May 55
Lt Gen Stanley R. Mickelsen ... May 55-Jul 55
Gen Earle E. Partridge ........ Jul 55-Jul 59
Gen Laurence S, Kuter ......... Aug 59-Aug 62
Gen John K. Gerhart ........... Aug 62-Apr 65
Gen Dean C. Strother .......... Apr 65-
NORTH AMERICAN AIR DEFENSE COMMAND

Gen Earle E, Partridge ........ Sep 57-Jul 59
Gen Laurence S. Kuter ......... Aug 59-Aug 62
Gen John K. Gerhart ........... Aug 62-Apr 65
Gen Dean C. Strother .......... Apr 65-
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