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STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

In consultation with President Ford, Secretary of Defense
Donald H. Rumsfeld today authorized the Air Force to execute the
initial contracts for the B-1 bomber.

The decision followed an exhaustive review of the program's
progress by the Secretary of the Air Force, Thomas C. Reed, and
the Defense Depa;tment's Systems Acquisition Review Council, as
well as by outside panels.

The Congress authorized and appropriated $1.53 billion for
B-1 development and procurement during Fiscal Year 1977. Of
that amount, $1.05 billion was for production tooling, procure-
ment of the first three production B-1ls, and the purchase of long
lead materials for the second lot of eight aircraft.

"We have observed both the momentum of Soviet strategic
modernization and their buildup of capability; we have studied
the results of this aircraft's test program; we have concluded
that proceeding with this contract approach is in the national

interest,'" Rumsfeld said.

END
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The Department of the Air Force today awarded contracts
to Rockwell International, General Electric and the Boeing
Company for initial production of the B-1 bomber.

All three contracts include clauses which limit the
Government's obligation to a cumulative rate of $87M per
month through February 1, 1977, in compliance with the
Fiscal Year 1977 Defense Appropriatioms Act. The contracts
are also structured to enable the Air Force to limit total
government liability month-by-month through June 1977.

Rockwell received a contract for $562M. The cost-plus-
incentive-fee effort covers fabrication, assembly, check out,
inspection and delivery of the first three production B-1
aircraft, plus nonrecurring engineering and tooling. The
contract includes additional options for further increments
of production tooling and production engineering in Fiscal
Years 1978 and 1979.

General Electric was awarded a fixed-price-incentive
contract for $79.1M, all of which will be funded during
Fiscal Year 1977. The contract runs for three years and
provides for procurement of 12 engines and associated tooling
to establish a production capability. |

The Boeing Company received a contract for $63.8M. The

three year cost-plus-incentive-fee contract will provide



offensive avionics for three aircraft, associated integration
work, and nonrecurring engineering.

The Defense Systems Acquisition Review Committee (DSARC)
completed its review of the program this morning and made its
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. The resulting
memorandum from the Secretary of Defense is at Attachment A.

In preparing for this decision, I assembled an inde-
pendent committee to review the technical aspects of the B-1
development program. They were to report directly to me on
any technical risks they might foresee in entering production.
The chairman of the committee was Professor Courtland Perkins,
President of the National Academy of Engineering.

The Committee was unanimous in its view that a production
decision could be made with real confidence from the point of
view of technical status. They noted that there are no ap-
parent technical problems that would preclude production as
planned.

The report of the committee is at Attachment B.

At the same time, I asked three knowledgeable '"outsiders"
to review all reasonable alternatives to the B-1. In partic-
ular, I asked whether "forces which include some B-1l's

impose the greatest target damage per dollar expended."



The members of the Panel were:

Honorable Edward E. David, Jr., Chairman of the National
Security Council Ad Hoc Strategic Panel and former Science
Advisor to the President;

Dr. Michael M. May, of the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory,
formerly a SALT negotiator;

Honorable Paul H. Nitze, former Deputy Secretary of
Defense and formerly a SALT negotiator.

The panel concluded "that the B-1 should be procured
for inclusion in the force.'" Their report is at Attachment C.

I believe the decision to produce the B-1 is sound. The
aircraft represents 15 years of study, design, development,
fabrication and exhaustive ground and flight testing. Air
Force development contracts were awarded in June 1970 to
North American Rockwell (now Rockwell International) to build
the B-1 airframe and to the General Electric Company for the
plane's F10l augmented turbofan engines. The Boeing Aero-
space Company was named the B-1 avionics subsystem interface
contractor in April 1972. The AIL Division of Cutler-Hammer,
Inc., was awarded a contract to develop the radio frequency
surveillance/electronic countermeasures subsystem in
January 1974.

Four aircraft are included in the B-1 development pro-
gram, with three currently in flight testing at Edwards AFB,

California. The first aircraft made its maiden flight on



December 23, 1974; to date, the three aircraft have success-
fully completed 78 flights for over 417 hours of flight
testing. The fourth plane will include a defensive avionics
subsystem and cost reduction design refinements planned

for the production aircraft. It is expected to fly for the
first time in early 1979.

During the flight test program, the B-1 has clearly
demonstrated its ability to perform its design mission. The
plane has achieved a top speed of 2.1 Mach (approximately
1,350 m.p.h.) and a top altitude of 50,000 feet. I have
personally observed manual and automatic terrain-following
flight at .85 Mach (approximately 650 m.p.h.) down to an
altitude of 200 feet above ground.

The B-1 has completed initial flutter, flying qualities
and airloads testing. It has released an inert Short Range
Attack Missile (SRAM) and two inert MK-82 conventional 500-
pound bombs while in flight. The three test aircraft have
routinely completed full wing sweep and aerial refuelings
with the KC-135 tanker on nearly every test mission. OQur
success with this program is summarized in the chart of
accumulated flying hours shown at Attachment D.

Supporting the B-1 production decision was the most
comprehensive design and ground testing program ever con-
ducted in the development of a military aircraft. Over
23,000 hours of wind tunnel testing were completed, using

47 different models in 17 tunnels; more than 680 components
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were structurally tested before installation on the aircraft;
major sections of the airframe were subjected to both static
and fatigue tests, the latter to at least two full lifetimes;
a complete airframe underwent static proof load testing to
design limit loads; and the plane's F10l engine successfully
completed Product Verification testing and was formally
qualified for production.

Given this background of successful testing and readi-
ness to enter production, the question remains as to the
expected production cost.

The Secretary of Defense, the Deputy Secretaries of
Defense, and I have reviewed that question. We conclude
that the System Program Office has a demonstrated record of
management performance in the R&D program, and that the
thorough early testing of the B-1 will pay off in the pro-
duction phase. Therefore, we conclude that the B-1 program
can and should be completed for a total program cost (RDT&E
plus procurement) in then-year dollars of $22.8 billion.

Nonetheless, we did examine the sensitivity of force
cost-effectiveness to changes in B-1 unit costs that could
arise from different learning curves, program stretchouts,
or reduced buys. As an example, at Attachment E is a com-
parison of the effectiveness of wvarious forces if B-1 pro-

curement costs should rise by as much as 25%. It seems



clear, and it was the DSARC's finding, that the B-1 remains
the most cost-effective alternative for modernizing the
strategic bomber force and that it should proceed to
production.

Throughout the past year, I have repeatedly set forth
the reasons why we need a B-1l. Let me summarize.

The manned bomber is an integral component of the
strategic Triad. The Triad poses an insoluble targeting
problem for the Soviets, dilutes their defenses, and provides
a hedge against technological advances which might negate a
single system. Of the Triad forces, only the manned bomber
has been tested in combat, and only the bomber provides a
reasoned, controlled capability throughout the entire spectrum
of conflict.

All of our recent combat experience demonstrates, and
our analyses indicate, that manned bombers can penetrate
sophisticated defenses. But the Soviet defenses are im-
proving all the time, and the B-52 force is aging. By 1982,
when the B-1 is operational, the average age of our B-52s
will be about 25 years.

The B-1 will be able to overcome threats which would
degrade the B-52 capability in the 1980s and beyond. It
will take off faster to escape a surprise attack. It will
be hardened against blast and electromagnetic pulse. Its
smaller radar cross-section, high speed, and low flight

6



profile will aid its penetration of air defenses. It will
have extremely effective electromagnetic countermeasures.
That combination of characteristics is the key to survival
in the 1980s.

Although we are convinced of the need for the B-1, we
are not unmindful of the Congressional limits on government
obligations until February 1977. Furthermore, we appreciate
the fact that the new administration will want to preserve
several options as it assesses the overall strategic picture.
As a result, we have structured a contractual program which
will impose a limit on government obligations of a cumulative
$87M per month not only until February 1, but through the
end of June. We have arranged for future tooling costs to
be covered by options rather than the basic contract. The
contractual program is summarized by the chart at Attachment F.

The result of all this is to provide the President-
elect with a great deal of flexibility.

Let me return to the basic reason for the B-1. The
Soviet Union has undertaken a broad and deep effort in the
expansion of their strategic forces. To the Congressional
Budget Office, this buildup raised '"'questions concerning
the ultimate intentions of the present regime.”" To me,
there is every indication that the Soviets are driving for
strategic superiority by the early 1980s. The B-1 is the
strategic initiative that can redress that imbalance by
the early 80s. It would be irresponsible not to initiate
B-1 production at this time. We are, therefore, doing so.

7
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MEMORANDUM FOR The Secretary of the Air Force

SUBJECT: B-l Program

I have reviewed the results of the B-1 DSARC process concluded on.

2 December 1976. The DSARC's findings were that the development,
test, and production planning prerequisite to B-l production have been -
satisfactorily accomplished. Their recommendation is that the B-1

is ready to move into production. Accordingly, the Air Force is
authorized to proceed with production of the B-L.

The Air Force procurement cost estimate, reviewed by the DSARC,
is the approved procurement funding plan for the B-l1. '

While all preproductmn test objectives were successfully achieved,.
several additional test requirements have been generated which must
be included in follow-on development and operational testing. First,
B-1 nuclear hardness will be verified using near threat level EMP
simulators for the ground alert aircraft configuration. This should be
followed by threat level EMP simulator tests for inflight conditions.
Second, continued evaluation of B-1 detection range under operational .
‘penetration conditions using various methods of detection is considered
essential. Third, qualification and retest of the modifications and
improvements in alert response time and design mission range should
be conducted under operationally representative conditions.. Finally, -
“the Air Forcec will submit a Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP)
which addresses all future B-l testing to DD(T&E) by 1 April 1977 for
review and OSD coordination. The TEMP will also include a description. .
of test methods along with the specific reliability and maintainability
thresholds that are required to insure an orderly progress toward the
established mature systems goals now specified in the DCP.

In addition, the Air Force should:
o Limit obligation of appropriated B-1 funding to a cumulative

rate not to exceed $87. OM per month at least untxl 1 February
1977. ‘
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o Further investigate the advantages of transitioning from the
planned near term production buildup to a constant work
force approach to B-1 production in the outyears.

o Plan for a DSARC review prioi- to initiating defensive avionics



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
wasHINGTON.D.c. 20330

7 Octcber 1976

The Honorable Thomas C. Reed
Secretary of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Mr. Secretary

In response to your request, I have convened
an ad hoc Technical Assessment Committee to
review the technical status of the B-1 weapon
system.

The Committee has completed its assignment

and enclosed is its report to you. We hope
that our efforts will help with your evaluaticn
of this important program.

If we can be of any further use to you in this
regard, please do not hesitate to ask.

Sincerely

@D, Nrarie

COURTLAND D. PERKINS

Chairman

Technical Assessment Committee
on the B-1




REPORT OF

USAF SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY BOARD

AD HOC TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE

ON THE B-1

Professor Courtland D. Perkins, Chairman

7 October 1976



BACKGROUND

At the request of the Secretary of the Air Force, an ad hoc
Technical Assessment Committee on the B-1 airplane was
organized with the support of the USAF Scientific Advisory
Board. This Committee was asked to make an independent review
of the technical status of the B-1 weapon system to assist the
Secretary in his evaluation of the program in anticipation of
an imminent DSARC review. Although the time available to the
Committee was very short, the members were chosen to include
those who either had previous experience with this program or
who had considerable contact with other programs of this
complexity and thus were able to perform a review within this
time scale.

The charge of the Committee and its members is given in
Appendix A. The Committee met twice. The first meeting was
held in the Pentagon on September 28 and 29 to receive inputs
from the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for R&D, the
Air Staff, and the B-1l System Program Office. The second

was held at the prime contractor's plant in Los Angeles on
October 4, 5, and 6 and included inputs from Rockwell; Boeing,
the avionics integrator; and General Electric, the engine
company. The Committee also visited Edwards Air Force Base
to examine the three B-1 airplanes now flying and to

receive a report from the Air Force Test and Evaluation Center
team.

INTRODUCTION

An independent technical review of the B-1 program was made
three years ago by a committee under Dr. Raymond Bisplinghoff.
His committee made comments on the B-1 technical status based
entirely on data developed before the first flight. This
present committee had the great advantage of real data obtained
from the test flights of three airplanes. There was also a
large amount of data from structural and fatigue tests, real
weight data, and the results of engine tests. All of this
made it possible to extrapolate with high confidence to the
production configuration.

The Committee was impressed by the fact that the Air Force

had learned a great deal from the problems encountered on
previous development programs. This was clearly recognized

in the areas of structure and power plants. It could also

be seen in the timing of the whole development, that permitted
sophisticated scheduling of tests; the concept of "fly before
you buy;" and early recognition of problems. The moderate
pace of the program has permitted an orderly program of design



changes optimizing overall sys+em performance. Changes that
are projected for the production configuration are small and
reasonably well defined. Thoere are a few nagging prechlems *
such as those involved with the wing-root fairing and the
horizontal stabilizer hinge-moment limitation. In these cases
several changes are being explored and practical solutions

are reasonably certain. The time available to develop these
solutions before the first production airplane, A/C #5, is
adequate.

At this time the B-1 program is a .mature technical development
and probably better off than any other such system in the
experience of the Committee with respect to problems and the
date for the first production airplane. The Committee is
unanimous in its view that a production decision could be made
with real confidence from the point of view of technical status.
The airplane flies well, its performance capability is now well
known, and there is plenty of time to resolve the few problems
that remain. The production decison can concentrate on other
factors with respect to this weapon system.

The Committee's reaction to different technical areas of the
B-1 development is included in Appendix B. (Classified - removed)

CONCLUSIONS

The Committee concludes that:

1. Many of the subsystems of the B~l, such as the engine and
offensive avionics, can be viewed with confidence unusval for
a weapon system of this complexity and at this stage of
development.

2. There are no apparent technical problems that would prohibit
the achievement of a successful production airplane on the
proposed time scale.

3. This is a fine airplane of intrinsic versatility which can
be exploited for many varied missions currently unidentified.

4. From a technical point of view, the Defense Department can
make a production decision on the B-l1 with confidence. The
final decisions must then deal with other factors.
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TASK STATEMENT

SUBJECT: Technical assessment of the B-l1 program.

BACKGROUND: The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for
Research and Development has requested that a technical
review of the B-1 program be conducted under the auspices

of the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board (SAB). The
purpose is to assess the ability of the B-1 to meet its
performance objectives and to assess its technical readiness
for a production commitment. In the interest of timeliness,
the assessment will be conducted independent of normal SAB
review and reporting format.

This review follows previous SAB studies on the B-1l program
as listed:

SAB Ad Hoc Committee on the B-1 Program, report
dated 4 October 1973.

5AB A4 Hoc Committee on B-~1 Structures, letter
reports as reguired during period November 1972

to May 1976.

SAB Ad Hoc Committee on B-1 Aerodynamics, letter
reports dated January 1974 and November 1974.

OBJECTIVE: The Technical Assessment Committee will review

and evaluate, to the extent possible in the allotted time,

the technical aspects of the B-1 development program.
Specifically, the Committee will assess the ability of the
aircraft to achieve stated performance goals, adeguacy of the
test program, and adequacy of proposed sclutions to problems
encountered during testing. Finally the Committee will attempt
to assess the technical risk associated with entry into
production at this time.

GENERAL OFFICER PARTICIPANT: Brigadier General Emil N. BRlock,
Special Assistant to DCS/R&D for B-1 Matters, HQ USAF.

STEERING COMMITTEE APPROVAL: 21 September 1976




1500 Wilson Boulevard
Suite 1500
Arlington, Virginia 22209

October 8, 1976

The Honorable

Thomas C. Reed

The Secretary of the Air Force
The Pentagon

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Secretary:

You have asked for our views on the need for a modernized strategic
bomber force and whether it should inciude a B-1 component. In this
connection, you have asked us to re-examine the alternatives which were
earlier examined in the Joint Strategic Bomber Study dated September 1,
1974. . In conducting this review, we have examined the documents made
available to us by the Air Force, addressed the specific questions con-
cerning the JSBS in your letter of August 30, 1976, and consulted with
a number of outside sources whom we consider to be knowledgeable.

It is our opinion that aircraft which, together with their armaments,
have an assured capability to penetrate Soviet defenses are an essential
element of an adequate U.S. strategic nuclear deterrent. Furthermore, it
is our view the United States should have strategic forces sufficiently
survivable, that even after an initial Soviet strike, surviving U.S. forces
would not be inferior in effective capability to the remaining Soviet forces.

Given the size of the Soviet offensive and defensive forces, and, in
particular, given the ability of the Soviets to respond to any U.S. deploy-
ment decisions, we have come to the conclusion that the B-1 should be pro-
cured for inclusion in the force. We have further concluded that the force
should include both B-1's and B-52's and that a variety of armaments shouid
be developed for them so as to maintain penetration capability regardless
of Soviet decisions as to their air defenses. Among these armaments, long-
range cruise missiles (up to at least 1600 n.m. for the B-52's) and shorter-
range missiles sufficiently accurate to destroy hard-point targets should
be included.

It takes many years to develop and put into operation a new long-range
offensive aircraft system; thereafter it must remain in service for many
years. It is not possible precisely-to predict the future threa*ts which
the other side may pose to the survivability and penetration of such systems.
In particular; the other side can react to our deployment decisions by
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designing its forces in such a way as to take advantage of whatever weak-
nesses are inherent in the forces we deploy. The effect of this unpredicta-
bility is reduced by a degree of diversity in our strategic forces and by

high performance in at least one of its components. We beljeve that the

speed at low altitude, ECM potential, low radar cross-section and hardness

of the B-1 provide better assurance of flexibly meeting the range of possible
threats than do any of the forces which do not include the B-1. Further-
more, we believe the B-1 can give us these superior capabilities at comparable
cost and at an earlier date than any of the other systems suggested.

Ye remain available for discussion of our more detailed and technical
comments &t your convenience.

Sincerely yours,

e L.y ALK £ T W

Edward E. David, dr. Michael M. May > Paul H. Nitze ( .
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Svstem Description

The B-1 strateglc bomber Is belng developed by the Air Force t

o modernize

lts strateglc bonber force., As a key elemant of the nation's strat%glc Triad
of manned bonbers, land-bssed and sea-launched missiles, the new bolber will
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PRIME CONTRACTORS: System - Rockwell Internatlonal Corpoxatxon.
B=1 DlVialOﬂ; Los Angeles, Cali ornla. Englnc - General ;lectrxq,

- ,
Can1nnatn, oOhio; &Avionics - The Boelng Comvany, Seattle, Wash;

*Radxo Prcqacnc" Surveillance/zlectronac Countermeasures Sub¢yotem~~

~ Lutlerwﬁaa&&r,vlnc., AIL,DKVL91on,’Deer Park,ANew Xork‘

[

USiNG éommﬁmbi strategig Air Command

?OQER PLANT: Four Generél Electric turbo fan engines (30,000 lb o

thrust class) o L R
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= Rollout first airCraft ~ October 26, 1974

-~ 'Rollout of axrcraf+ number 3 - January 16, 1976

- First fllghéj~ Decembex 23, 1874

=~ Yost 'recent Fllght - March 3, 1976~
- Production Decision ~ November 1976
= Flrst aireraft in inventory - late 1979
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FY 77 BUDGET REQUEST

1 = Procurement - $1,049.5 Million (3 aircraft)
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. = PRDT&E - §$482.7 Million
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A medlum gross welght bomber powered by four 30,000-pound-thrust-class
igmented turbofan engines, the B-1's three large weapons bays will provide
- the flexibllity to carry nuclear alr-to-surface missiles, nuclear or
nventional gravlity bombs, mines, other weapons or fusl as requlred by
irylng misslon requlrements. 1t will carry 2 crew of four.

While only two-thlrds the slze of the B~52, the B~ Is designed to
srry nearly twice the payload, Its variable geomatry, or ''swing,'" wing
11 enable it to fly efflciently at supersonlc speeds at high altltudes
1d at high subsonic speeds at treetop altitudes. Thls swing=-wing feature
1) permit faster takeoff from much shorter runways. The alreraft will
ve greater hardness to the effect of a nuclear blast, far faster penetratlon
eed, lower penetration altltude and a greatly reduced radar cross section
>upared to the B+-52,

The B~1 will slso

- Through a combinatlon of rapld acceleralion, short runvay require-
nt, subsystem design end Improved hardnsss to nuclear effects, reach a
1fe escape distance from {ts launch base much faster than the B-52, This
gnificently improves Tts survivability should an enemy attempt & surprise
BH or SLBM attack. . ‘

Takeoff In a nmuch shorter distance and will thereby be able to use
:out 180 more exlsting runways than are avallable to the B-82, Thils |

wlts greater dispersal and faster reactlon by the Strategic Alr Command
;»C) alert-bomber force.

Have @ greater capabllity to penetrate an enemy's defenses. This ,
rems fron higher speeds at Yower altitudss as well as advance electonidg
suntermeasures and & small radar cross section, :

elop~antal Progress

o
S v

- Today's 8~1 Is the product of over 14 vears of studies, deslan, develop-
:nt, fabrication and exhaustive testing., Air Force developmental contracts
¢ awarded In June 19703 North Amarican Rockwell {now Rockwell Internatlonal
svp.) was selected to bulld the B-1 airframa and General Electric the FICI
urbofan engines, Four alreraft currently are Included In the developrmental
rogran.

Construction of the first alrceraft was completed In Pockwell's Ftna‘~
sserbly facillty at Alr Force Plant 42, Palmdale, California, and was .
olled out there on October 26, 1974, Fnrst flight of the B~1 was success~-
ully completed on Decerber 23, 1974, with -a | hour ‘and 18 minute test fII}
ron Palmdale to nearby Edwards AFD. ‘

(more) . %
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Work on the second B-1 alrcraft is proceeding on schedule with fabrica-
tion, asserbly and mating complete on most of its major structural sections,
The aircraft completed elght months of structural proof loads testingiat
Lockheed Alrcrafe Corporation's Palimdale facllity In iate June, and zg
currently undergoing system Installation. It will serve primarily as' the
gstructural fllight test alrcraft, with first flight currently schedu!ed for
mid-1376. i
« The third B-1 alrcraft has completed assembly and the mate of I1t3 .
structural sections at Palmdale, and is undergoing flnal subsystem installation
and checkout. It will be used for Integration and flight testing of Ehe
B-1 avionics system, and Is expected to fly In early 1976, o

‘Development of the fourth B-1 commenced on August 15, 1975, withi the
avard of an Alr Force contract smendment to Rockwell International., The
alreraft will Include cost reducing deslign reflnements to the forward!
fusclage (ejection seats Instead of the current crew escape capsule) and
englne nacelles, and redesign of the forward fuselage and aft avuonics bay
to accommodate defenslve avionics equipment, [t will be used for flight
test of the B-l defenslve avionics and is currently expected to fly for
the flrst time In early 1979, v i

General Electric's F101 turbofsn englne successfully completed §§s
Prellminary Flight Ratling Test (PFRT) on April 16, 197k, [t is currehtly
undergolng Product Ver!flication (PV) testing and is expected to be tejted
sufffciewtiv to verlfy readiness for initlal production and service by the
fall of 1276 ; - i

If & production go~shead is given In late 1976, the first prcduc£¥0n
B-1s could enter the Alr Force inventory in mid=1379. |Initial operatjonal
sapahllity with SAC would then oceur In late 1981,

FTZC“* Tast Progran

Flrst flight of the B~1 marked the hecann‘ng of several years of;
flight testlng, which will later {nclude the other B-1 test alrcraft.! This
f!lg}t test program, In keeping with the Department of Defense "try-before-
buy' policy, will be one of the most comprchenslve ever developed for a
military alreraft, {t wlll include nearly two years of extensive test data
to support a production decision currently scheduled for November }97§,

. . ¥

Test flights from Edwards AFB are beling scheduled up to three tites
per month., This aliows time for Alr Force and Rockwell engineers to &ssim
tlate the extenslive test data gathered on each flight, 5

Flights durlng the early portloq of the program were built one upon
the other to c¢lear the B~1 for initial operation and performance of lts
primary penetration mission, This will require the alrcraft to Fly at
terra¥n~f0 !ow!ng altltudes at ncarly the speed of sound, o ’

- 1

(more) : {
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The B-1 has accumulated over 60 hours of fllght testing, including
nearly 2 hours at supersonic speeds. Flight test accomplishments to date
Include full wing sweep, aerlal refuelings, a top speed of 1.23 Mach.
(approximately 873 mph) at 25,000 feet, maximum weight takeoff, assisted
and unassisted engine alrstarts, initial weapons bay door operaticn, maximum
spzed landing gear operation, and flutter and flying qualities evaluations,

i
Environmenta!l Impact '

Development of the B-1, from the program's inception, has been in
consonance with all Federal environmantal laws, executive orders, regula-~
tions and with criteria and standards publlshed by the Environments! Protec-
tion Agency. Every effort Is belng made to minimize the effects of ths
alrcraft on the environment, '

¢

The B=1's englnes (ncorporate new technology that mekes them amorg the
clesnest and nost efflicient ever built., Tests indicate that the F101
engline has a2 combusticon efficiency of 99.5 percent and ls virtually s~chkeless,
Engine emissions are lower than other alrcraft and much lower than other
operational bombers, ' ' !
H
Vhile specific fue! consumption Is classifled, the B-1 will use &gbout
25 percent Jess fuel than the B-52 for the same mission, And by spencirg
more time on alert and lese time in the slr, the B=1 force will consdre
l2ss than one-quarter of the fuel used by teday's force of 8-52s, Fuel
savings are expected to be close to a half-billion gellons a vear,

Nolse levels of the B-1, when 1ts afterburners are not in use, are
considarably lower than those of other military airgraft; they corpare
favorably with the newest cormercial aircraft., Afterburners nolse ldvels
are comparable with other aircraft. i

The B-1 is capable of flying at superscnic speeds, and therefore can
cause sonic boom. Such Irpacts are expected to be minimal, however, since
only a very small percentage of the B-1's fllight time will be at sudarsonic
speads, Supersonlc flights will be limited to established corridors which
will minlnize disturbsnce to population centers and national park areas.

‘ |

The alrcraft is not expected to have an impact on the stratespreric
environmant because of lts low emission levels and the small amount of time
flown at those altitudes.

i

A i

i

Fundfng i

Fiscal Year 1974 and Prlor Years: 61,582 bitlion :

Fiscal Year 1978: - S4Ls miilion

(more) B i
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ost Data :

fn the absence of Inflation, B-l costs have changed very llttle since
the program went on contract In 1970, The inltlal estimate of $9.9 billion
s now $11.0 blilllon=~a 12 percent Increase or about 2 1/2 percent a year.
Inflation through calendar year 1974 has added $4.5 blllion to the total
yrogram costs making Tt $15.5 blilion in 1975 dollars. |f Inflation Is
forecasted through program completion In the mld-1980s, total program cost
s estimated to reach $20.6 billlon In '"then-year’" dollars. i

The fo?icwing tables show current program cost estimates In ”no-!nflat?
1970 dollars, and In forecasted ''then-year'' dollars. (Procurement unlt
-ost [s the average cost to produce an alrcraft [alrframe, engines, av tontcs
snd other government-furnished equipment}, the pecullar cost tc deploy pne
alreraft [ground support equiprent, trainlng equlpment, etc.]) and the cost
of Inltlal spares. Program unit cost Includes the development cost awortfzed
over the total number of alrcraft to be bulli.) i

i
¢
L]

rograw Cost Estimates ‘ 570 575 $Theh Year
R8D 2.798 3.628 3%.868
Production _8.238 11,908 jé;lﬁg
Total | 11,028 15,528 20%.608
Unit Cost Estlmates $70 $75 SThen Year
Frocurement Unlt : 34, 3M 4g,6M ; GBaBM
Program Unit 45, 2 63.6M '8a§.lm

The bulk of increases to the Alr Force B~1 cost estimate {(some 88
percent) has been due to the effects of economic inflation. Forty-seven
percent of the total program cost estimate Is Inflatlion,

{more)

RPN PP



B=! Dimenslons/Performance

Maximum Speed: Supersonic spaed at high altlitudes; hlnh
’ = subsonlc at treetop altitudes

Range: Intercontinental (unrefueled)

Tanker Support: Existing K£-13S‘tankers

Four:
(prov:s¢ons for two

Crew:
Instructors

Maximum Gross

pilot, copilot and two sgstews cperators

Takeoff Weight: 350,000~400,000 pounds
weapans‘Payloadz Approximately twice that of the B-52 ;
24 SRAM Internally ;
or o
© 75,000 pounds of bombs Internally |
Length: 151 feet
Helght: 34 feet
Wing Span .
Forwerd: 137 feet
Swept! 78 feet

i

Rockwell International Corporation, B-1 Divislon, Los Angeles,

California

Englne:

General Electric Company, Alrcraft Engine Group, Cinclinnatt,

Avlonics Subsystem Interface:

The Boeing Company, Aerospace Company, Seattle, Washington

|
i

phio :
i
¢

H

Radlo Frequency Survelllance/Electronic Countermeasures Subsystemi

Cutler=Hammer, Inc., AlL Division, Deer Park, Hew York

{more)
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Program M:nacemﬂnt

.
H

* Alr Force Systnms Command's (AFSC) Aeronautlical Systems Dlvxsion.
wright Patterson AFB, Ohio, Is responsible for overall B~1 system de%elopw»nt.
Malor General Abner B. Hartin s the B-1 Program Director. ‘

On-site management of B~! contracts Is provided by Alr Force Plant
Pepresentatives under the dlrectlon of AFSC's Alr Force Coatract Management
Division, Kirtland AFB, New Mexico.

-30-

o ——o o

o - n o o ——— 1k oWt s 2

W - & i S

B vt~ — oo o o o 5 A




m sl -.:.t;w“q.,ﬂ ‘!ih‘.w e o
v &
b mm
1 (AN m =
- { ;.: aas
N P hode ] 5 t 3 . <
w m 4 - \,HM . h ey L g g e et BT ) PR T 0% TN A T b i ,\!y{s...,l!.:x;-.”w“ w
; .a_..@ T m . L ) ’ sm i
& | il
sl le. 1 2 w : 1l
L e mmw i i m
b : Ve g ° '
SIS RS ,
. i g : r e v v e N, bt et e e e e e
LR B K
g I .
W is e
- ol O T L F
vt ; el ¥ .
maw T i w Lk P
B8 R » ! :
[ el T G bia ] L % §
- - 94.“ R - w «% i
T E b \,a {
il f i ! ‘ ,
! ¢ i ¢
| i 3 fiaom bi 4

depes
sl “'—'M B
-

Hareos
e ey

f tnformation, Air Force Systems Command, Andrews AFB, Md., 20334,

n

3 » I~

- —

) ! fw

g ; 0

py . 3
. ; MJ
g ped : <

u -H":,Gﬁ )

4]

143

ot

|

U

=

{ ;™

; =3

! . P

A ._ > A d i el A




“2-

THE B-1 BOMBER: MYTH AND FACT

Although many of the arguments agalnst the B-1 bomber are old, they
benefit from a recurrent theme and could unduly Influence those who db not
kave the facts, Some of those arguments ate rather far fetched, suchias
the Impact of the B-1 on the ozone layer (the 8-1 would not normally fly
that high; it Is primarily a low-altltude bomber). Others show a lack of
understanding in the Important areas of what makes deterrence work, why
e need the B~1 and why Its cost Is reasonable. The following Information
should elimlnate some of the confuslon:

Fyth: Program [s peorly managed as evidenced by cost overruns,

Fact: Management of the B-1 Is one of the best In major weapon system
developmant., The projectcd total program cost Increase In 4 1/2 years,
exclusive of Inflation, has been about 12 percent, Inflation, much of it
estimated Into the mid-80s, accounts for 88 percent of the Increase In
cost, ' - )

Myth: B-1 is most expensive strategic program to date,

Fact: In comparable dollars, the cost of the B-52 force which had a greater
nurber of slirecraft was half asgaln as much as the cost of B-1 force which will
have greater overall capabllity,

Myth: Bombers are obsolete In the mlisslile age, %
“act: The comblnation of mlssiles and bombers precludes a dlsarming surprise
Z\Lg ok, The US bomber force balances the SALT numerical disparfitles In
dssiles and missile throwvelght., Soviets recognize effectiveness of US
‘bo*“ers and expend the equlvalent of approximately $5 billion a3 year to defend
agalnst bembers,

‘t'th‘ An alternative could do the Job cheaper, l.e., a stané-off air launched
crulse mlssile; a re-englined B=52; or a stretched FB 111, ;
Fact: The 05D Jelnt Strategle Bonber Study and supplemantal analys!s'concluded
that the B-1 is the nost cost-effective bomber--by a uidn margtn--for‘the '
- 1980s and beyond., The GAD review of the study stated tts "results now
provide the basls for more Informed constderation of the strategle bobber
question by the Congress.'' Futhermore, the B-1 takes advantage of USibomber -
technology and bomber force management, ; :

Mvth: The B~1 does not represent a signlflcant advance in alrcraft téchnology.

Fsct: The B-] combines the best features of earller bombers, {.e., the

{mora) s .
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8-47, B-52, B-58, RS/B-70, and FB-~11!, wlth new technology. The dés!gn

{s based on milllons of flylng hours and more than 18 years of opefatianal
.expetrlence In Jet bombers. That experlence provided the foundatloh for
‘deslgning the most sulftable and cost-effectlive bomber for the strateglc
mission,

The rew tachnology proyides significant adventages, such as: f

a. The flrst large alrcraft designed specifically to operatégwith
high survivebiilty In a nuclear environment. Qulck reaction, rapld accel-
eratlon and structural hardness permit the B-1 to fly out and survTve a
surpr«se attack. '

b. It is big enough to carry large numbers of nuclear weépons on.'
Intercontinental misslons, yet 1t has a small radar returp which qln!mlzes
detectlon and maximlizes the effectiveness of electronic countermeasures.

c. It 1s belng equlpped vlth advanced technology electVOnIc mounter-
measures which can be quickly reprogrammed to counter new radars and the
wespons they gulde.

d. b+t Is the first large aircrafc specifically destgned wlth the dual
capabllity to penetrate elther at near sonlc speed at very low altltude,
or at supersonfc speed at hlgh altitude, This advenced technology forces
an advetsary to davelop and deploy sycfems agalnst a wlde range of pene-~
tratlon tactics !

e. It is designed to malntaln high alert rates. The technology of
on=board test systems provides on-the-spot trouble shootlng and tlmely
malntenance analysls for qulck alreraft turn-arounds, high sortle irates,
and less costly but more efficlent alrcraft maintenance. High alert rates
signlflcantly reduce the cost of keeplng deterrent weapons on alert.

Myth: The B-1 would be obsolete when deployed, and another new bomber
would be needed, ;

}
Fact: The B=52 fllustrates how a well designed strateglic bomber den malin-
tain effectiveness over a long life. |In comparlson with the straﬁeclc
missile force, the 11fe of the B-52 has spanned the Atlas D, E, and F; the
Titan | and 113 Minuteman 1, 11l and {11, and now advancad research on the
MX, Durlng this same perlod of time, the Polarls with the A-1, A*Z and
A=3 missiles; the Poseldon; and now the Trident and Its miss!les are also
in development. In contrast, the B-52, plus a small number of B-58s and
Fe-111s as well as some alr-to-surface systems such as the Hound Cog end
SRAM, has continued to provide a very substantial part of our strateglc
force. With a 11fe span In excess of 30 years, the investment In:the B-l
bomber can be amortlzed over many, many years of effective usa as’'a deterrent
to nuclear attack. Today, the B-1 represents the most cost-effectlve deslgn

y

(more) §
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of a strateglc homber., It Incorporates those advanced technologies which
‘assure [ts effectiveness., Equally Important, the B-1 has growth potential
designed Into it, as did the B-52, to accommodate the uncertalntles of
futire enemy developrments, ;

Myth: The resources belng clalmed for strateglc forces are Tncraas?'

Fact: Slnce the early 1860s, when the Unlfted States started publlsh%ng
Tts Flve Year Defense Program, there has been a clearly projected constralning
trend In U,S. strateglic forces, In the last decade, as the DOD budget
has taken less and less of the Federal budget, the strategic forces have
recelved less of the DOD budget and less of the Alr Force budget, ln FY
76, seven cents of each DOD dollar (or 16 cents of each Alr Force doll ar)
goes to strateglc forces. _ %
]
Succeeding Flve Year Defense Programs have shown decreases In major planned
dnp!oyrowts. Inttial plans called for 2,000 Minuteman missiles, then' 1,600,
and finally 1,000, iInltial plans cslled for more than the U} nuc?ear’subs
currentfy deployed. The United States stopped at 54 Tltan Iis, clear?y
signaling a shift to small throwwelght missiles--and thls was before MIRVing.
The B=-70 and Skybolt were cancelled, lronlcally, the Soviets=-~who had
Tittle hope of achleving strategic parity In the 1960s~-could calculate
achlevable requiremants for parity {or superlority) from our self-restralned
Flve Year Defense Plans., Soviet capabllities are now essentially squivalent
to those of the Unlted States. ‘

Myth:  SALT agreements obvlate the need for the B-1. ‘ !
Fact: The Interim Agreement from SALT | esteblished lowar numerical ffﬁ!ts
Tor U.S. missile forces than for the Sovlets. Thls asymmetry was In part ‘
compensoted for by the larger .8, bombar force. The SALT Il egreeﬁent to
be formulated based on the Viadlvostok accord will place a celling onithe
total number of strateglic dellvery systems, The Inclusion of bombersﬂin
SALY Il Itmits has an addltional lspact on cost-quantlty tradeoffs and
Increases the Importance of obtalning higher performance from each unit
“rployeda=particularly in light of U.S, obJectives to reduce the celllng.

<. :hin the numerical constralints, quality should be emphasized for U.S,
furces., Hence, the B-1, with its high unit performance, can be viewed

both as the means of maintaining parfty within the celling and as the 'means .
of facilitating reduced ceillngs on strategic forces, The fact that heavy
borbers reprasent a signiflcant portion of the U.S. strateglc dellivery
systems makes- it Important that heavy bombers be optimized for maximum
effectiveness.
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