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JCS GUIDANCE AND IMPLEMENTATION

(U) Detailed guidance was issued by the JCS
on 11 June 1965 which defined the degree of in-
fluence and participation of NORAD/CONAD in the
development and acquisition of command and control
systems and communications that supported the
command and control systems. Guidance specifying
the responsibilities of the military services to
establish procedures to enable NORAD/CONAD to
discharge their responsibilities was issued by
the Secretary of Defense on 8 June 1965,

(U) The Directorate of Systems Development,
DCS/Plans (J-5), was made responsible for deter-
mining the degree and manner in which participation
was to be accomplished. This directorate was
responsible for preparing participation letters
to the services on command and control systems
and the command and control portion of weapons
systems. DCS/Communications and Electronics was
responsible for participation letters to the
services and the Defense Communications Agency on
communications supporting command and control
systems.

(U) To establish the general principles and
objectives for command and control of ballistic
missile defense, NORAD issued Policy Memorandum
No. 6, 16 August 1965. This was to provide
guidance for all concerned and was to be used as
a reference for NORAD review of integration and
interface requirements of all service component
ballistic missile defense command and control
systems during development, acquisition and
operation,

) The first participation letter of some
22 planned was sent to the Army Chief of Staff on
8 September 1965. This letter, which concerned

















































CHAPTER 111
COMMUNICATIONS

AUTOMATIC VOICE NETWORK (AUTOVON)
U

(&) By January 1963, NORAD and ADC had sub-
mitted requirements for some 70 automatic voice
communications switching centers. In the meantime,
the Defense Communications Agency (DCA) had devel-
oped a plan for a world-wide Automatic Voice Net-
work (AUTOVON) as part of the Defense Communica-
tions System. The latter was being set up as the
single long-haul system for all elements of the
DOD, In May 1963, 0OSD approved the combining of
the four Army SCAN (Switched Circuit Automatic
Network) centers with the five existing NORAD/ADC
centers to establish the first part of the CONUS
AUTOVON, Combining of the SCAN-NORAD/ADC networks
was completed on 20 April 1964.

ng By the end of 1964, ten centers were op- -
erating (the nine SCAN-NORAD/ADC centers and one
at the GSA center at Faulkner, Md.). The DCA pro-
gram was established by 1965 at 65 switching centers
in the CONUS to be operating by 1970. The NORAD/ADC
requirement could be met within the DCA program be-
cause of changes in the BUIC program and the recon-
figuration of the NORAD organization. All of the
AUTOVON centers were to ultimately use the elec-
tronic solid state switch, ESS-1, none of which had
come into use. Because of deficiencies in the lat-
ter, in May 1965, DCA advised NORAD that it had de-
cided not to accept the ESS-1 for AUTOVON until it
could meet specifications.

U
(%f NORAD and ADC had planned with DCA to in-
tegrate SAGE/BUIC into AUTOVON on a time-phased

basis from 1 September 1965 to 1 January 1966. Sub-
sequent difficulties delayed this cutover to January
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AUTOVON IN CANADA

¥y Expansion of AUTOVON to Canada was planned
for meeting NORAD air defense requirements and later .
the requirements of other users. In February 1965,
the Canadian telephone industry presented a proposal
to Canadian Forces Headquarters for a network of
nine switching centers. The proposal, sent to NORAD
through USAF ADC, was agreed to on 5 May 1965 by
NORAD/ADC .

v

() Initially, the Canadian switches would be
used for air defense communications only and, as
such, would be part of the NORAD/ADC SAGE/BUIC por-
tion of AUTOVON. Expansion was planned to include
other Canadian military users and civilian govern-
ment users. However, this would not delay the SAGE/
BUIC system. At a meeting held in Ottawa in Septem-
ber, Canadian representatives stated that SAGE/BUIC
switches would be out to contract by December. At
a meeting held in October to review the Canadian
SAGE/BUIC switching proposal, all representatives
agreed the USAF/RCAF Communications Working Agree-
ment was satisfactory for air defense cost sharing. '

RRE - This agreement, which was based on and authorized

by the CADIN agreement, provided a two-thirds U. S.
and one-third Canada formula. As of the end of CY

1965, the nine Canadian switches still had not been
contracted for. They could be completed two years

from award of contract.

NORAD ATTACK WARNING SYSTEM (NAWS)
SYSTEM REDESIGN AND TESTING

(& An attack warning system had been installed
in 1964 by AT&T and put into operation on 1 September
1964. From the start, however, the system had numer-
ous malfunctions, such as false light indications,
caused by equipment failure or circuit difficulties,
and on 1 October 1964 it was removed from use. The
system was then re-designed to meet NORAD/ADC re-
quirements.
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CHAPTER VII
WEAPONS

: STATUS SUMMARY

(8) The NORAD regular interceptor force decreas-
ed by three squadrons from 30 June 1965 to 31 December
1965, from 41 to 38. Three F-102 squadrons were re-
moved from the NORAD force. By 1 January 1966, the
total number of interceptor aircraft had dropped from
791 to 688. The number of ANG (Category 1) squadrons
stayed at 21, but the number of aircraft fell from
408 to 380. The ANG continued its F-102 conversion
with one squadron (196th) completing conversion in
August 1965 and four others (116th, 134th, 118th and
152d) starting during this six-month period.

L
(S) NORAD concurred with an ADC proposal to grad-
ually degrade the mission capability of interceptor
units to be inactivated. The degradation process would e
Riicigat . begin 180 days before inactivation. This program,
agreed upon on 10 September 1965, would permit ADC to
maintain a high state of combat readiness in squadrons
not scheduled for inactivation.
T 2
(8) The number of BOMARC missiles in the eight
squadrons dropped from 240 to 238 by 1 January 1966 as
a result of one evaluation launch and one missile
transfer to the CEL Program. Eight RA Nike Hercules
fire units at four SAC bases became non-operational on
22 December 1965 leaving a total of 83 RA fire units
under NORAD control on 1 January 1966F The total of

* (U) These bases were Fairchild, Barksdale, Robins
and Turner.
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and capability of each DOB in their respective areas
and would be aware of the tactical situation, they
would be responsible for determining the numbers of
additional interceptors to be dispersed from each
squadron. NORAD felt that this change would do away
with the overcrowding at the DOB's when many of them
could accommodate just a limited number of intercep-
tors.

N ADC reasoned that the change was realistic

in view wf the austere dispersal construction sup-
port approved by OSD (this was minimum support for
peacetime permanent dispersal of one-third UE air-
craft). ADC also said that the original FY 1964 MCP
dispersal construction was nearing completion and
USAF had said that no new requirements could be pro-
grammed using this package. New requirements would
have to be included in the regular MCP cycle. ADC
suggested that a re-evaluation of NORAD dispersal

operational requirements might be appropriate. On 15

October 1965, ADC, in a letter to all air divisions,
requested a complete re-evaluation of the current
dispersal program.

On 28 July 1965, NORAD indicated that all

- flush bdses were being reviewed for deletion from or

addition to the mandatorx flush list for each fiscal
year (1966 through 1970). The FY 1966 list was to be
published as an amendment to the ADNAC (Annex E) af-
ter approval.

N ) In November 1965, ADC said that the NORAD
ADNAC 1isted three fighter dispersal bases as flush
bases (Byrd, Niagara and Fresno). This change, from
non-flush to flush, ADC said, seriously lessened the
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CHAPTER VIII
TRAINING AND PROCEDURES .

ECM SIMULATOR/EVALUATOR SYSTEM

A\
9.
(8) With the phase out of the SAC EB-47
ECM force (fourth quarter FY 1965) that had pro-
vided most of NORAD's ECCM training, NORAD's
concern increased about facilities for ECCM
training and evaluation of its forces. It was
left with the Active Countermeasures Trainer
which was originally designed for the manual
radar system, not the automated (SAGE/BUIC)
radar environment.
L
(8) ADC had submitted a Qualitative Opera-
tional Requirement (QOR) for an ECM simulator in
1963. USAF had rejected the QOR because of the
- high cost. In 1964, ARADCOM submitted a Quali-
tative Military Requirement (QMR) for a simula- -
tor system to the Department of the Army. The 1"
st QMR was returned in November 1964 for additional

justification and re-costing.
W/

NORAD felt that any system sought by
USAF should be compatible with the ARADCOM effort.
ARADCOM, ADC and NORAD met in January 1965 and
tentatively agreed on a position on the simulator
system. After this meeting, NORAD worked to pro-
duce an NQR for an ECM Simulator/Evaluator system
stressing a combined service approach to joint
training through simulation methods. Meanwhile,
ADC became greatly concerned with the decreasing
numbers of aircraft available for ECCM training
in exercises and hurriedly submitted a Quick Re-
action Capability (QRC) request for three proto-
type ECM simulators to USAF on 19 April 1965. ADC
expanded this QRC request to a full QOR for ECCM
Evaluator/Trainers on 4 May 1965 which USAF sent on
to the JCS., NORAD's supposedly joint NQR 4-65 for
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